Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board and Lumina Foundation for Education
Minutes
Tuning Oversight Council for Engineering
October 15, 2010
1:30 – 2:30 p.m.
Wyndham Garden Hotel and Conference Center
Executive Learning Center
Members Attending: April Andreas, , Klaus Bartels, Roderick Crowder, Dan Dimitriu, Saad Eways,
Sheryl Harris, Martin Knecht, Frank Lewis, Alan Morris, James Nelson, Mariano Olmos, James Sells,
Bartlett Sheinberg, Bernard Smith, Kathryn Wetzel
Facilitators and other Attendees: Charlotte Biggerstaff, Kevin Corcoran, Harrison Keller, Debbie
Rodriguez, Mary Smith, Michael Volonnino

The community college breakout portion of the meeting convened at 1:35 a.m.
Welcome and Review of Community College Issues
Bartlett Sheinberg facilitated the community college portion of the meeting. He welcomed members to
the meeting and opened the floor to identify the role of the community college in the tuning process, and
to identify issues that are currently making seamless course transfer and transfer among disciplines
difficult for community college students.
Identification of Issues in Seamless Course Transfer
The Introduction to Engineering course was mentioned as being an issue. Universities want individual,
discipline-specific Introduction courses, but it is not possible to teach all of these at the community
college level. There is neither the expertise nor the number of students needed to make the courses.
Problems with the Academic Course Guide Manual (ACGM) with respect to this course are evident to
members, and it was suggested that there is a need to review the process for correcting these problems.
Specifically mentioned was Engineering 1201, which is designed in such a way the contact hours and
awardable credit do not match. There is also the question as to whether or not the course will be
transferred into a four-year program; at this point, it is up to the university to decide whether or not it
will be accepted. Dr. April Andreas suggested that the specific requirement on number of contact hours
should be removed from the ACGM. Dr. Dan Dimitriu stated that the universities do not accept the 2credit course, and that the community college should be allowed to award more credits to accommodate
differences between universities. Dr. Sheryl Harris pointed out that the course is intended to be
competency-based and interdisciplinary. The two issues identified with this course are the transferability
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to university engineering programs and the number of hours and what is required to be taught in the
course.
Dr. Kathryn Wetzel mentioned the need for Engineering 1371 to be a three-hour course to ensure
transferability. Universities teach it as a three-hour course. Individual disciplines teach the course in such
specialized ways at the universities, it is impossible for community colleges to teach them this way.
Dr. Sheinberg pointed out that in Mechanical Engineering, general outcomes were examined. He felt
there should be discussion on the Introduction to Engineering course at the community college because it
is problematic due to requirements of the universities. He suggested that it should be taught as an
Introduction to Engineering and Science course to attract more students to engineering and similar
professions. He asked committee members for suggestions on solving this issue. Dr. Dimitriu asked
whether the course could be transferable as “Introduction to Engineering and Science.” He expressed
concern that this would add even more hours to the community college programs, and it becomes more
than can be accommodated by both departments and by students. He expressed that the course needs
to teach students to make an educated choice on the discipline in engineering so that it better serves the
students. Dr. Mariano Olmos mentioned the popularity of courses in Introduction to Engineering and
Introduction to Electrical Engineering, and the transferability of Design I and Design II in both disciplines
at El Paso Community College. Dr. Roderick Crowder reminded members that, on the original committee
for the Mechanical Engineering compact, no one wanted Introduction to Engineering because of fears in
transferability among institutions. Dr. Nelson clarified that the original intention was to offer a broadbased introductory course for two credits at the community college which would be accepted toward the
engineering program, then individual disciplines would teach a one-credit course for their specialization at
the university level. This was intended to allow students to explore their interest in engineering and make
an educated choice moving to the university level. Unfortunately, information on credit and contact hours
did not get included in the ACGM.
Dr. Nelson continued this discussion by explaining that there are four-year programs with a general
interest course and programs with a specific interest course. Consensus points were that: 1) community
colleges offer courses which often do not count in the Engineering curriculum, such as the “Overview of
Engineering and Science” course; 2)the introductory courses at the community college level should show
each discipline, what each does, and how they interact; and 3) discipline-specific courses should include
two-thirds of the same information at either level to allow for the two-hour course of common
information at the community college, and the one-hour discipline-specific information taken at the
university level. Requirements for these are currently contingent on the decisions of individual
institutions.
As currently written into the compact, the two-hour introductory course will transfer but may not apply to
the degree itself, and the one-hour course must be taken at the university level in addition.
Klaus Bartels expressed that part of the problem is that many students do not complete the associate’s
degree before transferring, and that the introductory course is only required for degree completion. Dr.
Harris added that students are concerned with transferability and will not take the course if it cannot be
promised to transfer. Dr. Wetzel pointed out that the course is meant to entice students into the
engineering profession, but universities are finding ways to increase the requirements, such as testing on
basic skills to determine transferability even though the institution has signed the compact. Members
came to agreement that it is not possible for community colleges to “fix” this problem; it must be
addressed at the university level. Dr. Harris suggested that these obstacles and roadblocks being placed
before community college students are a large part of the reason students end up dropping out. Dr.
Nelson agreed that some universities put up such roadblocks to transfer, and hold a perception that
courses must be easier if taken at the community college level (or even at other universities.) Dr.
Crowder pointed out that the ACGM is a very important document driving the work of community
colleges. Even though courses may be listed through the Texas Common Course Numbering System
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(TCCNS), they are not always accepted at the universities. The contents of the ACGM are contracts, not
proposals, which should be recognized at both levels. Dr. Lemoine noted that courses in the TCCNS are
required to be accepted by other institutions, institutions not following this put themselves at legal risk.
Dr. Smith reiterated that four-year institutions who have signed the compact are supposed to be acting in
recognition of the agreement. She suggested that there may need to be a policing mechanism to address
the differences between what institutions say and what they do.
Dr. Nelson outlined his thoughts on the Associate of Science in Engineering Science degree he is working
to have accredited by ABET. This would eliminate issues with course transfer, as students completing this
standardized degree would come in with a set outline of coursework to be done for the bachelor’s degree
in engineering. This may be a method for addressing this issue as well as improving completion rates for
community colleges.
Adjournment
A request for a motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Dr. Sheinberg at 2:30 p.m., and it was so
moved and seconded by committee members. The meeting was adjourned.
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