IMPAC NORTH MEETING 

  Westin Hotel, Millbrae

January 21, 2006

9:45 am – 3:00 pm

Notes

Participants: Lois Abraham, John Batty-Sylvan, Andrea Bewick, Peter Blakemore, Paulette Boudreaux, Elena Cole, Louise Culver, Dallas Dillon, Thomas Hurley, Joni

Jordan, Nelson Loaiza, Lois Lund, Julie Maia, Katherine Rodgers, Denise Rosselli, Andrea
Sanelli, Sato Michael, Susan Schweik, Eileen Smith, and Mark Snowhite.

Welcome & Introductions: Faculty Lead Mark Snowhite welcomed the participants and asked them to introduce themselves and indicate their interests. Many came to learn more about articulation of their courses. Most indicated that they were eager to talk to others in the discipline.

I. 
Report from Lead Faculty Snowhite


A. Future Structure of IMPAC

Snowhite indicated that funding for IMPAC has been continued for another year, one year after the current school year, but at a reduced level. This reduction in funding, along with the elimination of the CAN Board and the emergence of CSU’s Lower Division Transfer Pattern (LDTP) project discipline groups, which are charged with reviewing and revising CAN descriptors and using them to determine articulation to CSU, will result in a change in IMPAC meeting structure. Beginning next year, most disciplines, including English, are planning to meet in more localized groups, probably involving faculty from a CSU and UC campus and the community colleges in their areas. No area structure has yet been proposed by the IMPAC Steering or Executive committees. The focus will probably be on articulation of courses to the four-year campuses. The English Council of California Two-Year Colleges (ECCTYC) may wish to send representatives and provide a forum for discussion about issues regarding transfer of English majors.

Snowhite reminded the group that there would be a statewide meeting this spring, as scheduled, on April 29, in Los Angeles, and invited everyone to attend.

II. 
CSU and UC Initiatives 

A. LDTP 

Snowhite summarized the CSU’s LDTP project and handed out the project’s approved pattern for English major transfers. In brief, in addition to the 39 or 40 units a student takes in the CSU breadth (or IGETC) pattern, the statewide LDTP group indicated that any additional six units applicable to the baccalaureate degree would be acceptable, leaving the remainder of the sixty-unit package (approximately 15 units) to be determined locally. Snowhite suggested that since community college students do not seem to be having difficulty getting into English major degree programs at CSU campuses, this relatively undefined pattern should not pose a problem. 

Snowhite explained that the LDTP program was developed in response to legislation aimed at getting students through the educational system more efficiently than is happening now because of the growing capacity problem in the state’s post-secondary institutions. This problem is described in some detail in Nancy Shulock’s Diminishing Access to the Baccalaureate through Transfer: the Impact of State Policies and Implications for California (2004), published by the Institute for Higher Education Leadership & Policy, at CSU Sacramento. 

There was some discussion about how community college courses are accepted at different CSU campuses. Many indicated that CSU campuses are generally liberal in accepting community college courses. 

B. University of California’s Streamlining Project

This program is still being developed by the UC Office of the President. Its main provisions include the acceptance system-wide of any community college course that is articulated with four separate UC campuses; however, any campus may choose to opt out. The particulars about how a campus may opt out have not been explained. 

III. ENGL 1A (CAN 2) Content
A question arose regarding content standards for English courses. A participant explained that her college was expanded a three-unit freshman composition course to four units. English faculty at her college were unsure about the standards for the higher unit course. Snowhite directed attention to the handout of IMPAC-recommended course objectives for first-semester freshman composition (ENGL 1A, CAN 2) and explained that the unit value of the community college course is not important since students articulate the course as equivalent to the course at the receiving college, usually a three-unit semester course. The recommended objectives for the community college course do not include a research paper, though one is typically included in a four-unit community college English composition course. These objectives do not include the research paper, but instead include the use of research techniques, because the first-semester freshman composition course at four-year colleges does not include a research paper. So while requiring a research paper (and increasing the reading and writing word count that would follow) could justify a fourth semester unit, that increase should not affect articulation. 

Susan Schweik explained that at UC Berkeley students must take both 1A and 1B composition. The 1A course does not require research, but the 1B course emphasizes research, though not usually a research paper, and reading. She explained that these courses are taught by different departments across campus and the way they are taught varies considerably. UC Berkeley also has a college writing program, a six-unit course for students who do not pass Subject A, the course one level below freshman composition. When asked about the training of those in different departments who teach composition, Schweik explained that the instructors are mostly graduate students who have taken a course in pedagogy. There was some discussion about how those without preparation in teaching composition can teach writing classes. It was pointed out that UC and CSU do not have the minimum qualifications requirement that community college faculty have and therefore have greater flexibility in assigning writing courses to their faculty.

IV.
Proposed Course Description for a Second-Semester English Composition Course Offered to LDTP

Snowhite distributed the following description developed at the IMPAC meeting in southern California (Nov.21) that could be used for either a second-semester composition-introductory literature course (often referred to as ENGL 1B) or  a second-semester composition-critical thinking course (developed for IGETC and often referred to as ENGL 1C):

An intermediate expository writing course based on reading and analysis of literature or non-fiction works representing a diversity of traditions and intellectual and cultural perspectives; minimum writing requirement of 8,000-10,000 words in a number of revised, polished essays of varying lengths.  The course employs critical reasoning, argumentation, evaluation, analysis and research at an advanced level.  

The problem of using ENGL 1B as the designation for the second-semester English course arose with the Political Science LDTP group. As it turns out, ENGL 1C would be as acceptable to the Poli Sci group as 1B.

It was noted that the terms “intermediate” (line 1) and “advanced” (last line) are inconsistent and neither is well defined.  Other suggestions were made to improve the description. The group agreed on the following revised description:

An intermediate (second-semester) expository writing course based on reading and analysis of literature or non-fiction works representing a diversity of traditions and intellectual and cultural perspectives; minimum writing requirement of 8,000-10,000 words in a number of revised, polished essays of varying lengths.  The course employs covers critical reasoning, argumentation, evaluation, and analysis and analysis at an advanced level. It builds on the research skills covered in the first-semester course.  

We hope the LDTP English group will accept this definition if it is adopted as an IMPAC recommendation at the statewide IMPAC meeting in April. Participants hoped that this description would help community college students transfer second-semester English composition courses.

Sue Schweik, UC Berkeley, reiterated her college’s insistence that community college English composition courses require at least 8,000 words of composition and the reading of two book-length works. Anthologies do not count.

V.
Articulation of Survey Courses

Participants learned that UC Berkeley’s survey courses include a transatlantic focus and include works written in English-speaking countries besides England and America. Thus American and English survey courses that students take at community colleges will not often get full credit in the major at UC Berkeley. On the other hand, it was noted that CSU campuses often accept community college British and American literature survey courses. This issue will undoubtedly be covered at regional meetings next year. Community colleges will have to determine whether to offer courses with an integrated focus, such as those at UC Berkeley, or maintain the more traditional British/American split.

UC Berkeley may accept Shakespeare courses from community colleges. A typical Shakespeare course at UC Berkeley will include five or six plays in varying genres, require two analytical papers, and possibly use film or video. 

VI. 
Serving ESL Students

Susan Schweik, UC Berkeley, explained that ESL students at her campus who need help in English composition are offered one two-unit writing course, which is well oversubscribed. Some students who cannot enroll in this course are urged to enroll in an ESL writing course at a nearby community college.  

Two innovative approaches were mentioned: Skyline College’s ‘accelerated’ course and Cabrillo College’s Digital Bridge Academy. Snowhite asked that information about these programs be sent to him so he can make it available on the IMPAC website to others.

VII.
IMPAC-Recommended World Literature I & II

The group discussed the World Literature courses recommended by last year’s IMPAC group. The intention is that these courses will include literature from a variety of different cultures. Members were told that World Literature could be taught as a one-semester course even though such a course would not fit the descriptor of World Literature I or II. When discussing the probability of World Literature articulating to a four-year campus, the group was reminded that a course can articulate only when the receiving college offers a similar course.

VIII.
Student Learning Outcomes 

Snowhite indicated that a valuable source of information on student learning outcomes (SLOs) is Janet Fulks’ paper, Student Learning Outcomes. This paper is available from Janet at jfulks@bakersfieldcollege.edu or from the Academic Senate. He also indicated that the Academic Senate’s paper The New Accreditation Standards: the Faculty Role in Accreditation (2005) provides excellent information. It includes the point that student learning outcomes need to be observable but not necessarily measurable, an opinion with which the Executive Director of the Accrediting Commission has agreed.

The group discussed the differences between course objectives and SLOs. Course objectives tend to be specific skills students learn; SLO’s are more overarching and may include objectives. Assessing SLOs among multiple sections of a course requires care and expertise. It was pointed out that those on visiting accreditation teams will ask how the college plans to use assessment of SLOs to improve instruction.

Members of the group provided examples of how they developed and assess SLOs at their respective colleges. At Fresno City College English department members read mid-terms and finals. Money is provided for part-time faculty to participate. These faculty are provided with information about assessing SLO’s when they are hired. They are also assigned a full-time faculty mentor. Members of the campus curriculum committee form an oversight committee for SLO assessment.

At Shasta Community College an entire flex day is devoted to SLO’s. The campus academic senate and the curriculum committee conduct activities. English faculty select one course and develop one SLO for it. One assessment tool is developed. Then sample papers are read and assessed.

Evergreen College has developed a process for assessment. Much of this is based on holistic essay scoring.

Other points expressed:

· The group expressed concern about being able to involve part-time faculty.  

· SLOs are being developed by faculty

· Many colleges use their curriculum committees to oversee the process of developing SLOs

Snowhite pointed out that as a member of a visiting team examining SLOs he looked for the following:

· evidence of broad dialogue in developing SLOs

· the process of developing and measuring (or observing) SLOs  

· whether the SLO’s are being used to improve learning

He stressed that the visiting team is not charged with evaluating the SLO’s; each faculty is free to develop what it thinks are useful SLO’s. The team is charged only with verifying how they have been developed, implemented and used to improve learning.

The meeting ended at 2:30 pm.

