Minutes of IMPAC Meeting

 Computer Science Group

January 29, 2005

Present at the meeting were:

	Name
	School
	Email

	David Hayes (Lead Faculty)
	San Jose State
	dfhayes@cs.sjsu.edu

	Carol Lokke
	Diablo Valley College
	clokke@dvc.edu

	Anthony Villegas
	College of Alameda
	drvillegas@hotmail.com

	Earl Wylie
	Solano CC
	earl.wylie@solano.edu

	Sharon M. Tuttle
	Humboldt State
	st10@humboldt.edu

	Eddie Reiter
	CSU Hayward
	reiter@csuhayward.edu

	Sue Palm
	Cosumnes River College
	plams@crc.losrios.edu

	Grace Wei
	CSU Fresno
	grace_wei@csufresno.edu

	Tom Boegel
	City College of SF
	tboegel@ccsf.edu

	Veronica Burton (Articulation Officer)
	Southwestern College
	vburton@swc.cc.ca.us

	Scott Gordon
	CSU Sacramento
	gordonrs@ecs.csus.edu

	Michael Dixon
	Sac City College
	dixonm@scc.losrios.edu

	Sandy Feder
	Sac City College
	feders@scc.losrios.edu


David Hayes started with an overview of the recent IMPAC and LDTP  meetings in Southern California.  The proposal that he reported from that meeting was that, rather than try to develop a specific sequence of courses for Computer Science, with articulation agreements on a course by course basis, that the CAN Board be approached with a program, or set, of knowledge units for Computer Science. Much of the meeting was spent talking about the pros and cons of this “set of knowledge units” approach. 

The following pros were discussed:

· It was reported that four years of IMPAC meetings had failed to develop a consensus about a sequence of specific courses for lower division CS majors.  The set of knowledge units approach may be an easier one to find consensus on.

· The ACM, one of our professional societies, has developed a set of knowledge units that they recommend for lower division study in Computer Science.  They have also identified eight distinct paths through those knowledge units.  The fact that a professional society has not been able to develop one approach to CS education could be used to argue to the CAN board that, due to the immaturity of our field, we need to take a different sort of approach.

· While a program of courses at a particular school would need to satisfy all of the knowledge units in order to get the CAN number, a school could include extra information in their courses.  This was seen to be a benefit at the community college level, where specific courses were taken by both CS and CIS students.

· The participants of the LDTP meeting agreed to this knowledge units approach as well.  If this approach is approved for LDTP, and a supermajority of CSU schools approve the curriculum, then all CSU-level schools will be required to accept a CCC program that receives this CAN number

· If changes in the recommended specific knowledge units were to arise over the years to come, that there might be less work in ensuring a program of courses met the new knowledge units.

The following cons were pointed out:

· No other discipline has tried using this approach with the CAN board.  There is a distinct possibility that they will disapprove this method.

· Even if this approach is approved at LDTP, the UC system schools can choose to ignore them.

· A student who makes it only part-way through the program of courses at a particular school and then transferred would be at a disadvantage.  At that point, the course-to-course articulation agreements would come back into play.

· The work of Articulation Officers at schools may become more difficult

· It was unknown how this sort of approach would fit into the Assist web site, and how well students who self-advised via Assist would be able to understand this approach.

Other issues regarding this were also discussed:

· There is no place in the knowledge units where a specific programming language is mentioned.  This was taken by the group to be a good approach, as it would allow for flexibility between campuses.  However, CCC schools would be encouraged to recommend to students that they take courses in the programming language used by the school they intend to transfer to.

· The online course delivery method was discussed.  It was agreed that the content of a course should be considered to be independent of the delivery method.  Several ways this was implemented at the curriculum level were discussed.

· It was mentioned that a new approach to getting CAN numbers for specific courses was due to change.

· After reviewing the draft CAN descriptor for the “Introduction to Programming Concepts” course in the CIS group, it was the consensus of the group that the phrase “Software life-cycle” be added to the first bullet item under knowledge unit SE1.

Towards the end of the meeting, we had a vote about this “set of knowledge units” approach.  It was the consensus (the vote was 11 to 1) of the members of this meeting we recommend that the CAN board:

Articulate this collection of knowledge units, to be included under a single CAN number, and be satisfied by each school by a set of courses.  Furthermore, that the number and sequence of courses used to satisfy this collection of knowledge units be at the discretion of the individual school.

Based on this vote, it was decided that we now need to:

· Develop the CAN descriptor.  We are to go back to our individual schools, look at the specific knowledge units, and determine which were truly lower-division and which were upper-division.  In the document presented, a smaller font size was used to indicate the earlier meetings’ recommendations on upper-division topics.

· Develop our arguments as to why the CAN board should approve this set of courses.

Other topics included in the day’s discussion included:

· Enrollments.  It was reported by many members of the group that CS enrollments at their school have continued to decline.  None of the group members had a good solution for this problem.

· Giving high school students credit for programming courses taken at the high school.  Some participants mentioned using AP test scores, while other participants mentioned how they had developed articulation agreements with high schools in their area.

The faculty lead would like to thank Tom Boegel for his excellent job of taking notes at the meeting and proving these minutes.
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