Minutes for IMPAC Statewide Meeting
English Group Discussion
April 30, 2004

Mark Snowhite, lead coordinator for the English discipline of IMPAC, welcomed the 21 English faculty members in attendance and facilitated introductions.  Snowhite indicated that this is the first year for English IMPAC meetings and that our objectives are to identify issues and possibly make a few recommendations.

I. Update
Snowhite began by discussing the CSU "Roadmaps Project" and the 4, 5, and 6-year plans for graduation.  He also briefly discussed points from a report from the Higher Education Institute entitled "Diminishing Access to the Baccalaureate through Transfer” (handout).  

Barry Pasternack, Lead Faculty Coordinator for CSU, requested that all attendees receive the power point presentation on the English IMPAC initiative.

II. CAN Descriptors
As the group moved to the CAN Descriptors, David Samuelson suggested that we arrive at 8 to 10 descriptors that virtually every university can accept.  The group then looked over the current descriptors. The question was raised as to whether it would be appropriate to include student learning outcomes?  The group agreed it would be.
The group then evaluated and edited the ENGL 1A (CAN 2) Descriptor.  Below were some of their recommendations:

1). In line B, change “3 or more pages” to 750 words to be consistent with H.
2). In line B, change "as" to an.
3).  In line B, change the word "gross" or at least remove it.  Suggested phrasing included "without problems that impede understanding."  Several faculty members volunteered to e-mail appropriate wording. 
3). In line E, change the phrase to read: "find, analyze, and interpret sources" including online materials.
4).  In line G, eliminate the words "comparison/contrast, causal analysis," also correct spelling of the word textual.
5).  Other suggestions included moving B and H together, and G and J together or juxtaposing them. 
6).  Someone suggested placing the objectives into a coherent sequence.  In the list of skills students should be able to perform, reading skills should be listed prior to writing skills.
7).  There also was discussion of adding to G language regarding "analytic or critical thinking skills," and awareness of audience, but audience is addressed in J.

Snowhite will revise these objectives and send them via e-mail to participants. It should be noted that not all of the above suggestions were supported equally.

III. Discussion of Proposals of New CAN Courses
1).  "Introduction to Literature":  The group discussed how many universities offer an "Introduction to Literature" course that is not writing intensive.  CSULB indicated they have such a course, but it appeared that not enough universities offered this course for it to be accepted by CAN.  

2).  "Critical Thinking and Composition": This course listed on the handout could be CANned if there are four different campuses that offer a similar course. The group decided that they might recommend the Critical-thinking/Comp. course for CAN approval.

Also faculty expressed frustration that the CAN system is not yet operating.

3).  "Survey of World Literature": This course was discussed, but apparently at least three schools do not offer this in an English department.  Snowhite suggested that some of the faculty members mail him course outlines and that the group might draft something for discussion regarding this course next year. 

4).  "Advanced Composition and Critical Thinking": The group agreed that this course should be titled "Intermediate Composition and Critical Thinking." Because it is currently recognized as an IGETC course and because most CSU campuses do not offer it, it should not be proposed for CAN acceptance.

5).  "Bible as Literature": The group wondered whether a World Mythologies class would be more likely to articulate than the Bible as Literature.  Snowhite noted that from a major's point of view, we would probably want our students to study the Bible since it is a source or influence of much of Western literature.

Just prior to the break for lunch, Mark Snowhite suggested that IMPAC representatives might meet regionally to continue working on these issues, although no formal process has been established to do so.

After lunch the group took up recommendations proposed at the regional meeting. The following proposals were accepted:

Recommendation 1: Add “World Literature” to the English CAN courses. 
It was suggested that this course may be upper-division at some campuses.

Recommendation 2:  Recognizing the distinction between course content and the student learning outcomes (SLOs) contained in course outlines, we should include SLOs in the CAN descriptors. 
Recommendation 3:  Oppose the framework for integrated single-subject teacher preparation programs proposed by the CSU Integrated Teacher Preparation Task Force (in memo of October 17, 2003) for English majors because it would dilute preparation in English studies and the program appears unworkable; instead, endorse a teacher preparation program that incorporates stronger preparation in English. (Accepted)

Recommendation 4: Freshman Composition should be a prerequisite for literature courses that count towards an English major. 

Recommendation 5: propose greater coordination among all segments — from UC to CSU to CC to high school in discussions on preparation for writing. 

(Recommendation 6: Add student learning outcomes to ENGL CAN 2 (English 1A). See appendix.)

The group discussed some excellent model projects that have been conducted. One example is Pasadena City College’s work with high school faculty form Glendale.

The following recommendations were not accepted:

Recommendation 1:  Urge our CSU colleagues to work on consistency in accepting major courses from community colleges.

The group considered this an explicit goal for the IMPAC project and therefore unnecessary as a recommendation.

Recommendation 2: Include description for ethnic studies in CAN descriptors.

The group indicated that the content of this course varies considerably from college to college and that it would therefore probably not be accepted.

Recommendation 3: Add The Bible as Literature and World Literature to the list of CAN descriptors. 

The group felt that “The Bible as Literature” was not recognized as a sufficiently standard literature course to be accepted. See Recommendation #1 under accepted recommendations (above).

Nursing Faculty Issues: The group then discussed recommendations that were suggested at the January 31 IMPAC regional meeting: 
1 English instructors should work with nursing instructors to determine: 

a) the writing instruction which would be most useful to nursing students

b) how best to deliver this instruction

c) how to encourage effective use and re-enforcement of the skills learned  

2 Reading comprehension should be emphasized in writing classes

3 Campus-wide discussions to identify useful writing skills should occur

4 The writing-across-the-curriculum approach should be encouraged.

Participants pointed out that not all of our colleges have the resources to direct towards these objectives for nursing students when we are expected to serve all of our students. Two approaches seemed feasible for reaching these objectives:

1. Writing across the curriculum, enlisting nursing faculty to teach better reading and writing skills.

2. Adding a course specifically for nursing students.

The latter idea may not be feasible at all colleges in light of limited resources or scheduling limitations for nursing students.

The group agreed to add a recommendation:

Recommendation 7: That English faculty work with other disciplines on strategies to improve student writing including, but not limited to

· Writing across the curriculum

· Writing centers

· Paired classes/learning communities

ESL Faculty Issues: The group then took up the proposed recommendations from the January 31 & February 28regional IMPAC meetings regarding ESL:

Remove the stigma associated with these ESL courses; specifically:

1. Propose course names that parallel course names designed for native speakers, and 

 2. Re-designate course names from “ESL” to “multi-lingual.” 

Recommendation 8: Ask UC to accept a transfer level parallel ESL Composition course as well as English 1A.

The group agreed to support the first recommendation, but would not support the second. A discussion of the variety of approaches to serving ESL students ensued. A major problem that occurs in urban areas, where colleges are in close proximity, is that second language students will take the easiest path among available colleges for satisfying their English proficiency requirement. This trend makes it difficult for colleges to enforce a policy that requires students to enroll in the classes that will most benefit them. 

In addition for students attending different colleges scheduling is often difficult without a three-year master calendar from the colleges. 

Participants discussed the study of ESL students that will be conducted by ICAS through a grant. One substantial problem is the difficulty tracking students from high school to the community college and then to the four-year schools.

English and ESL faculty then met with nursing faculty to discuss literacy problems of many nursing students and ways by which English faculty may help improve literacy skills. While many interesting approaches were discussed, the combined group seemed to agree that solutions need to be developed at each college, although regional efforts might be productive.

The following goals for next year’s IMPAC meetings were proposed (by the relatively few remaining participants):

1. Review the recommendations from this year’s meetings and determine what work needs to be done to complete the goals and objectives expressed (or implies) in those recommendations.

2. Develop a core lower-division curriculum for English majors

3. Keep abreast of the work of the Project on Lower Division Major Preparation (POL) for English majors and determine what coordination with the IMPAC project might be productive.

4. Evaluate lower-division requirements at different four-year institutions.

5. Develop a matrix of articulated courses (a grid)

6. Review the content and objectives of freshman composition courses in relation to the needs of other disciplines.

7. Develop a letter that counselors may give to students considering an English major with course recommendations (similar to the one developed by mathematics faculty).



  
