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Welcome/Overview of ESL IMPAC goals 

Jan Frodesen, ESL Lead, welcomed all to the first regional meeting of IMPAC for 2004-2005. Attendees introduced themselves and summarized their campus roles.  Nine of those at the meeting attended IMPAC ESL regional and/or statewide meetings in 2003-2004; six were attending IMPAC for the first time.

Frodesen distributed a handout that summarized ESL issues concerning student preparation and transfer that had been discussed in ESL’s first year of participation in IMPAC. (See 2003-2004 ESL Meeting Notes and Annual Report for details.) Frodesen said that, given several key issues identified and elaborated, the ESL faculty during this year of IMPAC involvement could focus on concrete ways to improve academic preparation and transfer for multilingual writers. 

ICAS ESL Task Force project & coordination with IMPAC ESL

Frodesen presented information about the ESL Task Force, formed in 2004 by the Intersegmental Committee of the Academic Senates (ICAS) to gather information and make recommendations regarding ESL students, programs and support services in California’s community colleges, CSUs and UCs. Members of the ESL Task Force, faculty from the three higher education systems, have received a grant to design and administer a survey to selected faculty in our postsecondary institutions. The data that will be gathered and interpreted speak to many of the issues raised in the IMPAC ESL meetings, including student assessment and placement, articulation of ESL courses, and meeting the needs of different L2 populations. Some IMPAC participants may be asked to complete the survey for their institutions.

ESL transfer credit information 

Articulation Office Jeannie Nishime provided a summary chart of  CC ESL Courses that are transferable. There are few transfer courses at most CCs; the ESL program for each CC depends on the particular second language population served. Attendees discussed campus interaction between credit and non-credit programs and the offering of preparatory classes for high school ESL students. Nishime said that according to Title V, schools are in violation if they allow HS students to attend non-transfer-level courses. 

Nishime briefly explained ASSIST (www.assist.org), the website offering information about articulation/courses that transfer to four-year universities and CAN, the course common numbering system to facilitate transfer of credits from CCs to 4-year institutions. Attendees discussed the work that the ICAS Pathways group had done to anchor ESL proficiency descriptors to California college/university ESL courses; they also discussed the Department of Education descriptors for Adult Education proficiency levels. Frodesen said she would contact former Pathways committee members to explore how IMPAC might use the Pathways descriptors to identify further course equivalencies across campuses. Another helpful information source about ESL college level literacy expectations would be the ICAS 2002 document: Academic Literacy: A Statement of Competencies Expected of Students Entering California’s Public Colleges and Universities   (www.academicsenate.cc.ca.us/Publications/Papers/AcademicLiteracy/main/htm).

Selecting issues for specific focus

Frodesen summarized the recommendations that ESL faculty had put forward from the IMPAC statewide meeting in April. She asked the group to select from the recommendations and meeting agenda items several issues to focus on for the remainder of the meeting. These recommendations included the following:

· Create more awareness of benefits of ESL instruction – informing students, administration and discipline faculty (disseminate research on ESL success rates, promotion, etc.)

· Change perceptions in upper division that ESL focus is no longer necessary- ESL transfer students wouldn’t have to hide the fact that they may need help in academic literacy development or use coping strategies like avoidance of classes that include writing

· Consider changing the name of ESL programs to reduce stigma associated with ESL

· Foster greater awareness of the different L2 populations in our colleges/universities: international students, newly arrived immigrants, generation 1.5 students

· Create a WAC Strand in IMPAC

· Improve TESL Teacher Training Across the Curriculum

· Create a mechanism to articulate ESL courses across the CC curriculum

· Provide cultural support for at-risk ESL students (e.g. day care)

· Improve collaboration between segments: HS-CC-CSU-UC

· Create closer connections between IMPAC and the CATESOL organization

· Develop transfer or elective credit for support courses/ ESL Classes as elective classes in other disciplines, e.g. Certificate programs, Nursing, Business

· Revise courses to address the mismatch between ESL curriculum and language demands across the disciplines- Address lack of knowledge about the kinds of language tasks required across the disciplines

· Address problems related to lack of ESL coordination 

Attendees agreed on two issues to discuss in the afternoon session:  1) Renaming of ESL programs to reduce stigma of taking ESL; 2) ESL transferable courses to UC and CSUs

Renaming ESL programs

Some California universities (e.g., UC-Irvine, San Francisco State) have renamed their ESL Programs to reflect the fact that many California university students needing second language instruction are long-term immigrants; some have not taken any ESL courses prior to attending college/university even though they have reading, writing and sometimes speaking (e.g. pronunciation) difficulties that may be related to having a home language other than English. Many students who could benefit from postsecondary level ESL instruction avoid ESL coursework because they do not believe that they are “ESL” students or they feel stigmatized by the label. 

Attendees first reviewed some of the other terms that have been used for ESL programs and discussed possible drawbacks: English Language Learners (used in K-12 for students still actively acquiring English and may not be appropriate for all L2 populations); English as a Non-native Language  (Could be considered a negative label), Academic English or English as an Academic Language (not all ESL courses are academic English, some are vocational or pre-college, so some CCs might then need two programs); American Language (suggests that generation 1.5 students have been speaking something other than American English); College Prep English (used in high schools for college prep so may not be appropriate for postsecondary); English Across the Curriculum; English Fluency Program (however, students are fluent and still have non-native syntax & vocabulary errors); English for Multilingual Students (used increasingly but some think multilingual students could also refer to native English speakers).

Most attendees agreed that renaming is necessary for the higher level courses. Jeanette Redding said that at Oxnard College, ESL is called English and in the description, the course is designated as an ESL course.  

The group recommended that the issue of renaming ESL Programs be put on the agendas of the Community College and College/University discussion sessions at the statewide CATESOL Conference in Long Beach in March. They also recommended that the ESL Task Force include questions about this topic in the survey.

CC ESL courses: Transfer credit and curriculum issues 

Discussion began with the question of whether it was possible to have an ESL course that is at the English 1A level. This would need to be validated by the English Council, a group that includes representatives from the English departments of schools. One problem with having English 1A-level ESL is that many students who are now in English 1A are ESL; thus, if ESL at this level were offered by ESL Programs, English departments would lose many students. If such courses were taught by English department faculty, a potential problem is that English Department instructors often lack special training in ESL.

At this point, it is not clear whether more than one level below CAN Eng 2 can be transferable. The group consensus was that courses that are more than one level below CAN Eng 2 should be transferable; it was noted that in the UC system, students receive degree credit for ESL courses on some campuses (e.g., UCLA) that are more than one level below CAN Eng 2.

The group also discussed whether students who graduate from CCs should be required to take CAN English 2. The statewide Academic Senate may vote on this in the spring. Attendees noted that some students are pursuing vocational goals that do not necessarily require writing skills of the kind required in composition courses. The group discussed what kinds of writing skills would be appropriate for CC degrees, e.g., whether a vocational program graduate should be expected to write essays. Since the CCs admit students with a wide range of entering literacy skills, some thought it was not reasonable to expect CCs to get all students to the level at which they could pass CAN English 2. Attendees also questioned the extent to which CAN English 2 would make CC graduates more employable. 

The group then turned to the kinds of writing typically required in CC ESL classes. They agreed that ESL programs should make more efforts to determine what kinds of writing assignments are required in content classes at the CCs. They noted that many upper-level ESL classes are taught as English classes (literature, expository writing) and that students are not being prepared to write for non-English content courses. One program is requesting samples of writing assignments to help students prepare for these classes. The group recommended that programs on other campuses do this and that possibilities of funding to support a study be explored. 

Intersegmental workshop on generation 1.5 students

Russell Frank, Pasadena City College, provided information about a HS/CC/CSU/UC invitational workshop being planned by PCC faculty. The goal is to foster intersegmental discussion about the generation 1.5 student population and to make recommendations for helping these students gain proficiency in academic literacy at all levels from secondary through college/university. This workshop would be held April 22, following the statewide CATESOL Conference and one week before the IMPAC statewide meeting so that the outcomes of the workshop could be discussed at the IMPAC ESL meeting.

Creating awareness about ESL literacy across the curriculum       

The group discussed how ESL faculty could help to raise awareness about the kinds of language errors made by even advanced ESL/multilingual students. Many multilingual students who become proficient writers/speakers retain non-native English language features that are unlikely to change. Frodesen recommended the website UC Write as a good resource for information on multilingual writers. Christine Holten (TESL/Applied Linguistics, UCLA) has created responses to FAQs regarding ESL/multilingual writers (www.ucwrite.org).  Included are suggestions for effective feedback and ways that instructors can identify and assist ESL students. Frodesen also showed memoranda created by the IMPAC Mathematics group and sent to Mathematics and counseling departments to assist advisors of transferring math students through general recommendations, guidelines and course expectations. Attendees agreed that it would be useful if the IMPAC ESL faculty could create memoranda for counselors and students informing them about ESL assessment, placement and expectations. Another suggestion was for ESL faculty and counselors to hold retreats to discuss campus-specific assessment and placement options for multilingual students; this is done at some CCs.

Topics for further discussion

One topic the group suggested in closing is how we might better determine problems that ESL students experience upon transferring to CSUs or UCs and address them at the CC level prior to transfer.  The ICAS ESL Task Force Survey could help to identify these problems.

Since the ESL and English groups did not meet during this session, it was suggested that an e-mail list be created for ESL and English so that the two groups can discuss campus assessment and placement issues involving both disciplines.

The meeting ended at 3 p.m. Thanks to Rebecca Beck for her assistance in note-taking during the meeting.

Submitted by Jan Frodesen

