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Accomplishments 
If last year was a landmark year for the Writing Center, this year was about maintaining our momentum. 
In June 2009 we began to implement our 3-year strategic plan and this year we commenced the first 
Writing Center Committee (WCC), the newest of three standing committees within the Writing Program. 
Among the goals addressed in the strategic plan, the following represent our most significant 
accomplishments: 

• Gathered survey data in partnership with the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment (OIRA) on student 
satisfaction and student learning. Throughout Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 we surveyed first time users 
on their satisfaction and repeat users on their learning. While these were both indirect 
assessments, the results of these surveys were extraordinarily positive. In both semesters, 99% of 
self-selected, first-time users said they planned to return to the Writing Center. Also in both 
semesters, repeat users (i.e. students who used any of our services 3 or more times), reported 
agreeing or strongly agreeing with statements about our learning outcomes, including having a 
better understanding of the writing process, using talking as part of their process, becoming more 
confident in their ability, and experiencing overall improvement in their writing. Mean scores for 
these questions were 4 or greater on a 5-point scale. The data for repeat users is particularly 
credible as it was individually verified through a password-protected interface. 

These surveys also provided robust data on the relationship between satisfaction and learning 
depending on the nature of the service (f2f or online), first language, status, ability, kind and 
frequency of courses, number of different consultants consulted, and skills addressed  

See Appendix B for SAS tables and Appendix C for OIRA’s analysis. 

• Began to implement a sustainable model that trains staff while building a repository of student resources. In Fall 
2009 the WCC mapped a process that would foster regular consultant dialogue while also 
designing handouts and resources for students. In Spring 2010 we began to implement this model, 
asking consultants meet with members of the WCC on 3 occasions. Each meeting ran about an 
hour, with 10-15 minutes for discussion on usage, assessment, policies, and/or recurring issues 
and the rest of the time dedicated to professional development and resource building. This 
happened systemically with a consultant leading on a given area/practice (mutually defined at the 
first meeting) by sharing scholarship, locating relevant links and producing handouts for students 
on said issue. In April, Ryan McClure presented on research in the Center and in May, Jennifer 
Bryan presented on reading assignment sheets critically. This summer I will work with George 
Rhinehart to develop a method for managing/publishing these artifacts. 
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Problems and challenges 

! Appointments are limited. For the last two years we’ve had an efficiency rate between 82-87% (see 
Appendix A, Table 1), but are still only reaching 4-6% of SU’s student population. More to the 
point, while our OIRA surveys were overwhelmingly positive, our lowest mean score (3.05) came 
in the repeater survey when we asked students about the ease of making appointments. Open 
comments further suggested that students want more time, more appointments, and greater 
choice for times on the schedule. Given the current economic climate in Arts and Sciences, it 
seems unlikely that we will receive more consulting sections. If the Writing Center is to grow, it 
will need a sea change, which will come with its own set of problems. Our current solution is to 
develop alternative ways to help students, especially via resources on the website. 

! Professional consultant shortage. As the rigor and accountability of consulting increases and as the 
Program expands, it is becoming increasingly difficult to find professional consultants to work in 
the Writing Center. This fall, for example, we are short 10 consultant sections.  

! eWC service must migrate to a new platform. We have been using Derek Mueller’s server and labor to 
run the eWC for the last two years. I’ve promised him that this summer would be the last time I’d 
ask for his support for free. This fall we will either need to pay Derek for his time and resources, 
find a different way to manage the eWC, or cut the service altogether.  

! Merit/evaluation process for PWIs is incomplete. After interviewing WP directors and soliciting feedback 
from PWIs, the WCC settled on an eval/merit process that simply encourages PWI to represent 
their consulting by submitting relevant materials during their review. While this is a step forward, 
this step alone limits the depth of the evaluation. I am currently working with OIRA to see if we 
can develop a system that will provide student evaluations of sessions in an immediate, secure 
fashion. If we can, we’ll be able to evaluate consultants more holistically. 

 
Goals and plans for 2010-2011  
The following is a first draft of possible charges for the WCC next year, organized by goals listed on the 3-
year strategic plan. 
 
Goal 1: Develop best practices for all staff in the WC 
• Compile feedback from Spring 2010 consultant survey and re-send in Fall 2010 
• Discuss possible ESL training series with WC Intern, Melissa Watson 
• Continue to meet with consultants once per month 
• Continue to work toward a solution on PWI merit/eval process 

 
Goal 2: Strengthen and make consistent the WC's relationships with the WP and the larger university 
• Publicize data from OIRA with instructors and other stakeholders 
• Publish guide for instructors about classroom support services we offer, including pricing for 

professional programs  
• Explore the possibility of offering 30-, 60-, and 90-minute workshop modules for courses across the 

curriculum 
• Work with Bron Adam to continue workshops for new faculty  

 
Goal 3: Revise and maintain a virtual and physical space that reflects the values of the WC and the university 
• Share values statement with VPA and Museum Studies program; explore partnerships (incomplete 

charge from 2009-10) 
• Archive resource materials for students, instructors and consultants on WC website 
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Budgetary/equipment needs and considerations 
 
WCOnline subscription: $715 
IWCA membership and subscriptions: $70 
Supplies (tissues, mints): $100 
Print resources: $100 
 
Total: $985 
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APPENDIX A: WRITING CENTER STATISTICS (Fall 2006--Spring 2010) 
[Note: In Fall 2008 the Writing Center migrated to a different scheduling platform, which affected how we collected 
data. Such changes are reflected in this Appendix.] 
 
Table 1—Face-to-face Sessions 

Data / Term   F 2006 Sp 2007 F 2007 Sp 2008 F 2008 Sp 2009 F 2009 Sp 2010 

Reservations 3063 1886 2644 1621 3477 2303 3509 2402 

Total clients - - - - 1235 852 1249 802 

% of student body - - - - 6% 4% 6% 4% 

Utilization rate - - - - 82% 87% 85% 84% 

No-show rate - - - - 9% 12% 10% 12% 

Reserved 1 session - - - - 47% 54% 49% 50% 

Reserved 2--9 sessions - - - - 48% 40% 46% 45% 

Reserved 10+ sessions - - - - 5% 6% 5% 5% 

By College/ Term   F 2006 Sp 2007 F 2007 Sp 2008 F 2008 Sp 2009 F 2009 Sp 2010* 

Arts & Sciences 34% 45% 41% 44% 33% 35% 35% 26% 

Others 66% 55% 59% 56% 67% 65% 57% 35% 

Did not report -- -- -- -- -- -- 8% 39% 

By Class/ Term   F 2006 Sp 2007 F 2007 Sp 2008 F 2008 Sp 2009 F 2009 Sp 2010* 

Freshman 64% 22% 43% 19% 49% 22% 46% 16% 

Sophomore 12% 46% 23% 33% 20% 32% 13% 26% 

Junior 6% 7% 9% 23% 10% 17% 11% 9% 

Senior 5% 10% 9% 13% 10% 11% 8% 8% 

Graduate 12% 12% 14% 12% 9.5% 14% 15% 13% 

Did not report -- -- -- -- -- -- 7% 28% 

WRT 120/ Term   F 2006 Sp 2007 F 2007 Sp 2008 F 2008 Sp 2009 F 2009 Sp 2010 

WRT 120.1 30 7 25 5 21 6 6 0 

WRT 120.2 11 0 5 0 7 0 2 0 

WRT 220.1 3 21 4 13 1 8 3 7 

WRT 220.2 0 4 0 1 0 4 0 1 

WRT 320.1 2 8 2 2 2 1 1 1 

WRT 320.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 46 40 36 21 31 19 12 9 

Drop-Ins/ Term   F 2006 Sp 2007 F 2007 Sp 2008 F 2008 Sp 2009 F 2009 Sp 2010 

Drop-In  9% 10% 9% 10% 7% 7% 5% 7% 

Scheduled  91% 90% 91% 90% 93% 93% 95% 93% 

*denotes that we switched to self-registration procedure 
 
Table 2—IM Sessions 

Data / Term   F 2008 Sp 2009 F 2009 Sp 2010 
Reservations 71 66 132 35 
Total clients 48 39 76 23 

No-show rate 20% 18% 11% 31% 
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5 How to Write a Glossary

This chapter provides guidelines on content, definitions, 
and format for a glossary of terms.

A good glossary can enhance the usefulness of the documentation you produce. A term 
that one reader sees as jargon is seen by another as an everyday term in constant use.

Audience Considerations
Keep in mind the needs of the people for whom you are writing. 
Â First-time users:  If your document is intended for first-time computer users or 

first-time Apple product users, you’ll probably have to include “obvious” terms such 
as window, screen, menu, start up, and command. Look at earlier user documentation 
for ideas about what to include, and ask your developmental editor for suggestions.

Â Intermediate users:  Documentation for intermediate users and installation manuals 
for peripheral devices lie in a gray area. Can you assume, for example, that the person 
buying a hard disk has already learned how to use the computer? Perhaps not. But 
some hard disk buyers will be very advanced users. When deciding which terms to 
include, you should probably err on the side of including terms that most readers 
might already know, rather than leaving out those that some readers won’t know.

Â Developer documentation:  For developer documentation, you can assume computer 
literacy on the part of readers; you might not have to define general computer terms 
such as microprocessor or application. However, you should probably assume that 
some readers will not be familiar with Apple terminology. Terms such as Apple event, 
Aqua, or Quartz should probably be in the glossary if your document uses them.

Apple
http://developer.apple.com/library/mac/.../APStyleGuide/APSG_2009.pdf

http://developer.apple.com/library/mac/.../APStyleGuide/APSG_2009.pdf


U.S. Government
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15. Footnotes, Indexes, Contents, and Outlines

Footnotes and reference marks
15.1.  Text footnotes follow the style of the text with the exception of those 

things noted in Chapter 9 “Abbreviations and Letter Symbols.’’ 
Footnotes appearing in tabular material follow the guidelines set 
forth in Chapter 13 “Tabular Work.’’

15.2.  In a publication divided into chapters, sections, or articles, each 
beginning a new page, text footnotes begin with 1 in each such
division. In a publication without such divisional grouping, foot-
notes are numbered consecutively from 1 to 99, and then begin with 
1 again. However, in supplemental sections, such as appendixes and 
bibliographies, which are not parts of the publication proper, foot-
notes begin with 1.

15.3.  Copy preparers must see that references and footnotes are plainly 
marked.

15.4.  If a reference is repeated on another page, it should carry the origi-
nal footnote; but to avoid repetition of a long note, the copy preparer 
may use the words “See footnote 3 (6, 10, etc.) on p.—.’’ instead of 
repeating the entire footnote.

15.5.   Unless the copy is otherwise marked: (1) Footnotes to 12-point text 
are set in 8 point; (2) footnotes to 11-point text are set in 8 point, 
except in Supreme Court reports, in which they are set in 9 point; 
(3) footnotes to 10- and 8-point text are set in 7 point.

15.6.   Footnotes are set as paragraphs at the bottom of the page and are 
separated from the text by a 50-point rule, set fl ush left , with no less 
than 2 points of space above and below the rule.

15.7.   Footnotes to indented matter (other than excerpt footnotes) are set 
full measure.

15.8.  To achieve faithful reproduction of indented excerpt material (par-
ticularly legal work) containing original footnotes, these footnotes 
are also indented and placed at the bottom of the excerpt, separated 

chapter15.indd   303chapter15.indd   303 11/13/08   3:18:33 PM11/13/08   3:18:33 PM

http://www.gpoaccess.gov/stylemanual/browse.html
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ExecuGve	
  Summary	
  

This	
  report	
  recommends	
  implemenGng	
  an	
  in-­‐school	
  credit	
  union	
  that	
  is	
  integrated	
  with	
  Mr.	
  
Blasland’s	
  personal	
  finance	
  class	
  at	
  Henninger	
  High	
  School.	
  This	
  opGon	
  will	
  affect	
  
approximately	
  85	
  students	
  in	
  its	
  first	
  year	
  alone,	
  around	
  27	
  of	
  them	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  actual	
  
operaGon	
  of	
  the	
  credit	
  union.	
  This	
  will	
  provide	
  students	
  the	
  chance	
  to	
  learn	
  the	
  importance	
  
of	
  saving	
  their	
  money	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  provide	
  3	
  to	
  4	
  paid	
  teller	
  posiGons	
  when	
  the	
  credit	
  union	
  is	
  
open,	
  one	
  day	
  a	
  week.	
  	
  This	
  was	
  a	
  beNer	
  soluGon	
  than	
  a	
  student	
  club	
  to	
  run	
  an	
  in-­‐school	
  
credit	
  union	
  because	
  it	
  is	
  $1,600	
  dollars	
  cheaper	
  and	
  more	
  sustainable	
  because	
  it	
  is	
  
integrated	
  into	
  a	
  class	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  rely	
  on	
  volunteer	
  work.	
  My	
  recommendaGon	
  is	
  a	
  
beNer	
  soluGon	
  than	
  taking	
  no	
  acGon	
  and	
  allowing	
  the	
  reconstrucGon	
  of	
  the	
  SCSD	
  to	
  take	
  
place	
  as	
  well	
  because	
  there	
  is	
  not	
  much	
  being	
  done	
  in	
  the	
  reconstrucGon	
  to	
  improve	
  
personal	
  finance.	
  Furthermore	
  the	
  proposed	
  soluGon	
  does	
  not	
  add	
  a	
  significant	
  safety	
  risk	
  
as	
  advocates	
  of	
  no	
  acGon	
  perceive,	
  based	
  on	
  two	
  other	
  local	
  in-­‐school	
  credit	
  unions	
  that	
  
have	
  run	
  without	
  incident.
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ExecuGve	
  Summary	
  

This	
  report	
  recommends	
  implemenGng	
  an	
  in-­‐school	
  credit	
  union	
  that	
  is	
  integrated	
  with	
  Mr.	
  
Blasland’s	
  personal	
  finance	
  class	
  at	
  Henninger	
  High	
  School.	
  This	
  opGon	
  will	
  affect	
  
approximately	
  85	
  students	
  in	
  its	
  first	
  year	
  alone,	
  around	
  27	
  of	
  them	
  involved	
  in	
  the	
  actual	
  
operaGon	
  of	
  the	
  credit	
  union.	
  This	
  will	
  provide	
  students	
  the	
  chance	
  to	
  learn	
  the	
  importance	
  
of	
  saving	
  their	
  money	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  provide	
  3	
  to	
  4	
  paid	
  teller	
  posiGons	
  when	
  the	
  credit	
  union	
  is	
  
open,	
  one	
  day	
  a	
  week.	
  	
  This	
  was	
  a	
  beNer	
  soluGon	
  than	
  a	
  student	
  club	
  to	
  run	
  an	
  in-­‐school	
  
credit	
  union	
  because	
  it	
  is	
  $1,600	
  dollars	
  cheaper	
  and	
  more	
  sustainable	
  because	
  it	
  is	
  
integrated	
  into	
  a	
  class	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  rely	
  on	
  volunteer	
  work.	
  My	
  recommendaGon	
  is	
  a	
  
beNer	
  soluGon	
  than	
  taking	
  no	
  acGon	
  and	
  allowing	
  the	
  reconstrucGon	
  of	
  the	
  SCSD	
  to	
  take	
  
place	
  as	
  well	
  because	
  there	
  is	
  not	
  much	
  being	
  done	
  in	
  the	
  reconstrucGon	
  to	
  improve	
  
personal	
  finance.	
  Furthermore	
  the	
  proposed	
  soluGon	
  does	
  not	
  add	
  a	
  significant	
  safety	
  risk	
  
as	
  advocates	
  of	
  no	
  acGon	
  perceive,	
  based	
  on	
  two	
  other	
  local	
  in-­‐school	
  credit	
  unions	
  that	
  
have	
  run	
  without	
  incident.
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National Priorities List because of soil and groundwater contamination that resulted from 
BNL's past operations.  Subsequently, the EPA, NYSDEC, and DOE entered into a 
Federal Facilities Agreement (herein referred to as the Interagency Agreement; [IAG]) 
that became effective in May 1992 (Administrative Docket Number: II-CERCLA-FFA-
00201) to coordinate the cleanup.  
 
The IAG identified AOCs that were grouped into OUs to be evaluated for response 
actions. The IAG required a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for OU I, 
pursuant to 42 United States Code (USC) 9601 et. seq., to meet Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) requirements.  OU 
I consists of areas of soil contamination at the BNL site where waste was historically 
managed or disposed, including the former HWMF.  The OUs and AOCs identified by 
the IAG are discussed further in Sections 1.6 and 2.0. 
 
Upon completion and review of the results of a Remedial Investigation (RI) and 
Feasibility Study (FS) for OU I, the OU I Record of Decision (ROD) was signed in 
August, 1999.  The OU I ROD specified the excavation and off-site disposal of 
radiologically and chemically contaminated soils. 
 
The decision to complete the removal of radiologically contaminated soil from the former 
HWMF Perimeter Area Project was documented by the Final Action Memorandum, 
Removal Action for Contaminated Soil from the Former Hazardous Waste Management 
Facility Perimeter Area (June, 2009).  The memorandum specified that the residential 
cleanup goals for radiologically contaminated soils in the OU I ROD be used for the 
former HWMF Perimeter Area Project.       
 

1.4 Site Investigation 
 
A radiological walkover survey performed in 2005 identified contamination the former 
HWMF Perimeter Area surface soils.  Additional investigation and characterization of the 
former HWMF Perimeter Area was performed in 2007: Investigation and 
Characterization of the Brookhaven Avenue Cs-137 Contamination (BNL, 2007).  The 
investigation identified Cs-137 contamination in the former HWMF Perimeter Area 
surface soils, specifically in areas north/northeast and east of the former HWMF, as well 
as to the west along Brookhaven Avenue.  Surface soil  (0-6”) concentrations ranged 
from near background to 43 pCi/g in the contiguous area, while localized areas of 
contamination, referred to herein as discrete areas, ranged from 2.8 pCi/g to 322 pCi/g.  
Concentrations of Cs-137 were not detected above site cleanup criteria in deeper soil 
sample intervals (>6”).  The locations of Cs-137 identified within the former HWMF 
Perimeter Area are illustrated by Figure 1-3. 
 

4 

BNL = Brookhaven National Laboratory
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