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Summary of Identified Issues

1.  The IMPAC and ELC (Engineering Liaison Council) articulation efforts continued to be coordinated by holding the IMPAC Engineering Discipline meeting at joint sessions of the ELC, held at UC Davis in the Fall and CSU Northridge in the Spring.  The joint meetings provide sufficient numbers of faculty to engage in fruitful discussions and share intersegmental concerns.

2.  Initiation of the CSU effort to develop a Lower Division Transfer Pattern (LDTP) resulted in a delay in developing a joint CSU-UC guidance document for transfer students. Uncertainty in what will be adopted for the CSU LDTP's is the reason. The CSU effort to develop a Lower Division Transfer Pattern for four engineering majors was described by Jo Service (CSU Chancellor's Office) at the Fall meeting. Subsequently, draft 45-unit LDTP's for Civil, Mechanical, Computer Engineering and Electrical Engineering majors were presented to the IMPAC/ELC session in the Spring.

3.   The highest priority for successful articulation of engineering majors continues to be the emphasis of major preparation at the lower division.  As a result, discipline-specific guidance is preferred, with the engineering discipline electing not to be included with the more generic approach of SCIGETC. Lower division preparation within the engineering discipline has diverged over the years, leading to fewer common core courses in the lower division. Major specific guidance for advising is deemed essential.

4.   Divergence of lower division engineering programs, even within a single major, at the UC (and CSU) continues as applications of knowledge increase in the various disciplines.  Discipline-specific material has been introduced at the lower division in order to maintain 4-yrs as the target time-to-degree.  

5.   Increased numbers of discipline-specific courses in the lower division of 4-yr institutions exacerbates the difficulty for community colleges to maintain viable numbers of students in courses required for transfer to 4-yr engineering programs. 

Recommendations to Address Identified Issues

1.   Continued joint meetings of IMPAC and ELC continue are highly recommended in 2005-06 to complete the preparation of the lower division transfer guidance.  (The Fall ELC meeting is scheduled to take place at Ohlone College in Fremont, on Nov.17.  The Spring meeting has not been scheduled as of this time.)
2.  In lieu of SCIGETC, the Engineering discipline is preparing guidance for counselors and students reflecting an update of the 1998 Engineering Articulation Guideline.  The UC segment is attempting to complete consensus of its guidance during the summer of 2005, and will present their "recommended" lower division curriculum at the Fall 2005 meeting.  Joel Ferguson at UCSC is taking the lead on that effort.  Efforts to reconcile those recommendations with CSU LDTPs, that will have been adopted by that time, will be made to the extent possible.  Guidance letters similar to those developed by the Mathematics discipline will be prepared for both students and Community College counselors.

3.  Since the CSU intends to continue to use the CAN descriptors that have been under discussion by IMPAC, at least in the short term, ELC will need to review and make recommendations for any needed changes in CAN descriptors of engineering courses recommended by the LDTP patterns. Although all courses in the LDTP should be reviewed, specific candidate courses previously under discussion are CAN Engineering 10 (Surveying) CAN Engineering 2 (Graphics) and CAN Engineering 4 (Engineering Materials).

Additional Comments Received

1.  An improvement to ASSIST that might ease its use by students at CC's would be to have students be able to have a course at their CC checked for majors and institutions where the course articulates, i.e., fulfills a major requirement.  (The current system works more conveniently for someone at a given 4-yr institution trying to determine which CC's have courses that articulate with its course offerings.)  One concern expressed related to this suggestion is that students may believe that only articulated courses are accepted by the recipient 4-yr institutions, and that is not the case.  Most 4-yr institutions have procedures in place to review a course that does not have a formal articulation agreement so that those courses can receive credit towards degree requirements when appropriate.

2.  A majority of faculty at the three segments felt that a course introducing students to the engineering profession (non-specific to discipline) would be desirable.  However, encouraging students to take such a course that is not a specific requirement was felt to be a difficult "sell" at the CC's.  The IMPAC and ELC organizations should discuss the desirability/practicality of having 4-yr institutions adopt a "subject content requirement" for engineering professionalism at the lower division, that, if not satisfied by a transfer student, would require the student to take a lower division course on the topic at the 4-yr institution in order to fulfill their major requirements.  Such a requirement would encourage students at the CC to take an Introduction to Engineering course that included material on professionalism.

