Minutes of 11/15/03 IMPAC Meeting Newport Beach Sutton Place

Attendees:   Lauren Zinola – Southwestern College, Trevor Rodriguez -  Long Beach City College (Articulation Officer), Keith Oddson – UC Riverside, Dan Chang – UC Davis

1.  Prior to the meeting, material was distributed to pre-registered attendees by e-mail, i.e., current CAN engineering course descriptions, minutes of the 2002-03 Annual Report for Engineering.

2.  The 2002-2003 IMPAC Annual Report for Engineering was distributed to the attendees.  No changes to those reports were suggested, but the Proposed Transfer A.S. Degree Program in the Appendix was discussed.  It was noted that the guidance description may be too vague below the solid line.  Furthermore some of the descriptions above the line, e.g., Humanities (one course) may be too vague.  It was understood that the current form of the Proposed Transfer A.S. Degree Program may only represent an outline of what should be included and not a final product.

3.  An important item brought out at the group meeting  relates to a recommendation contained in the 2001-02 IMPAC report, "The consensus of the engineering group at the April IMPAC meeting was that expanded dialogue between IMPAC and ELC would be mutually beneficial and that a meeting of at least the engineering group with IMPAC should be held in conjunction with the Fall Meeting of the ELC."  The attendees all felt that it would be more valuable to hold the IMPAC engineering group meeting with the ELC regional meetings.

4)  A more specific recommendation is offered by the group this year, and that is that IMPAC request that ELC be the engineering component of IMPAC.  It was felt that encouraging faculty from the UC's and CSU's to attend the ELC in addition to the administrative staff that typically attend, would be most beneficial in coordinating course articulation, e.g., IMPAC could support that effort by covering travel to the ELC meeting of faculty members from a 4-year institutions.  In addition key Community College faculty and articulation officers, e.g., committee chairs within ELC could be funded to attend IMPAC meetings to provide two-way communication.

5)  Trevor Rodriguez, our assigned articulation officer, was able to explain how CAN numbers are implemented and used.  It was mentioned that IMPAC is encouraging a new round of CAN approvals in part because the old CAN descriptors have not been updated for several years.  Furthermore an issue regarding lower division and upper division courses was identified, i.e., a course such as Dynamics is taught at most UC campuses in the upper division and thus may not suitable for "CANning."    It was learned that at UCSD, Statics has been moved into the upper division structural engineering program, whereas at most 4-yr institutions it remains a lower division course.  Thus a transfer student taking CAN ENGR 8, Statics, at a community college cannot articulate it with the equivalent course at UCSD because of its upper division status, though UCSD may provide subject credit by petition.  In the 2002-2003 report two courses Strength of Materials and Dynamics were proposed as possible courses for development of new CAN numbers, ENGR 5 and 9 respectively.  The status of that proposal will be checked upon with the ELC leadership.

6)  One suggestion regarding improving the quality of guidance of students between community colleges and 4-yr institutions was to have the expanded course outlines used in ABET accreditation processes accessible by web.  The recommendation will be forwarded to the ELC to determine if it can be implemented.

7)  A suggestion was made that a system be developed, if practical, for IMPAC to notify the Academic Senate President of each CC, CSU and UC to pass information through to their Deans to a given department's faculty that would involved course content review from all three segments if any articulation changes are proposed as a result of the IMPAC process.  As a practical matter that may be unnecessary if ELC agrees to serve as the review function for Engineering.

8)  The group utilized the remainder of the time to read and discuss the "Biology Appendix 2" SCIGETC proposal that was distributed at the meeting.  Unfortunately, the proposal was provided too late to fully digest.  However, the Engineering group met with the SCIGETC multidisciplinary meeting in the afternoon and received further clarification.  Initial comments were that the SCIGETC as a name, may still foster confusion, and that for Engineering, it will still result in confusion on the part of students planning to transfer to engineering.  A name such as "Additional General Education Requirements for Students Transferring to Majors in Sciences" and a separate "Additional General Education Requirements for Students Transferring to Engineering" may be much more desirable for guidance purposes.  It would result in fewer "notes" or caveats regarding numbers of courses and which courses in mathematics, chemistry and physics are suitable for receiving subject credit in a major.

9)  It is recognized that in all of the segments of California post-secondary education the phrase "general education requirements" includes course work in English/communications/speech, arts and humanities, social sciences, mathematics, and science.  However, in the mathematics, science, and engineering disciplines in the four-year schools, such "University" mathematics and science "breadth" requirements are far eclipsed by the lower division core requirements of these majors.  Without understanding this, transferring students can be misled, believing that all of their lower division "general education" requirements have been satisfied, not realizing that they are still deficient in the lower division "major requirements" in mathematics, science, or engineering majors.  The consequences can be disastrous for a student who, while eligible to transfer, based upon units completed and GPA, may be denied admission (at least to a UC engineering program) because of such course deficiencies.  (Generally, the UC engineering schools require that a transfer student be ready for the junior year of their desired engineering major, having completed all or most of the lower division preparatory course in mathematics, sciences, and engineering.)

While there would seem to be another possibility for the student who decides to transfer anyway - to a non-engineering major - having met University requirements for transfer, in the hope that later he/she can request a major change to engineering, this usually is not a viable option.  Most (UC) engineering schools will not accept such a major change, particularly into programs that are impacted.  Such programs make their admission decisions (freshman, transfer) based upon the resources available.  Generally, they are not able to accommodate later requests from students for major changes into their programs.  

These arguments provide a strong rationale for a student who wishes to transfer to a four-year school in a science or engineering major to emphasize community college completion of the lower division major requirements in mathematics, science, and engineering first, and secondarily to fill in with courses that satisfy those "additional general education requirements" (humanities and social sciences) outside the major.  We recommend that Community College counselors provide their students with such advice.  

10)  The group decided that it would request a meeting with the Computer Science group in the afternoon, however, the afternoon SCIGETC discussion ran over time, and the Computer Science group had disbanded by the time Engineering could join it.  An informal discussion with the articulation officer assigned to Computer Science, Veronica Burton, Southwestern Community College took place.  From those discussions, it seems that at least a substantial number of community colleges already advise students planning to major in engineering of the lower division major requirements.  Thus the need for a SciGETC may be unnecessary for engineering.  

IMPAC AGENDA

Engineering
Sutton Place Hotel, Newport Beach

11/15/03

University of California:
  UC Davis – Dan Chang, UC Riverside – Keith Oddson

California State University: (no representative)
Community Colleges:
Long Beach City College  - Trevor Rodriguez, Southwestern College - Lauren Zinola
1. Introductions

2.
Review of Draft Engineering 2003 Minutes and North Regional Meeting Minutes 10/25/03

3.   Discussion of Common Articulation Numbering System (CAN) and course descriptors for possible proposed CAN courses – www.can.csus.edu, http://www.assist.org/

4.   Discussion of core courses for major preparation – is there a need for revision of surveying?

5. Discussion of related courses for major preparation

6. Discussion of significant problems related to major preparation, articulation and transfer

7. Identification of ways to enhance local communication amongst faculty in the community colleges and the 4-year universities  

8. Other disciplines with whom we would like have discussions this afternoon? 

http://www.cal-impac.org

                    State Meeting:  April 30 – May 1. 2004

Radisson Hotel - LAX 







