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Introduction:

In YEAR THREE, the Foreign Language (FL) representatives met three times:  in November in Los Angeles for southern area faculty, in January in San Francisco for northern California and again in May at Los Angeles for a state-wide recap.  IMPAC information was disseminated through the network of the California Community College Foreign Language Council, the California State University Foreign Language Council and the University of California Language Consortium.

YEAR THREE was a transitional year in several respects.  First, the CSU decided to follow through with their development of the Lower Division Transfer Patterns, which had been mandated by the Legislature.  In turn, the CAN system was defunded for the future and placed on hold.  The UC Language Consortium held a national Colloquium on Foreign Language policy, which drew speakers and attendees from throughout the academic and governmental world in the fall of 2005.  The CSU issued Lower Division Transfer Patterns (LDTP’s) in Spanish, French, Chinese and Japanese.  
On the national level, the Federal Government, experiencing international economic and security pressures, placed foreign languages in the headlines with a number of initiatives in the area of critical languages, such as Chinese, Arabic and Russian, and is supporting these languages with special funding projects.  The federal Abraham Lincoln Commission also has recommended to Congress a vast expansion of federal funding in study abroad.
In practical terms, this year’s IMPAC meetings reviewed and disseminated the LDTP’s in Spanish, French, Chinese and Japanese.  A letter to students and counselors was drafted and reworked and is submitted with this report.  Meetings also focused on student learning outcomes and how to develop these for various languages and campuses.

A.  Summary of Identified Issues

1.  CAN closes; LDTP begins
After a mandate for better articulation imposed by the Legislature, CSU undertook the Lower Division Transfer Pattern project to provide students with a clear major requirement guide.  In addition, CSU faculty have written and posted on the web various “roadmaps” to baccalaureate degrees from CSU.  At the same time, funding for the Common Articulated Course Numbering System (CAN) system was eliminated as this was seen as somewhat duplicative with LDTP.  Nevertheless, we continue to use the CAN articulation while other systems such as C-ID [a new common numbering system] are in discussion.  The CSU held some regional meetings by discipline and seems to have come up with common denominator requirements, that is a course pattern most community colleges and CSU’s can offer for students.  Some LDTP’s have been posted on the web.  

The CSU then plans to write course descriptors, although these are likely to be revisions of the CAN descriptors.  Existing articulation, college to CSU, for example, is not supplanted by the new LDTP system.  Having adopted the new LDTP course descriptors, the CSU hopes that CCC’s will present courses for review and approval. (In languages no CSU programs are impacted and it is questionable why CCC’s would go to the trouble of submitting already articulated courses.)
2.  Advice to Counselors and Students

The FL group prepared and discussed at several meetings a letter to counselors and students.  It was presented both in the northern and southern meetings and approved by the group.  When it was submitted to the IMPAC Steering Committee, they rejected it as being too generic.  The group reworked it in May at LAX, and the new draft is attached as Appendix A.  Faculty expressed interest in disseminating the letter through the CCC Foreign Language Council as well as IMPAC.
3.  Student Learning Outcomes

After an October training for lead faculty and articulation officers, the FL group had discussion on student learning outcomes.  It was decided to share information between the CSU and the CCC’s.  Sample SLO’s have been disseminated through the CCCFLC, and Kathy Moore of CSU Sacramento provided some SLO templates which were very useful to CCC faculty and are attached as Appendix B.

4.  Federal Support of FL
Under increasing economic and security pressures, the Federal Government has decided to initiate several critical language support programs for languages such as Chinese, Russian and Arabic.  These efforts have placed FL in the headlines for the first time in years, and may mean funding to create flagship programs as well as support individual students who are studying in the designated languages.  Additionally, the federal Abraham Lincoln Commission has asked Congress to fund study abroad stipends for thousands of students at $5,000 each for a total of $125 million in FY 2011.

B.  Status of Previously Identified Issues
1.  Placement

Slow progress is being made as more schools implement placement systems.  Placement is needed to better use resources and to see to it that students reach some meaningful proficiency in a language in their studies.  Many schools lack resources to purchase ready-made placement tests, but the number of colleges which are opting for placement is rising.

2.  IGETC Requirement in FL

Although the requirement was stated to be “two semesters rather than one semester” in our YEAR TWO report, some schools experience resistance to this change.  At least our IMPAC discussion has led to some soul-searching in this area, and should lead students to some meaningful proficiency in the long run.

3.  Bridge between Intermediate and Upper Division Courses
In our previous reports, the FL group had recommended that courses five and six be offered in the second year, where possible for a language, to support success after transfer to UC especially.  The new CSU LDTP patterns do not conform to this suggestion as they seem to have been based more on common denominators and what colleges could make viable in most cases.  Thus students need to carefully plan their course work with either UC or CSU in mind.  Further, a number of CCC’s have a difficulty with viable numbers for second year courses in some languages.  In fact, in the most egregious case, a college with viable enrollments in second year classes simply did away with all second year courses and told students to take the courses elsewhere.
4.  Heritage Language Learners

California has a lot of potential in FL terms in heritage language learners, but fails to build on the skills of these students and bring them to high levels.  We need placement testing as well as better defined course work in this area.  This effort would also, in the case of Hispanic students, have the effect of validating their ability and increasing their college success rates.

C.  Identified Trends/Future Directions

1.  Critical Languages:  the Federal Government has identified certain languages and is planning to support their study as well as study abroad as a higher priority.

2.  Clearer Transfer Patterns:  the LDTP  and “roadmaps” will clarify how CCC students progress through language majors in the CSU.

D.  Comments from IMPAC Meetings
The comments above represent the comments, consensus and analysis of  our IMPAC meetings in FL.

E.  Recommendations for the Discipline

1.  Placement:  each college needs in place an assessment/placement system for students so that they may build on existing knowledge in order to reach a meaningful level of proficiency in a language.
2.  Letter to students and counselors:  the FL group submits the draft to the Steering Committee of IMPAC and hopes to disseminate it through Foreign Language Councils, etc.

3.  Student Learning Outcomes:  faculty will share SLO’s with each other to produce meaningful SLO which make for better articulation.

4.  Future Intersegmental Meeting in FL:  the FL group will continue to meet with CSU and UC representatives at our southern and northern meeting each fall.  The California Language Teachers’ annual spring meeting also provides a good forum for articulation discussions.
F.  Topics for Further Discussion

1.  Placement, descriptors and alignment of heritage learner courses:  we need to focus on this area as noticed above.
2.  Reconciling of UC upper division expectations of students with CSU LDTP’s

3.  Technology and languages:  while distance learning may help us offer more less frequently taught languages throughout the state, how does this square with the CSU FL Council’s policy against offering elementary languages online and through telecourses?
Appendix A:  2006 Report of the Joint National Council on Languages

Appendix B:  Student Learning Outcomes Template from CSU Sacramento

