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IMPAC NORTH MEETING 

  San Francisco Westin 

January 29, 2005

Notes from English Meeting

Participants: Arca, R. (Foothill College), Blaine, M. (CSU Fullerton), Blakemore, P. (College of the Redwoods), Boudreaux, P. (West Valley College), Caughlan, S. (CSU Fresno), DeLeon, J. (American River College), Dillon, D. (Merced College), Hurley, T. (Diablo Valley College), Levinson, M. (San Jose City College), Loaiza, N. (Merced College), Lynch, E. (CSU East Bay), Nordlof, S. (College of the Redwoods), Rodgers, K. (American River College), Rosselli, D. (Napa Valley College), Scholer, L. (College of San Mateo), Silcox, T. (Sacramento City College), Snowhite, Mark (Crafton Hills College), Splitter, R. (DeAnza College), Stephans, M. (Pasadena City College), Warner, S. (Evergreen Valley College), West, T. (Modesto Junior College), Wronsky, M. (Evergreen Valley College)


Welcome & Introductions: Faculty Lead Mark Snowhite welcomed the participants and asked them to introduce themselves.

Report from CSU’s Lower Division Transfer Pattern (LDTP) project: Kate Clark, President of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges and English faculty representative to the English LDTP (Lower Division Transfer Pattern) chairs group, reported on the outcome of the LDTP English chairs’ meeting the day before. First, she provided background information about the legislation (SB 1785), which mandates that CSU develop a preferred transfer pattern for CSU’s 20 most frequently chosen majors that would assure community college students who hope to transfer to a CSU campus that they could transfer all their approved units to their target CSU campus. CSU has asked that such a preferred pattern be developed for their 30 most subscribed majors, three of which will not apply to community college students. 

Clark provided the following additional background information on the progress of the LDTP project, to date:

1. The transfer packages are designed to provide the greatest flexibility for transferring students; accordingly, the transfer package for English majors will not penalize students who may have “excess” units because they have explored other transfer options before deciding to major in English.

2. The English group supports maintaining the autonomy of the community college programs.

3. The design for the 60 transferable units breaks down as follows:

· 39 of the 60 units are in the transfer pattern (CSU Breadth is the most commonly chosen).

· Of the 21 remaining units: 

a) 15 units will be locally-determined by each community college and the CSU campus for which that community college campus is a feeder school.

b) 6 units are specified for some disciplines; for other disciplines, including English, the 6 units are undefined, except that they must count toward the baccalaureate degree, and, like the 15 units above, become part of the locally-determined package.

4.    To ensure that the lower division preparation of community college transfer and CSU “native” students remains comparable, conversations about articulation between the CCC and CSU systems will continue.

Clark then provided the pattern proposed by the LDTP English Chairs: 

Community college students who plan to major in English must (1) complete

lower-division general education requirements by following either the

Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) pattern or the

CSU General Education-Breadth pattern. Most CSU-bound transfer students

choose the General Education-Breadth pattern. Students must also (2) fulfill

the graduation requirements in United States History, Constitution, and

American Ideals. Students seeking to complete the Lower Division Transfer

Pattern for the major in English must (3) complete additional courses

transferable to the CSU as lower-division coursework to reach a total of 45

semester units. In addition students must (4) complete 15 units as specified

by the English Department at the CSU campus that they will attend to bring

the total to 60 transferable semester units.

CSU representatives Eve Lynch CSU Hayward, and Marlin Blain, CSU Fullerton, added the following comments:

· In designing transfer packages, CSU tried to reconcile two concerns: the mandate to provide direction to the community colleges and the need to respect the local autonomy of individual community colleges.

· Individual CSU campuses have different programs, including lower division requirements. 

· Flexibility for the students was deemed more important than articulation with every campus of the CSU system.

· CSU’s Lower Division Transfer Preparation (LDTP) Project affects only a small portion of students; a student who declares the major and follows the contract for that major at a specific CSU campus will be given priority admission to that campus (i.e., the place will be held for that student).

Clark, Lynch, and Blain provided the following information in response to questions from the participants:

1. Determination of which community college courses are acceptable will be made by each CSU English department.

2. Although the motivating assumption of SB 1785was the importance of decreasing the time students take and the “excess” units they earn before receiving the baccalaureate, CSU English department chairs do not want to over-emphasize the necessity of efficiency in the educational process. 

3. Articulation officers, working with instructional and counseling faculty, must ensure that students receive the appropriate information about transfer; it was noted that pathway information is on-line.

4. To convey the information about the LDTP transfer packages, CSUs will contact the CCC articulation officer of the feeder colleges. 

5. In response to the concern that articulation is less likely to occur when more new course offerings are created, the respondents agreed that the CSUs do not wish to restrict community college offerings.

6. The LDTP makes it more likely that transfer institutions may accept courses currently not accepted because of the concern for repetition; for example,  the LDTP might make the American lit sequence equally as transferable as the British lit sequence.

7. ASSIST will help ease the information burden on counselors.

8. For those colleges that do not have articulation officers, academic and student senates should work together to demand that the position of articulation officer be re-instated. 

9. Articulation of community college English courses has generally not been a problem.

Snowhite then distributed a draft grid of CC courses that articulate to individual CSU campuses to show the differences among the CSU campuses accepting community college English courses for major preparation and therefore how improbable it was that all 23 CSU campuses could agree on 6 units for English majors in lower division work.  He cautioned that the grid had errors and that it should not be used outside of this meeting. Reliable articulation information is available on ASSIST.

I. CAN descriptors

Snowhite asked participants to discuss the revised course objectives for the CAN 2 (ENGL 1A) descriptor. Participants made a number of suggestions for further revisions. The newly revised objectives are as follows:

ENGL 1A (CAN 2)

Proposed Objectives to Add to Course Descriptor

(Revised Jan. 29, 2005)

Course Objectives:


Upon completion of the course, successful students will be able to

A. Critically read, analyze, and evaluate a variety of primarily non-fiction texts for their rhetorical and technical merit, with consideration of the principles of unity, coherence, tone, persona, purpose, methods, and the effects on a target audience;

B. Write an analytical or argumentative essay, consisting of introduction, body, and conclusion, with an arguable thesis and persuasive support;

C. Write a unified, well-developed, well-organized, and clearly written essay of at least 1000 words; 

D. Use sentences of varying structure and type in order to emphasize meaning, relationship, and importance of ideas;

E. Organize paragraphs into a logical sequence, developing the central idea of the essay to a logical conclusion;

F. Find, analyze, and interpret outside sources, including online information

G. Integrate the ideas of others through paraphrase, summary, and quotation into a paper that expresses his or her own voice, position, or analysis;

H. Use a variety of rhetorical strategies, which may include textual analysis, comparison/ contrast, causal analysis, and argument;

I. Produce a multi-source research paper of at least 2,000 words, following the MLA or APA documentation format;

J. Revise, proofread, and edit their essays for public presentation so they exhibit no gross errors in English grammar, usage, or punctuation.

The following concerns were expressed during discussion of these proposed objectives:

· For the CSUs, the research paper is usually assigned in the second term of a two-term sequence. At least one community college on the quarter system has a similar arrangement.  In this situation, the sequence rather than the course articulation is important. When CAN 1 and 3 (for quarters) are drafted, the research paper will probably be part of the second quarter (CAN 3). 

· Snowhite emphasized that these objectives include minimums and can be exceeded; for example, the word requirement reflects the least common denominator.

· CSUs do not specify a word count.

· The importance of students’ being able to apply reading strategies was emphasized as crucial to student success in English 1A; reading strategies that students should have include understanding patterns of organization, identifying thesis and supporting evidence, and being able to paraphrase accurately. There was discussion about whether these strategies should be listed in the objective “A”. It was agreed that the word “critically” conveyed these skills.

Snowhite then distributed copies of the ICAS (Intersegmental Committee of Academic Senates) publication Academic Literacy. Describing what can be expected of entering freshmen at all post-secondary institutions, this document is valuable for planning curriculum and writing course content descriptions. College faculty should share this document with English and reading faculty at feeder high schools.

Preceding the discussion about World Literature, Snowhite and Greg Gilbert, ASCCC Executive Board member and chair of the ASCCC Curriculum Committee, shared the following points of information concerning the terms student learning outcomes (SLOs) and course objectives:

1. Participants at the IMPAC south meeting decided to include course objectives rather than student learning outcomes in course outlines.

2. WASC’s position is that learning outcomes are developed locally.

3. Because learning outcomes conveys a sense of standardization, the term is associated with a shift toward a corporate climate and the potential for sacrificing academic freedom.

4. Although the original CAN model used “objectives/outcomes” the ASCCC strongly recommends using only “objectives.”

World Literature

Snowhite distributed samples of outlines for World Literature and explained that we began work on reviewing World Literature outlines at last year’s IMPAC meetings. World Lit. was a course that many community college offer and that is accepted as lower division work by at least three CSU campuses. The course outlines for Pasadena City College’s World Literature courses (a sequence of three semester-length courses) were used as a starting point.  Participants discussed the configuration of a course sequence. It was agreed that CAN should include a sequence of two survey World Literature courses, a pattern consistent with survey courses in American and British Lit. Some felt that a single course in World Literature would not provide the student with sufficient depth. Also, while a three-course sequence would provide depth, probably no four-year college would articulate a complete three-course lower division sequence in World Lit.

The group agreed that course objectives for all survey courses should be similar, including the abilities to critically read, analyze, evaluate, and write intelligently about the literature included in the course content. 

Snowhite will use a synthesis from Pasadena City College’s World Literature 44A and course outlines from Evergreen and Sacramento City Colleges.  It was also suggested that information about cultural and historical context must be included in the course descriptor.

Additional recommendations for improving English major preparation at the community colleges

Participants discussed the concept of “front-end articulation,” whereby four-year institutions could agree to accept a course that a community college is planning to offer. This process could help departments justify (and obtain adequate enrollment for) new courses. The response from four-year college participants was that articulation should remain as is because of scarcity of funds for instruction. Because articulation means that a course at one institution equates with a similar course from the other institution, front-end articulation would result in CSU’s being required to offer courses for which enrollment would be low, and doing so would not be an effective use of available funds.

Meeting with ESL Group

After Lunch the group met with the ESL group to discuss mutual concerns and suggestions.  

1. As a result of the lack of success of community college transfers on the GWR (graduate writing requirement), the question emerges: If students earn a grade of “C” or better in community college courses, why are they not passing the GWR? It was noted that the comparison of test results for community college students who are native and nonnative speakers of English does not show a large performance discrepancy. Some CSU campuses report that students performed well on the GWR after taking a preparatory course.

2. A survey is being conducted by an ICAS ESL task force to obtain data on ESL students’ performance. In April, this task force will conduct an on-line survey on ESL issues. Examples of these issues include: how to identify second-language learners on campuses, how to achieve appropriate assessment and placement, the range of courses offered for English language learning, and the types of support services for second language learners. The ESL task force will prepare its final report by the end of the fall 05 semester.

ESL Lead Faculty Jan Frodesen then summarized issues discussed by the ESL faculty at its morning session:

1 How can the ways in which students are assessed, placed, and advised, as appropriate, to take ESL courses be improved? Second-language students do not know the options for assessment into ESL or English; many prefer to take the English assessment test and, having been inappropriately placed in English courses, they are unable to complete these courses successfully. 

2 What courses are available for second-language students to satisfy the English 1A requirement? Students in ESL courses must have the support they need to improve their reading and writing skills.  ESL courses intended to parallel English1A must have comparable texts supporting English 1A-level vocabulary development and editing strategies, NOT material that simplifies below the 1A-level. 

3 What can be done to help the “1.5 population”? Students who speak another language at home besides English are often long-term or American-born who still have problems in English and academic writing. ESL faculty must work with English and writing-across-the-curriculum (WAC) programs to meet the special language needs of the 1.5 population. When it was noted that a conference of intersegmental ESL faculties will occur at Pasadena College to discuss how high school and college courses might better serve the 1.5 population, Mark Snowhite observed that this conference is an example of one initiative which can be a pilot program; he will bring the information to the attention of the ASCCC executive committee and requested that the conference information be included in the IMPAC Web site. It was also noted that a previous intersegmental outreach project organized by Robbie Ching allowed midterm communication and norming between CCCs and CSU faculties; the result was a GWR pass rate of over 90 percent.

4 While the SLOs for ESL courses which parallel English 1A are not different, the process for teaching the skills does differ. For one thing, ESL emphasizes sentence-level proficiencies rather than rhetorical skills. More scaffolding may be required, but the course outlines should be similar because the objectives are the same.

5 The minimum qualifications for English faculty are different from those for ESL faculty, yet the objectives of English 1A and an ESL version of English 1A must be the same.

6 Students tutoring ESL students and student tutors working in writing centers must have specialized training so the tutors will recognize how to deal with specialized problems such as coping with idioms.

At the end of the discussion between ESL and English faculties, Sacramento City College ESL Professor Richard Cervin distributed two fact sheets:  “English and ESL – What’s the difference?” and “Learning a Second Language.”  Snowhite encouraged the distribution and duplications of the fact sheets for use at the colleges.

Snowhite urged participants to plan to attend the statewide IMPAC meeting this spring.

The meeting ended at 3:00 p.m.

