Minutes of State-wide IMPAC Meeting 4/30/05 LAX Radisson

Attendees:   Art Sutton – Cal Poly Pomona, Trevor Rodriguez -  Long Beach City College (Articulation Officer), Mohammed (Zahir) Khan – Mount San Antonio College, Dan Chang – UC Davis

1.  After the plenary session of all disciplines a breakout session of the Engineering discipline took place.

2.  A brief overview of items discussed at the ELC/IMPAC joint meeting held on March 10th at CSU Northridge was presented:

· SCIGETC (ELC does not plan to use SCIGETC) 

· CSU Lower Division Transfer Pattern (LDTP) - ELC/IMPAC attendees were concerned that faculty members familiar with the ELC/IMPAC discussions were not included in the decisions of the LDTP course pattern for engineering.  The 45-unit core course patterns have already been proposed (Civil, Mechanical, Electrical and Computer Engineering) and were reported to have been posted at the CSU LDTP website.  (Subsequent queries by Dr. Chang to CSU indicate that the course patterns have not been posted and will not be posted until the "15-unit" campus specific requirements for each CSU have been finalized.)

· UC Common Core Recommendation to Community Colleges – The ELC representative, Joel Ferguson (UC Santa Cruz) will make a presentation to members of the UC administration/BOARS of a possible course pattern for students interested in UC.

3.  Topics discussed at IMPAC - Engineering discipline breakout meeting:

a) SCIGETC is expected to be supported and approved by UC sometime in May, 2005.  

b) LDTP/IMPAC:  Will LDTP use the work completed by IMPAC representatives when determining courses used for LDTP?  A priority of IMPAC was to replace outdated course descriptors for CAN.  Now that CSU will adopt LDTP and create its own CSU Transfer Course Number System, what is to happen to the work completed by IMPAC?  

c) Future legislation: Senate Bill 477.  To require UC to accept courses for articulation proposes if at least four UC’s accept a course. The top twenty majors will be reviewed for system-wide articulation (the twenty majors will be based on total number of applications to UC).  UCs that do not want to accept a course, once four agreements are set in place, may opt to not participate, but will be required to provide an optional articulation in its place.  UCs will have one year from the date of adoption to opt out and will also be able to opt out annually.  A concern was expressed that UCs that choose not to be included in the system-wide articulation of a course may select options that would be counter-productive, i.e., by selecting courses which may not be offered at the community college.  There was agreement from the group that this potential could occur.  

d) Possible Obstacles for Engineering majors: 1. Computer Programming courses. Dr. Sutton felt that there needs to be more consistency with Computer Programming courses.  He felt that there was too much variance in the type of courses offered at all levels of education and that courses which fulfill the same criteria should be included to meet this requirement;   2. Introduction to Engineering.   Professor Khan discussed the necessity of including Introduction to Engineering into the curriculum.  He felt that students who do not complete an introductory course would be more likely to be misadvised for transfer and may not realize that they may be taking the incorrect coursework for the area of engineering that they are interested in pursuing.   Dr. Chang discussed the possibility of somehow making it a type of graduation requirement at 4-yr institutions so that students who opt not to take it at the community college would have to take a comparable course at UC/CSU?  Something along the lines of obtaining subject credit.  By doing so, students at the community college level would be encouraged to enroll in the course, but without the necessity of having it appear as a "prerequisite" course in the upper division.

