Draft Summary of 3/10/05 IMPAC/ELC Meeting CSU Northridge

Attendees:   See attached list of pre-registrants and minutes of the Engineering Liaison Council.
1)  A joint meeting of the IMPAC Engineering discipline was held in conjunction with the Engineering Liaison Council at California State University Northridge.  A total of approximately 30 individuals including local community college counselors, administrators (several of which are also faculty members) and staff from 4-yr institutions attended the meeting.  The IMPAC engineering lead faculty member and articulation officer, Dan Chang, and Trevor Rodriguez respectively, were in attendance. Gary Ford (UCD), Chair of ELC, began the meeting with a focus session reviewing the status of the SCIGETC proposal and the last transfer curriculum discussion regarding updating the Engineering Articulation Guideline (EAG).
2)  To respond to new legislation, CSU adopted Executive Order 918, which required all CSUs to develop a Lower Division Transfer Program that is composed of 60 transferable units and which include GE and major requirements.  The 45/15 unit pattern would allow a system-wide lower division major prep.  This option of transfer will give the transfer students priority status when transferring.  The CSU Chancellor's Office convened a meeting of the Mechanical and Civil Engineering and the Electrical and Computer Engineering faculties, at which the CSU faculty representatives proposed core 45-unit patterns, with individual CSU campuses to propose the additional campus-specific 15 units to the Chancellor's Office.  

3)  Darlene Mathias (Cosumnes River College), was invited to attend the CSU engineering meeting as an observer from the IMPAC program.  She reported on a draft version of the new Lower Division Transfer Program (LDTP) developed by CSU.  She was given a copy of the course selection that she then transcribed into a grid that was distributed (see Appendix A entitled Comparison Draft LDTP Patterns).  There appeared to be no commonality among the CSU faculty that attended the CSU Chancellor's meeting and those that regularly have attended either ELC or IMPAC meetings.  ELC felt that the following concerns need to be addressed: 
a. Why were there no members of ELC involved in the development of the LDTP? (It is believed department chairs had to nominate CSU faculty to attend the meeting.)

b. Now that LDTP was in draft status, would that mean that the course selection created by ELC in developing an Engineering Transfer Curriculum would be ignored? 

c. It was recommended that ELC find out who, from CSU, participated in the LDTP project and invite them to be present at the next ELC conference if there are to be subsequent meetings. 

d. Engineering Lead Chang will attempt to contact Jo Service in the CSU Chancellor's Office to get an update on the LDTP progress.

4)  A significant portion of the subsequent discussion appeared to be in disseminating information to students via faculty and academic counselors.  ELC members believe that lack of communication is the main stumbling block to a more seamless transfer.  Questions such as, "How can students be better informed?  How can community colleges stress the need to have students meet with academic counselors and faculty to get the right information for transfer, especially at institutions without a regular engineering faculty member?"  

A main vehicle to provide information may be the ASSIST database.  However, while some schools (CSUs or UCs) have very explicit major preparation information posted on ASSIST, others do not.  In some cases even the catalog is difficult to follow.   There is too much information in too many places, which makes it difficult to disseminate.   

ELC members believe that if the information on ASSIST continues to be modified and refined, that perhaps this will provide better information for students.  Counselors will be advised to use ASSIST for advising students for Engineering.  Important information regarding CSU GE-Breadth certification or IGETC needs to be posted on ASSIST for Engineering students.  In most cases, these certifications are not required for transfer and completing them will delay a student's normal progress.  

4)  Engineering Lead Chang attended the afternoon UC segment meeting.  Joel Ferguson (UCSC) presented a two-tiered Engineering Transfer Curriculum (ETC) proposal (dtd. 12/16/04) that he and Richard Hughey (UCSC) prepared based upon comments received at the fall ELC meeting.  (See Appendix B - The base would consist of courses that would valuable to every campus's engineering majors.  Tentative agreement was reached among those present (UCB, UCD, UCSC, UCR) that it might be better to refer to the proposal as the Engineering Transfer Preparation (ETP) proposal, and that it be circulated to each of the UC colleges of engineering by e-mail with any comments incorporated before the summer.

· 5-6 courses in Mathematics: calculus (2-3 courses), multivariable calculus (1 course), differential equations (1 course), linear algebra (1 course)

· 2-3 courses in Physics: full sequence of calculus-based physics and laboratories (courses to be explicitly described in a manner similar to mathematics)

· 1 course Chemistry

· 1 course Programming: introductory programming for engineering and CS majors

· 1 course Introduction to Engineering or Skills for Engineering Success: frosh course or choice of courses specified by community college engineering faculty designed to expose students to engineering methodology and the excitement of engineering (recommended)

· 2 courses in Composition: English Composition, Critical Thinking/English Composition

· 1 course in Arts or Humanities

· 1 course in Social and Behavioral Sciences (recommend US History and Government, if needed)

· 1 course oral communications (required for CSU, recommended for UC)

The "ETCAdvanced" courses were as follows:

· chemistry through second organic course (chemical)

· frosh chemistry, 2 courses biology including cellular (bioengineering, bioinformatics)

· circuits, materials, computer organization (EE, ECE)

· circuits, computer organization, data structures (CmpEng)

· computer organization, data structures, discrete mathematics (CS)

· statics, circuits, materials (mechanical, civil)

4)  At the ELC Business Meeting the CSU, Community College, Independent Colleges and UC segments reported on their individual segment meetings.  As indicated above the UC segment plans to reach consensus on transfer guidance by the beginning of summer so that transfer guidance can be provided to counselors and students as soon as possible.

5)  A date was not set for the fall meeting.

6) Additional detail of discussions is provided in the ELC minutes (to be appended).
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Compiled by Darlene Mathias, Cosumnes River College, 3/10/05




Appendix A - Draft Table of LDTPs compiled by Darlene Mathias (CRC)
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Three goals are to put as many classes as feasible (and no more) in ETCbase; to keep the
number of ETCAdvanced tracks small; and to gain intersegmental agreement as to the
appropriateness of the given track. Without broad agreement, ETCBase will only provide
a moderate advising ability to students. That is, students must continue to decide their
major and preferred campuses even before they have taken any courses, and go look up
the requirements for that specific major at the 4-5 places they may be interested in
transferring to, and attempt to reconcile all of these different curricula.

Having such a system, agreed upon by UC and CSU engineering programs, will enable
the production of intersegmental or systemwide major planners focused on ETC and
ETCAdvanced, in the same manner that current major planners focus so strongly
(lamentably) on IGETC.

It is only by reaching an agreement that may not be ideal for any individual program that
this can be a success. Students will always have the opportunity to simply concentrate on
major preparation for a specific major at a specific location, but the hope is to encourage
students into the engineering majors and provide them clear advice (especially the advice
that they do not need to make up their mind instantly) for achieving their goals even
before meeting with an engineering advisor.

We advocate moving rapidly, because it is critical for students to be exposed to both the
possibilities of ScIGETC (if approved) and ETC at the same time.
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November 2004 memo to Engineering Liaison Council concerning SciGETC and the
ETC at the 4 November 2004 meeting of the Engineering Liaison Council.



Appendix B – Draft ETC Proposal Initially Presented at UC segment meeting 
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To satisfy the Engineering Transfer Curriculum (ETC), a student must complete
ETCBase. The ETC is recommended for all engineering transfer students, and may be
required by some programs. ETCAdvanced is strongly recommended for all engineering
students, and is required by some programs. It is possible that not all courses a student
takes satisfying ETC articulate to major requirements at specific institutions. In these
cases, the student may need to take the more advanced course at the transfer institution,
but will nonetheless have gained excellent preparation for a major in engineering.

ETCBase
e 2 courses in Composition: English Composition, Critical Thinking/English
Composition.

e 1 course in Arts or Humanities

e 1 course in Social and Behavioral Sciences (recommend US History and
Government, if needed)

e 5-6 courses in Mathematics: precalculus (if needed), calculus (2 courses),
multivariable calculus (1 course), differential equations (1 course), linear algebra
(1 course).

e 2-3 courses in Physics: full sequence of calculus-based physics and laboratories.

e 1 course Chemistry: college chemistry and laboratory.

e 1 course Programming: introductory programming for engineering and CS
majors. ,

e 1 course Introduction to Engineering or Skills for Engineering Success: frosh
course or choice of courses specified by the community college engineering
faculty designed to expose students to engineering methodology and the
excitement of engineering.

e 1 course oral communications (required for CSU, recommended for UC)

ETCAdvanced
+ one sequence of advanced courses (3-4 courses):
o chemistry through second organic chemistry course (chemical)
o frosh chemistry, 2 courses biology including cellular (bioengineering,
bioinformatics)
circuits, materials, computer organization (EE, ECE)
circuits, computer organization, data structures (CmpEng)
computer organization, data structures, discrete mathematics (CS)
statics, circuits, materials (mechanical, civil)

0O 0O O O

After Transfer
e 4 courses in arts, humanities, and social and behavioral sciences as determined by
School or College general education requirements for ETC students.
¢ Remaining major requirements.




[image: image4.png]IGETC". This does not provide clear advice to students as to what specific courses they
should work on, and so there is-a natural inclination of students to pursue IGETC because
that is the strongest available advice (many students do not discuss their transfer
preparation at the start of community college studies).

A proposal called SciGETC is currently circulating through the Senate. The proposal
attempts to address this problem by allowing all students to defer 2 of the IGETC general
education requirements (one each in arts and humanities, and social and behavioral
sciences), recommending specific laboratory sequences, and requiring completion of the
core major preparation of 3-4 courses and additional math, chemistry, physics or biology
courses. The primary problems with this proposal are the lack of defined and approved
major cores, and the leading of too little general education for the junior and senior year.

Engineering Transfer Curriculum

We propose continued discussion and development of an Engineering Transfer
Curriculum (ETC), a general education and major preparation program for engineering
students that also clearly specifies the exact course requirements to take while at
community college. A single unified curriculum, with a few variations for different
engineering disciplines, would be an exceptional contribution to the advising of our
community college transfer students.

More than two general education requirements should be deferred to UC to assist in even
distribution of workload. One origination of this limit is that IGETC is requesting
campuses to waive general education requirements, and pushing more general education
courses to the transfer institution may lead a campus to ask ‘if the transfer student is
taking 4 GE courses here, why shouldn't they take our entire GE curriculum’. Asa
campus CEP chair, I would not see this as being a hurdle at UCSC; indeed, the strength
of the mandate for enabling transfer education seems strong enough that this should not
be a hurdle on any campus. In any case, in UC, with all of our engineering programs in
Schools of Engineering, we have some latitude to act on our own in approving such
matters.

The Engineering Transfer Curriculum is broken into two tiers: the first level, ETCBase,
is a common core that every engineering program can agree is important. The second-
tier, ETCAdvanced, breaks into a limited number of discipline-specific cores. The most
impacted majors might require ETCAdvanced, while other programs may simply prefer
ETCAdvanced, and possibly require ETCBase. Students completing neither ETCBase
nor ETCAdvanced could apply for transfer, but with effective advising and dissemination
about the ETC program, qualified students in this category would hopefully become few.

To provide a starting point, here is a draft proposal for the ETC. ETCBase is intended to
be a mix of courses to enable students to take, each semester, 1-2 non-major general
education courses and 2-3 major preparation courses. ETCAdvanced includes tracks of
3-4 courses specific to a given field of engineering.
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Background

The Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) provides an
opportunity for community college students to complete the general education
requirements at the community college, and not have any unexpected requirements at
which ever CSU or UC campus they transfer to. This was a phenomenal success for the
students, as this greatly simplifies the process of preparing to transfer, one of the core
components of the Master Plan and state law. The IGETC requirements are (in
simplified form) in writing (2), speech communication (1 CSU), math and quantitative
reasoning (1), arts and humanities (3), social behavioral sciences (3), physical and
biological science (2, one with lab), foreign language (UC only), and US history and
government (2 CSU). Students may petition to defer two IGETC courses to the transfer
campus upon demonstrated hardship.

IGETC serves two functions. First, it tells the students specific requirements for
satisfying general education on transfer. Second, it provides community college advisers
with information about what CSU and UC view as important.

IGETC is a dismal failure for course-intensive majors, especially those in engineering.
Because of the difficulty of undergraduate engineering education, students preparing for
engineering majors should focus on major preparation courses. Also, after students
transfer, because of the intensity of engineering courses it is good to save some of the
"easier" general education courses for later years, rather than expecting a transfer student
to take only engineering courses each quarter or semester. Finally, many engineering
schools require specific general education courses such as Engineering Ethics. I expect
that all engineering schools have prominent notice that IGETC is not accepted and/or not
recommended. In individual community college literature, this information may be
provided to students, in a one or two-page spread on IGETC, with a single sentence such
as "students in course-intensive science and engineering majors should not complete
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