IMPAC SOUTH MEETING 

  Sheraton Gateway Hotel LAX

November 19, 2005

9:45 am – 3:00 pm

Notes

Participants: Jennifer Arin, Daniel Bahner, Larry Barkley, Darren Chiang-Schultheiss, Kate Clark, Deanna Davis, Roberta Eisel, Dawn Formo, Beatrice Ganim, Lisa Goddard, Mimi Hotchkiss, Alex Immerblum, Eileen Klink, Susan Lowry, Robert Lundergan, Kirsten Moreno, James Merrill, David Morse, Noble Noleox, Susan Nowling, Terre Ouwehand, DeNee Pescarmona, Kathryn Schoenrock, Sherise Snodgrass, Mark Snowhite, Michael Stephans, Sean Stratton, Amy Ulmer, Deborah Ventura, James Wilson, Nora Wright, David Zehr.

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

I. CSU and UC Initiatives 

Snowhite provided some background about the California Articulation Numbering (CAN) system and briefly explained that with the withdrawal of the CSU from CAN and the subsequent dissolution of the CAN board, IMPAC groups are no longer submitting CAN descriptors. However CSU’s Lower Division Transfer Preparation (LDTP) program will use CAN designations until March 2006 or until their LDTP discipline groups provide “expanded and refreshed” descriptors. Descriptors that we have developed may be useful to the LDTP groups. Snowhite referenced a discussion document developed by ICAS that explains the major intersegmental initiatives and provided the group with a URL to access this paper: http://www.academicsenate.cc.ca.us/icas/currentProjects.html
Community college participants learned from CSU participants that CSU and UC campuses are being pressured to streamline course offerings and offer fewer classes.

UC’s Streamlining and CSU’s Lower Division Transfer Pattern LDTP are the responses to this effort. We learned that some smaller CSU campuses are concerned about the viability of their English program. Relatively few transfer students are English majors but there may not be enough native English majors to offer complete degree programs.

Additional information regarding CSU’s LDTP program was reported:

a) LDTP course descriptors will be completed March 6th
b) Each Community College will be given a year to ascertain whether its courses match LDTP descriptors. If they do not, then CC courses must be revised.

c) LDTP will give students preferred, though not guaranteed, enrollment at a campus with which they enter into an agreement. Students may not enter such an agreement with more than one campus.

d) LDTP contracts will be available to students in fall 2007.

e) LDTP will require the following: Students must complete 60 units, 39 of which must be in the transfer G.E. pattern (CSU Breadth is the most commonly chosen). Of the 21 remaining units,15 will be locally determined by each community college and the CSU campus for which that community college campus is a feeder school. Six units are specified for some disciplines. For English, the 6 systemwide units are undefined, except that they must count toward the baccalaureate degree, and, like the 15 units that will be locally determined, become part of the locally-determined package. So, CSU campuses may accept any courses that are acceptable to that campus in addition to the GE pattern and the American Institutions requirements. 

f) In the future, impacted campuses or programs may require as many as 70 units for transfer.

g) Another complication is that because of those units that count towards the major in LDTP, some community college campuses will have to revise curriculum in order to be able to enter into transfer agreements with certain CSU campuses.

h) A question was raised about what options a student might have who signed an LDTP contract with a CSU campus but was not allowed to enroll because the program or the campus had become impacted. No one had an answer.

According to CSULB representatives, many students do not have transcripts that have been GE-certified by their CC campus. Without this certification on transcripts, students are asked to repeat classes unnecessarily.

Another issue raised was the requirement of further basic skills courses at the community college level. Community college instructors expressed concern that they are being asked to make up for the deficiencies of the high school system, something they have not necessarily been trained to do.

II.
CAN descriptors

A.
English 1A (CAN 2) Course Objectives

Snowhite then discussed the course objectives that had been approved by the English participants at last year’s IMPAC statewide meeting (see 2005 IMPAC report). In response to observations that the objectives appeared to be much less than many of the demands of freshman composition courses at different community colleges, Snowhite explained that the objectives expressed minimum skills that students who successfully complete the course possess. He also indicated that while research skills are mentioned, writing a research paper is not included because representatives from CSU and UC campuses indicated that the freshman composition courses did not require a research paper. The group agreed that we should write a preface to the course objectives in descriptors to make it clear that they represent minimum skills that successful students have upon completion of the course as opposed to the course content. 

B.
World Literature I & II Course Descriptors

Snowhite then distributed the course descriptors for the two World Literature courses recommended by the IMPAC English group at last year’s statewide meeting (see 2005 IMPAC Report). Again, participants discussed the writing requirements for the course, and again it was noted that the proposed requirements were minimums. There were questions about research requirements. It was suggested that we move minimum requirements for research from 1A descriptor to the World Literature descriptor.

Suggestions were made and approved for some minor changes. The World Literature II descriptor should be changed to read “from the seventeenth century through the twentieth century to the present.”

There was a suggestion that this course have a prerequisite of English 1A. The group agreed that while such a prerequisite would be appropriate for English majors, it would make the course less available to non-majors. Also, articulation Officer Michael Steffans confirmed that the absence of a prerequisite for World Lit. would probably not affect its articulation.  

III. ITEP—Teacher Preparation program

There are 13 different disciplines for teacher preparation. CSULB representatives indicated that the Integrated Teacher Preparation (ITP) program has been modified to include a diluted requirement for English course work (two upper division literature course and one composition course). The stated outcomes have been watered down. Also, the Introduction to Education course is sometimes taught by faculty not well enough qualified to teach this course. 

IV. Second-Semester English Composition Course (ENGL 1B/CAN English 4 confusion)

There was some discussion over the second semester English writing course and how Composition and Literature fits in. Some participants wanted to know whether the English LDTP group will allow a Composition and Literature course (the old English 1B) to transfer as a critical-thinking course.

For the second semester composition course Kate Clark has offered the following description in order to allow a variety of composition and literature or composition/critical thinking courses to count:

An advanced expository writing course based on reading and analysis of literature or non-fiction works representing a diversity of traditions of intellectual and cultural perspectives; minimum writing requirements of 5,000 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.

IV. 
Early Assessment/Placement

In response to a question about CSU assessment in high schools, faculty from CSU explained that early assessment and placement began in 1976. There have been efforts to correlate SAT and EPT (English Placement Test) scores so that SAT scores could be used to place incoming freshmen. Results were inconclusive. Currently there is a suggestion to use the California High School Exit Exam (CHSEE) as a placement test for incoming CSU freshmen. Community college matriculation officers have noted that if this were to happen, the community colleges would be pressured into using this test to place students who chose to enroll in a community college instead of a CSU campus. If a student could use his/her CHSEE score to enroll in freshman composition at a CSU, a community college would find it difficult to deny enrollment in its freshman composition course. 

But the community colleges must use validated tests and multiple measures for placement. Many agreed that Early Assessment/Placement programs should be used for advisement, not placement.  

V.
Student Learning Outcomes

Because there is much confusion between terms, participants discussed the difference between Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) and course objectives. SLO’s are overarching and program wide; course objectives are much narrower and relate to discreet skills. According to the course outline of record recommended by the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges and used throughout the community colleges, course objectives must align with the course content and methods of evaluation stated on the outline. SLOs are more general and may not appear on many community college course outlines. According to discussion between the Academic Senate and the Accrediting Commission, SLOs must be observable but not necessarily measurable. Some stated that administrators often have a narrower idea of what SLOs should be, thus creating some conflict with faculty.

VI. Courses Equivalent to ENGL 1A

The group discussed courses designed for non-transfer students that would be equivalent to English 1A in response to the community college Academic Senate’s recommendation last spring that English 1A or an equivalent course be a statewide requirement for the associate degree. On some community college campuses, there have been attempts to have such courses taught by faculty in disciplines other than English. The group agreed that only English faculty are qualified to teach courses in English composition. 

Participants discussed some different ways English is offered on their campuses, including as a component of a learning community. CSULB explained the success of their Learning Alliance, despite lack of support from their campus’s administration. Some expressed concern that alternative courses for freshman composition undermines a broad-based liberal arts education that general education programs are supposed to provide for all students, including those oriented towards occupational goals. It was note that our writing-across-the-curriculum programs help faculty outside of English reinforce writing skills.

VII. Future IMPAC meetings

Snowhite indicated that he had received an email from a CSU faculty who had participated in IMPAC meetings but felt that the regional meetings are no longer a worthwhile use of time, especially given the added demands on time required by other new CSU programs. Snowhite announced that after this year’s meetings, he will recommend that the English IMPAC faculty meet on a more regional basis as most of the discipline groups that have met for two years or more are doing. 

 The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 pm.

