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The California 'Postsecondary Education Cominission was
created by the Legislature and the Goverrigr' irt 1974 as the
successor to the California Coordinating Council for dialler
Education in order to coordinate and plan for education in
California beyond high school. As a stogie agency, the
Commission is responsible for assuring Mat the State's
resources for, postsecondary education are utilized effecti.vely
and efficiently; for proMoting diversity, innovation, and
responsiveness to the needis'pf students and society: and for
advising the Legislature and the Governor on statewide
educational policy and funding.

The Commission consists of 15' members. Nine reprgsent. the.
general public, with three earkappointed by the Speaker of the
Assembly, the Senate Rules-Committee. and the Governor. The
other six represent the major educational systents of the State.

110

The Commission holdi regular public meetings throughout the, .
yea at which it takes action on staff studies and adopts-
posilions On legislative proposals affecting postsecondary
education. Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, its star, and its other publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 ,Twelfth Street,
Sacramento, California 95814; telephone (918) 445-7933.
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INTRODUCTION

REASONS FOR THE STUDY

Senate Bill 851 (1983) the'Community College financing bill enacted into
statute in Chapter 565 of the Education Code -- requested the Commission to
undercake"the following studyof,common course-numbering systels:

SEC., 9. The California Postsecondary Education Commission shall
develop a plan for a course-numbering system to be used by-public
postsecondary education institutions. If the Commission determines
that the common course - numbering system is feasible, the Commission
shall recommend a plan to implement the system The course-num-
bering system shall be .designed tdo all of the following:

a. Promote the transfer of community college students to four-
year postsecondary institutions by simplifyint.. the identifi-
cation of, transferable courses and the specific disciplines
and programs to which those courses are transfer4ble.

4%. Promote the development of a common method of .course identifi-
cation within each segment o.f public postsecondary education'
where there is a clear need for such a common method.

c. Help' identify, ,courses with comparable content, so that certain

competencies can be expected upon completion of such courses.

SEC. 10. e California Postsecondary Education shall study-
efforts to achi4ve a common-course-a ering.system in public
postseconda education In other s t s, evaluate the :various

m, and estimate. the costmethods employed to achieve such a s
of implementing each method In CaliforniA.

SEC. 11. The California Postsecondary Educa ion Commission shall
submit its findings and recommendations purse nt to Sections 2 and
10 of this act to tiae Legislature on or before nuary 1, 1985.

J

The Legislature made this request' in large pa'rt.begause of widespread con-
cern about barriers to transfe'r from Community Colleges to the University of

California and the California State University, particularly for ,Black,
Hispanic, and other disadvantaged students. I ,

j)

ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE STUDY

The following issues'ar4 implied in the statute requesting the study:

-1-
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1. The extent to which a common course-numbering system in California would
reduce problems of Community College transfer students in meeting bacca-
laureate-degree requirements in an efficient and timely fashion;

ei

2. The feasibility of implementing or adapting a 5tatewide common course-
numbering system like that in place in Florida;

3. The cost of implementing such a system, including developmental and
maintenance costs, and its likely cost effectiveness;.

4. The alternatives to a uniform, statewide course-numbering system, their
feasibility, and cost; and

S. The ability of the Community Colleges, the University,and the State
University to implement alternative systeMs and their potential support
for these options.

INFORMATION GATHERING

The Commission has taken three approaches to gather information about common
course-numbering systems in other states -- (1).a library search, (2) contacts-
with selected national higher education,associations, and (30 a survey of
state-level administrators of community.colleOs and other.public Uo-year
institutions in other states.

Library Search*

The library search included review-bf the Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC) system, where no descriptors could be found, and other biblio-
graphic reference services. It produced no references to published informa-

tion about common course-numbering systems or alternatives Aeveloped to
achieve the objective of simplifying course articulation. .

Contacts with Higher Education Associationg
, .

Telephone calls were,made to staff In the three national associations most
likely to be knowledgeable about activity across the country in the area of
common course-numbering systems: the American Association of Collegiate
Registrars and AdMissi ns Officers, whose members would likely be involved

;.

I
inithe development of ny such system the.American Association of Community

and Junior Colleges, b caus4.of the strong; interest of these institutions in
imp?oving articulation; and the American'CoUncil on EdUcation, which Maintains
an Office of Credit Evaluation to assist member institutions. ,Contact was

also made with the leadership of the Pacific Coast Association of Collegiate
Registrars and Admissions Officers to find out about any_regional activity
relating to common course numbering.

r
. ),

.

None of these associations was invOlve4 in or had any information about the

develolment..of ,common course-numbering systems or alternatives to them

-2-
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beyond confirmation of the state of Florida's activity in this area. 'Except
for the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, their staff
expressed little interest idlthe subject.

Sup.rey of Other tates-

After failing to obtain informatiOn by means of either the library search or
contacts with associations, Commission staff decided to send a letter to the
chief state-level executive officers for community and other types of two-year
colleges in each state and Puerto. Rico asking for information about activities,

,'plans, or expectations involving common course-numbering systems toAmprove
articulation between two-and four-year institutions;

replies have been received from-all_but three states Alaska, Hawaii, and
Wyoming_-- in two of which community colleges are a part of the state uctiver-
-sity. Officials ip 23. states responded 'with an unqualified , "no'' to the
question of any special efforts, to articulate coUr.ses, while 24 described
some alternative to common course numbering. Description and analysis of
the various approaches are given in Part One of the report.

RELATED COMMISSION ACTIVITIES
1.)

Commission staff has been, engaged in background work related to, the study
for the past several months in connection With other assignments. These
activities include meetings with staff o* the City University of New York on
improving priFednres for transferring course credit betWeen-its community
Colleges and four-year colleges, consultation with the State Higher Education
EXecutive Officers (fiscal and aademic officers), .and state-level liaison
for the four -state project of the Western Interstate Commission fol- Higher .

Education to improve transfer opportunities for disadvantaged students by
finding-better ways to relate comparable Courses in community colleges and
four-year institutions.

The common course-numbering study is an important component of the Commission's
current inquiry into transfer between, Community Colleges and the University
of California and the California:State Univeristy-. That is being concluded
at the same time as this study. Onlythe course-numbering study has been
specifically mandated by the Legislature, but both are expected to result in
recommendations for action at the State., segmental, and institutional levels
to improve..transfer and articulation.

1'

.ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Part One of the report describes the, current status of common course-number*:
ing systems, and their alternative ,,among the' other states. Part- Two '

describes the.one\dntersegmental system now operating in California: the
California Articulation Number (CAN) system. Part TAree'assesses this

-3-
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system in light of legislative and other specifications. And Part Four

contains- the' Commission's conclusions and recommendations' regardirig,tommon

course numbering in California.

,to

4
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ONE

COMMON .61)tiRSE NUMBERING IN OTHER STATES

' 41%

According tb the Commission's survey 'of' 4tate-lev'el executive officers fOr

community colleges4and other public two-year.institup.ans; only.Florids and:
Puerto. Rict have 'a Common course-numbering sySr4m in place and none of .the
rest report plans for or interest in developing such a system; Since'two-year
colleges.inPuerto Rico:are' part of pits uhivisity system, Florida appears
to be'the only state with twp or more segments of public'higherducation,to
have developed a common couesenumbering system.

.

FLORIDA'S STATEWIDE COURSE NUMBERING SYSTEM
1

The Florida legislature established-Florida's Statewide Course. Numberint
System in the early 1970s and required all-public community colleges and
-univerSkties to participate in it. ,It later amended the law,to-include
adult postsecondary vocational courses. By 1983, the'System included 157
subject - matter areas, each with its own faculty committee to maintain the

system, and about 55,000 courses at all The:S m is Currently

administered by a state agency with director four, essional staff

members, and two support -staff members. These Staff,.Members.are assisted by

a faculty committee coordinator in each of.the 157 sUbject-matter areas and

'a 'contact person at each partitipating institution. Its budget for 1984-85

is $253,386,. which does not include computer-related expenses for which no

charge is-made or contrihited faculty and other. institutional staff time. .

Purposes of the Florida System

The overriding purpose of Florida'sSystem is to facilitate the automatic
transfer of credit for equivalent courses offered by Florida's public two -

year and:four-year'institutions. At the same rime, the System is intended
to reduce the need ,for decision making about transfer credit by institutional

adMission officers and, the unnecessary repetition of courses .by transfer

stidents because of poor decisions.

Sub-purpoles of the System are:

To provide the framework for each sub'ect-matter area which all institu-4tions use to categorize courses in ystem;

To be,a joint undertaking of Florida's public community colleges and
universities, With coordination by a state agency

To place responsdbiliiy with the faculties of thes't institutions for
Aetermining course equivalencies on the basis of detailed course descri..p-.

tions and syllabi;

-5-

12



To establish.eourse 'inventories of .all equivalent Courses offered by
'Flori.da's public institutions; and

...

.

F
k .

4 -To provide statewide course desr\riptions or course, equivalency profiles
for use in determining equivalencies of new or modi'fied courses.

,A

0

'Decisions in ,Dev9loping the System

The first decision in creating Florida's System was -to chooSe course elassi-
fi9ations that would, transcend institutional orOnizational structures. In

other,words system would.bp.independent of departments or divisions
offering the coteSes-at a 'particular institution. Instead, courses, are-':

categorized according to subject-matter drcontlnt, independent of level or
mode ofinstructionbut taking into account prerequisites, the kind of
student for whom the courses are desigriedlevel of complexity, depth and
detail with which -Content is treated, and outcames- topics or specific.
skills. 4 7!

.

A second majot'decision wes.fto establish'faciaty committees in the'subject-
matter are*--to:develop and maintain System. Committees include facUlty,
represextatives from botheemmunity_jeollegeS and the universities and are_
chaired by a member who serves as'coordinator with'the System's central-
'()&111111 staff. Responsibilities of these committees are geN/416pingtaxonomies,
anaLyzing course "dese4iptionS, assigning course numbers, app deterw ink
course equivalencies. is.

Florida's Course Numbers J
Florida's statewide cc5nrse numbers include a three-letter prefix'designati
the, subject-matter area, a three-digit number assigned by Stem, and a

ng
N

single, institutionally assigned digit for level at which the 'course is
offered (for example,, freshman or sophomore). COmmon titles' and descrip-

tions are developed for all courses, but institutions, arernot prohibited
from, using their own titles and descriptions as well.

Proceduiles forigaintaining the System

The number of subject-matter areas andkourses is expected to increase over
time, and Florida's ,institutions will both add and make changes in'coutses
now tri the System. Cehtral-office .staff receives and examines .courses'
transmitted by institutions for action in the System to ensure that proposed
numbers refle4 the roper subject-matter area with, epect to content and

that course are detailed enough to make an appropriate course -

numbernumber assignment.L4estions' and staff reeommendations'are,referred to
subject-matter committee coordinators if the proposed.course placement seems

to, be inappropriate These committee coordinators, with the help, of their
committees in difficult cases, either approVe the proposed.course numbers ar
assign more appropriate numbers before the courses are eexered. State

agency action'is required ihen institutions change the content, prerequisites--
Or numbers of existing courses,' as well as develop, new courses.



Subject-matter committees meet upon request of the System'sVof, the State
.

Department of Education, or committee members if problems are erceived or
changes in legislation affect the subject-matter area and to review trans -.
actions made by the coordinators. Central-office staff provide supports to
the committees.

-

ise;i4"ac):1:14:::1:= Ms:=Igaric=aslestotul::::7=v2e4Tb1
institution's epr'riculum committee before submission to Ohe state agency,

,

that new courses have been given prdposed prefixes and numbers , and that
course descriptions or syllabi are provided to the central- office staff. ..

They also receive information from these staff members about action on
course, numbers and ore' responsible for notifying appropriate campus staff
about such actions. ip ,

ALTERNATIVES IN OTIigR STATES

Responses .to the Commission's survey of other states are summarized in Table
1 orit.he- next two pages to indicate those that have no type of common course
numbering or did not describe an alternative, those with' some alternative td
comilion course numbering, and the three that did acct resPdad.

1*

The Commissidn has identified four alternatives to statewide common course
numbering': for alr public poStsecondary education from its survezt (1)

common course ,prefixes used by all institutions, (2) common course numbers
used by all community colleges and other public two-year institutions, (3)
cliurse-equvalencrguides or matrices, and (It) institution-:to-institution, or
regional agreements. A

Common Course Prefixes

`iThe adoption of mullion_ course pref s is a 'first step in developing a
common course-numbering system that 'h s been taken by groups of institutions
in some states as an alternative to tally common nuMberS. The National
Center for. Edncation Statistics publi 4ed a taxonomy of Education Subject
Matter in 1975 that makes it possible to describe courses by u combination
of up to .three general topics and by" a level -of. complexity, thus providing
more precision when institutions,,auempt to articulateiheir course offerings
and allowing users to address courses by content, beyond title alone. This

system is being used in aepilot project at the University of California,
Irvine, in cooperation 4iith the los Angeles ssHarbor College tlip;, is developing'

a computerized transfer student planning system. InstitutidWs between which
.students -t ransfer -g411 not be -required to -have common .-course numbers -but ,
instead, will be able to ,reference each Other's courses through use of the
taxonomy.

What would appear to be a more simple aptroach to using a common .course
prefiX has bgen used by .?institutions 9r segments in other states. TWO
examples are the 112 four- letter prefix abbreviations for both liberal arts_
and vocational courses used by the Virginia Community College System, and



TABLE 1 State Responses to the Cozmission's Inquiry About Common

course-zyumheriny systems

State

-Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

IdahtIC

Illinois

tn

X

Comments

Two-year: colleges will have common numbers.

.X. Two-year colleges are part of the University.

Course equivalency guide now; wi l 11 have

common systeM for numbering courts later.

NCES .CIP code embedded incourse'humber.

Indiaba*

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

fly one technical - community college.

tatewide courselp ering system described

in the report.

Core curriculum for. the University system.

X Community c011eges are part of the-University.

Only two community colleges in the state.

Common course numbering for community oolleges1

for funding PurPoses. I.

0.6

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts -X

Michigan

Minnesota

'Mississippi

Missouri

Automatic-junior sta.ndfng for degree holders.

Common course .numbering with one drg,,versity of
Kentucky. .campusi; one board governs- both segments.

Articulation guidelines for, the State, Univer-,,
sity., system.

c

Common cc7munity college course

,Transfer guidelines 'revisea4d

Common community college course numbering for
funding purposes.

15
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?ABLE 2

State

(conti,nued)

Montana

Neiwaska,.

Neva4a

New Hampstli e

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Caroliha,

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

a

X

Comments

Common course numbers in area technical colleges.

Common *Arse numbers but no equivalencies yet

"Fuit-fai h and credit"-
,P

policy a

4
ternative. ,

.System.for:numberinoursesbUt no common numbers..

Transfer prograM guide and Otheriaterialf;

South Dakota

'Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Puerto:Rice X

Only one community college.

Articulation agreements for transfers.' with.

Associate in ArtscrrScience dggree.

Alternative of basic core curriculum;

ComMon' numbers- for general education subjects.

Source:

Statewide course egUivaiency guide.

SIlltewide transfer eredit'abreement and policy.,

C MMon course-numbei-ing forytechnicli institutes".

Community' Colleges are apart of the University.

California Poitsvcondary Education Commission staff analysis of
responses from state -Level. executive officers ofi comannity colleges
and othei Public two-year institutions, Fall 1984.



the three-letter- prefix_ abbreviations being worked out by the Maricopa
Community Colleges in Arizona in conjunction,. with Arizona Statd University,
to which most of their students transfer. Each system also includes:S brief
prefix definition to indicate the specific subject-matter area,'for example,.
ACC/ACCT-Accounting. This alternative to common course altering does not,
However, address the problem of the same course being off Wed-by different
divisions of the same institution or at different institutions.

a
Common Course Numbers for Tc4o-Year, Institutions

Community college* and other types of public two-year,institUtions in several
states have developed a commma,cpuise-numbering system for their Segment but
have not extended it to other-segments for articulation purposes.

7

For example, the Community College Board employs a "Generic. Course
List" which enables it to match each specific course offered by each college

/--tcrone.of the'generic courses by an identification number that intludes the
Classification.of-Instructional Programs (Cl?) code developed by the. National

Xenter for Education Statistics (Malitz, 1981). Although the primary purpose
of the generic course list was to provide consistent classification of
similar courses for state funding and unit cost, the syitem.is nowin'fact
being used by some state universities for course articulation. The. Michigan

Community Colleges have developed a similar approach, also primarily for

funding purposes.

Public junior colleges in Mississippi,have a uniform'course-numbering.system
for their academic transfer courses that does not encompass the senior
institutions but is helpful to them'in advising trnsfer students and evalu-

ating their transcript*. Conrte equivalencies bid beem worked out with
Mississippi State University and the Universitiof Mississippi and printed

in their catalogs in ,he 1570s, but the practice has &ow stopped because of

turnover in personnel.

The Alabama Community Colleges are attempting to use a similar approach t.6,
common course numbering within that segment to improve articulation with
four-year institutions but it will not include them at-this'time.

In Nebraska, the six area Technical Community.Colleges are working on a
common course- numbering system in response to funding:considerations that is

expected to serve as a means of ascertaining course comparability and perhaps

even describing discipline coitpetencies. The system does not include either
L the other public community colleges or four-year. institutions, although

students are no? transferring from the technical colleges to the latter vith

little difficulty. I

In South Carblina, the state system of 16 t7;Cliinical colleges has a common
course-numbering system that does not extend to other types of institutips<

However, the system has enterer' into an agreement with the four-year,institu-

tions for'the transfer of students in its Associate in Arts and Associate in

ScithIce pr6grams, and some ofthe technical colleges 'have developed unilateral
transfer agreementS"with single-four-year institutions.

a'
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The Wisconsin Board of,Vocational, Technical, and. Adult Education operate*
what is prob ly one of .,the oldest common course-numbering systems in,American,
-pas seco4daff education, developed the 1950swith a grant bf thc.IBM
Corporation to the Milwaukee Vocational-Technical School to develop a taxonomy

for occupational education. The system applies to both courses and programs
and utilizes the, concept of instructional areas identi.fied with occupational

disciplines. No attempt has been'made to correlate course or pr9gram numbers
°with the University of Wisconsin System's course numbers., however, since the
Vocational, Technical, and Adult .Education system, emphasizes occupational:
education rather than the transfer function.

Course Equiyalency Guides or, Matrices
1144%0

Course equivalency systems or matrices appear to be a popular'alternative to
common course-numbering system0' They may be developed. for .on4 community
college or for an entire, state. .Although Florit operates its statewide'

common course-numbering systeM4.MiamiDade Colle e also prepares matrices
that display for each major how each transfer course offered by Miami-Dade
*atisfies a requirement dr otherwise receives baccalaureate-degree credit at
each public 41orida university. New Mexico-is in an"iarly stage' of using
statewide,. articulation committees in each of the_, major fields in which
students transfer to' develop generalizedarticulation matrices that will

display the courses students' 'm take in the community colleges to satisfy
lower-division requirements of t ,universities, without using-common course

numbers.-

Several states produce conrse-equivalency guides for aft public.institutions

in the state. The Virginia Community, Colllege System publishes an annual

guide, Transfer Policies and Practices, that includes more than 100 pages of

course-by-course listings and-their transfers status at each public four-year

college, or university' -- tiansferable to all divisions, transferable but

with sAtial Conditions, transferable but with possible reduced credit, or

not transferable. It organizes these lists in terms of the common prefixes

used by all community colleges in Virginia (described above) and the.gourse
npmber within` each prefix, with no indicafion of where the courses are

offered:

The, Arizona Commission for Postsecondary Education also publishes an annual

Course equivalency guide currently 63 pages in length (Cawley, 1984). For

each major offered for transfer. by Arizona's 1/ community, colleges, it

displays course equivalents ,fdr Arizona's three public universities --
Arizona State University, Northern Arizona. University, and the University of

Arizona, witch the amhnt .of credit each of gem awards sand any special

conditions for, doing-N. A new course-numbering system'is to be in place-n
Ariiona's cbmmunity colleges by July 1987 that will not entail common numbers

but, iiisteaT, will "ipe'Cify the range- of-humbers to'be used at the-freshman

(100. to 199),,,aod sop-homoille (200 to 299) levels and those unique to the
coMmuni6i, coregits and prisumid to be non - transferable (otheethan 100 to

299) In'addition,' each course number is to include a three-letter prefix

and three numerical characters to designate the particular course..



Interinstitutional Alternatives

The Commission's survey of the states produced several examples of alterna-

tives to statewide common course-numberiag systems that involve Abups of

institiltions. For instance, the 13 community colleges in Kentucky and the
Lexington Campus of the Universitii of Kentucky, whose Board of Trustees also

governs the .community colleges-; use common course numbering; butthese
numbers are not' the same as those used by other, public four-year institutions
in the state

The College of Arts and Sciences of the 'University of, Massachusetes at

Boston (UMB) p blished its third,course equivalenCY guide in 1982, with the

.caution that "t 's guide is not a Bible." Its' 429vpages contain informatjon

about course equxl,ralencies for 26 pubic r and private, ,two- and f6ur-year'

Massachusetts colleges and Universities. For each institution from which

siudents transfer a.n in each major subject-inatter area, each course is

displayed with the \type of Credit awarded (cone *yea, major credit, or

elective) and UMB eiluivale0, if any. Footnotes areialso used to.note

special.conditions.

Special agreements being wor4ed out by the Maricopa Community Colleges in

Phoenix, Arizona, add.Arizona State Udiversity were described earlier. The

proximity of these institutiOns and tile'- large volume of transfer beiween

them pas led to their 'being an important part of the Western Interstate.

Commission,on Higher Education project to improve.transfer opportunities in

the western states and a likely model-for other urban institutiods in close

proximity.

Finally, in. Oregon, the initiative for improving interidstitutional artic

ulation appears to have been taken by the State Sy,tem of Higher Education,

COmprising the seven four-year institutions, %obi& published last year

Transfer. Programs: Recommended Programs of Study for Students Transferring
from Community Colleges to Oregon's Four-Year State Colleges and'UniversitieS.

The manual contains statements about transfer to each of the four-year
institutions, a recommended basic course list for community. college students

generally, recommended programs for transfer to each four-year institution
in some SO liberal arts and career fields, and other infoimation about

transfer policies.
,

COMMENTS ON STATEWIDE, COURSE NUMBERS t

Altholigh the Commission sought no opinions in its. national survey, respbnses

from 17 state officials included torments on their state's Jack of need for,

common course numbeSring or' their opposition to it. Among these cpmments.
were the following:

f
Arkansas: Personally, 1 am'

4

pleased that there is no interest in that (commoq

course numbering) pr ject. I had experience -with thejexas Course Guide \__)

Manual, both .as Chie Academic Officer and, as an employee of the -coordinating

board. I think the exas manual made some contributions, -in that it made

-12-
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peop1ithink there was .a common system, but I am not sure that
contributWd toward "there actually being a common system. In any
was extremely time consuming and created a lot of-contention.

0

it really
event, it

Colorado: There has been considerable resistance from the institutions to
.common course.numbers, so were leaving the numbers the same and embedding
a code in the computer file. sw

Georgia: We rejected :the idea of developisg common, course numbering. and its
complexity in favor of this more simple butweffective approach, (Core Curriculum
for the Uni4rsity System of Georgia that includes the two-year colliges).

Nebraska: The state of Nebraska has not developed, or are there any plans
to develop, .a "common, course- numbering system." Frankly, we do not-see any
value in such a system,' as a common number does not verify or validate
course Content.

.s

Texas: IU 1973 the Texas'Association of 'Collegiate Registrars and Admisiions.
Officers appointed a committee to consider the de-velopment of a uniform

, course numbering system for the institutions of higher edusation in Texas. .

In the\years since then, the subject of common course numbering has
been mentioliid at Board meetings, but each,time the institutions are assured
that no effort is being made or will be madeltoward.the establishment of any
such system.

The Higher Education Coordinating Act of 1965 directs the Coordinating"Board
to develoP and promulgate a base core of general academic courses yhich)
when offered at the junior,college during thefirst two years of collegiate
Study, shall be freeW translrable emong all public institutions of higher
education in Texas.

'Virginia: / must report that there
course numbering system in V.irginia
universities are under its own Board
difficult to achieve.

-,

has been.no effort to create a common
. Each of the fourlyear colleges and
of Visitors, and sti7h a system would be

-13-



-TWO

THE CALIFORN A ARTICULATION NUMBER (CAN) SYSTEM

In California, the only, statewide, intersegmeatal project underway, that
seeks simplify course numbering in postsecosNaiy education is "CAN"
the California Articulation Number system.

ORIGIN OF CAN

\N.

41*

In September 1982,.with leadership from Duane 'L. Anderson, 'Director, of
Admissions, Records,-School/College Relations 41 California State University,
Sacramentb; and Carolyn'Sslls of the staff, 9AN began as-a ,pilot project
involving -a dozen Community Colleges and. five four-year institutions that
were updafing their articulation, agyeements.and identifying the most commonly

transferred courses in.27 Its'goal was to simplify the confusing

multiplioity of course-nwnbering systems facing tiansfer,studiats without

requiring these institutions to abandon their own course nuMbers and titles.

The extent of this problem is illustrated by Figure lt.which lists the
diversejaumbers that the 19 campuses of the State University assign to nine'

of their intmductory courses -- a total of 138 different-course numbers --
and by Figure 2, which shows similar diversity of numbers for five biology
courses at three State UnivIrsity ,campuses .and. 12 Community Colleges in

northerd California.

Since 1983, CAN has spread statewide on 'a voluntary Sasis under at flexible,

mutually acceptable set of procedures for institutional participation, with

no State funds specifically budgeted for the project.

DEFINITION OF CAN

CAN is a cross-ref rence system to identify transferable Rawer- division,

introductory, and preparatory courses commonly taught on two and four-year

campuses,in California. .It offers- :a common, discipline-;elated prefix and

one or two-digit number for each of these courses. Participating colleges
and universities display these numbers in their catalogs,' together with

their own numbers; titles, and descriptions for any bf these courses. Thus

CAN IS a system lOr identifying-Community College and-other-courses taken,in

lieu of courses offered by four-year institutions to satisfy various - degree

requirements and doei not imply common content or equivalency between these

courses.

The CAN system is simple and expandable, in that it is, not a uniform course-
numbering system and does not include all course offered by. any one insti-

tution but instead is presently limited to commonly transferred courses.



FIGURE 4 CoUrse Number's of. Nine Introductory.Courses Offered
by A22 Campuses of the California State University

Inter-
Engllsh mediate count-

/
Campus Camp 'Spanish Calculus Aliebra.Ing

Bakersfield

Chico

Hayward

HuOoldt

Lcni.eaach

Los Angeles

Norchitdgs

Engl. Span.

100 101

Engl. Sp4,c.

Engl. Span.

100 110

Engl. Alan.
1 LA

Engl. Span.

100, 101
L01,

Engl.
1001 1401

1.

Engl:
100

Span.
IA
Span.
101A

Math. Math. SPA
101 105 '201

Engl. Span..
40 100A

Engl. SPAM,
155 101.

Sacramento-,

San Bernar-
dino

Salt Otago

San Frass.,

cisco

San .1c:44

San Luis
Obispo

Sonoma

Staaislads

Member of
different '

numbers

Source: Anderson

4;1. Span.
lw IA

Engl. Span.
101 101

Engl. Span.
100 101

Engl ft, Span.

114 101

Engl. Span.
IA LA

Engl. Span.
104 101-

Engl. Span.

101A 101

Engl.

10(15

Span.

1010

Math.
7ak.

Math.

110

Math.
3

Math..

6.

Start- U.S. 'intern Chem-
istics Hist07 Civ istry

Math. Hist. Risf. Chem.

140' 231, ,202 201
232

. BA Math. Kist. -Hist. Chas..
15 SA 50 .LA lA

IA Math. Hist. Hist, Chem.
130 150 101 110 110

Mach. Hist. Hist. Chem,
11 LI, 12 I LA,

Math. 'Silt. Hiatt Chem.
120 170A, 110A 100,0,

1703 1001.

'Stat., Hist. Hist.. Chem.
IOW 11101, 1011 1101

110;

Acct. Math. Kist. Hist. Chmm.
Lk 23 1 4 LA

.Acatt Math. Hist. Hist. Chao.
201 180 17IA, 131' IIIA

1711

Math. Math. 'ACC:.
75 4 13

Math. Math. Acct:.

.150A 102 2014

Mach. Math.. Acci.
1304 1100 2251

Meth. Math.

Math. :ch.
/15 100
. %

Math. Math. IA
206'. 101 200A

Math. Math. SA
150A 102 220A

)1141:11.'()Lith.

114 /4 105,

A

math. Math.
30 11

Math. Math..

200 111

Math.. Math.
£50 103

Math. 'Math.

231. ,104

Math. Math.
30 7

Math. Math .

141' 113

Math. Hist. Hist. Chas.
..274 202143 1013 101

Mach, . Hist. Chem.

c
140 270, 150 101

271

Acct. Stat. Kilt. Mist. _Man.
12* 107 201, 101 104

SA Stat. Hie.
1 1' 17A,3 4

Ada. Math. Hist. Hist, Chem.
306 350 200, 322 205

201

Chem:
LA

3A Math. Hist. iliac. Chem.
210A 250 3.10A 105 200

ai Math. litHiat. Hist. Ches.
1,00 124 120, 110 III

121

SA Stat. Hist. Stat. Chia.

20 115A 20a.,8 10A 11

Acct. State e Hist. Hank, Chas.
' 221 211 201 101 121

Matik. Masi. Mgmt.
110 300

4
Math. Math.

1410 1050

11 8 16

and Sal

Math. HisL Hist. Chasse

240 . 165 251, 201 115A
252

SA Math: Hist. Hist. Chan.

2110* 1600 2600 1010 1100

18 19 18 18 '16 14

19-84, p.

-46-

BEST SPY AVAILABLE

{-



FIGURE 2 Course Numbers of Five Biology Courge'S Offered by
Selected* Northern California State University Campuses
and Community .Colleges 1
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PROBLEMS THAT CAN SHOULD SOLVE-

In aiming to simpirfy the confusing, multiple,course-numbering systems
facing tranifer students, CAR is a partial solution to the problent-o4-trans-

lating and communicating articulation agreements among institutions in such

a way that they are readily available in'Catalogs to students when they are

preparing for transfer.
0

CAN also-provlides an answer to the problem "of institutional autonomy with

respect to course numbers and titles by using what might be termed a "neutral"

prefix and number. That is, within institAtional bo departments may

develop and assign numbers and titles to courses with t having to conform .

to a State system of uniform numbers and titles.

,PRI IPLES OF- CAN

CAN, was developed on the principle of using existing.written articulation

agreements between those institutions where students often transfer and
encouraging faculty to develop and update such, agreements to cover their
most commonly taught courses. An example,of.such an agreement, on the basis

of which California Artictilation Numbers are assigned, appears in Figure 3.

'A second principle recognizes that California Articulation Numbeis relate to
subject-matter requirements for, transfer and graduation but do not imply

commonRiii of coarse content and 'methodology in institutions using these

same allikrk. In other words, CAN identifies courses offered by one insti-

tution in lieu of those offered by others-to satisfy certain requirements,

thereby respecting the autonomy of'each to develop the'kind,of courses its

faculty thinks best meet'these requirements.

'74 A third prj.aciple is that the CAN system is best developed voluntarlly by
small groups of two-year and four-year institutions between whic4 sizable

numbers of students 'flow. The work of the subject-matter committees of the
California Articulation Council would be useful in implementing CAN, but CAN

places reliance on local or regioaaf articulation agreements in addition to

statewide efforti. However, :California Articulation Numbers cut across'
institution-by-institution course articulation agreements, as illustrated

with several English courses in Figure'' 4, in a way that shows potential for

a statewide cross-reference system.

Fourth; CAN is-built on, the-principle .of-flexibility. Anoups.ofsinstituttons:
may participate,on different levels of involvement, that is, with as few or
many courses in CAN at any, one time as they wish to cross reference,. And'

within ..limits proposed by the committee' that designed CAN, the.nuMber,aud

nature of institutions that must participate in a group qualifying for CAN

is also flexible.
of



FIGURE 3 Sampde Transfer Credit Agreement Between California
State Vniversity, Sacramentoiand Sacramento City
College *
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FIGURE 4 Sample CAN Articulation Report
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URE

Three -criterija have been established for pitiou
four-year institutions -in, the, CAN' system:

Public and private ,acerdited,ins.titutions' offering baccalaureate-level
courses and associat,e-oi baccalaureate degrees are eligible to participate;
but

Comanuaitw and other, twoyear c011eges must have written, faculty-a
articulation agreements, governing all courses to which-'CAllre-to.
assigned, with four public California colleges and universities, including,
at least one Uniii&sity and one State University campus; and

. Four-year institutions must have agreements with either, two-ygar colleges-
or at least four other accredited institutions. awarding baccalaureate
deirees, including one State University Campus., one 'University; campus,
and not more than one independent college or university in order to
satis.fy the minimum of four institutions.

PriVate, non-degree-gratiting institutions ha;e expressed interest in partici-

pating in the CAN system but are not...yet included.

Groups: of institutions meeting these criteria take the following steps to
activate their pirticipation in the SCAN Systenyi

Review and verify course articulation agreements for accuracy with each
campus in the group proposed for par "cipa ion in CAN; _/

. For each campus prepare a report th ixi Iudes the

participating in the group and lists of the approved,
. 'including _the. CAN course number and prefix accepted

t.b.e signature of the .institutional official .submitt
the Articulation Report form shown in ,Figure 5; and .

Compile these institutional and campus reports, for
central repositorY. for CAN reports- (currently Sa ram
Sacramento) by October of -each... yita-r-.

A composite its
annually, on t
Articulation N

s of all institutions
rticulated courses,
or each course and
a& the 1-ist, using

submissio
University,

t of, CAN participants and courses is compiled and published
e basis of which participating institutions add California
bers to courses listed in their catalogs, and course schedules. $

CLUIRENt-STA.V5 OF CAN

As of Fall 1984,..140 California institutions. are participating in CAN, with
additions expected durriag the annual. cycle for submitting new agreements.
California Articulation Numbers are ROW assigned in 27 disciplines that
include career fields such as journalism and recreation as well as the arts

v.



FIGURE 5 CAN Articulation Report Form
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and sciences
transferred

d 'to a total of 159 lower-division courses most coMmonly

ween institutions.

*

tiMITATTONS OF CAN

CAN is avdluntary system; and Otis some ,institutions may turn d wn invita4'

tions to participate, while others, May :agree- to participate only ;on a limlit

ed babis; This limit WOUld.aPplyof course, to any system in California;
even if, legislatively mandated, sjnce the UniverSity, of Cali Ornia could
not 1?e.:required to p4ri4zip4e because of its constitutionall autonomy.



Second, the CAN system involves only those courses taught by both two- and
four-year institutions at the lower-division level and thus excludes courses
°taught only in the Community

,

Colleges that are.certified by them as baCcalau-
reate-level instruction and eligible for State University degree credit,
These are primarily courses in niaccupational fields and may be taught at the
upper - division level on,some State University campuses. CAN'also excludes
courses taught at the pipper-division lebel in only one segment, since CAN
procedures require participation by Campuses in,,more. than one segmet.
However, there is nothing in `the Zomeeptualization of the CAN system to
preclude single-segmental agreements leading to California Articulation
Numbers.

Third; the number-of courses with articulation numbers is now only 159 since

the only courses included in CAN are those for which written articulation
agreements have been reached and its focus has been on those courses most'

commonly trankferred between institutions. However, there are no inherent

limitations in the CAN systsi, and all courses, could be.iacluded if deAred.

i A fourth limitation related to the voluntary nature of CAN is its lapieif

official status in statute or segmental regulations and consequently its

unfundisdttatus. Contributed time at the campus and seglental levels has

made it work during the past 18 months, but future expansion is'y.mited by

the amount of contributed time available to coordinate it. ,l11 its 1984

setsion, the Legislature appropriated, $25,000 to the State-University to

help implement CANas part 4-of4 broader bill dealing with articulation,, but

the bill was vetoed for reasons not directly related to the CAN system.

Fifth and finally, some would view the dependence of CAN on written articulation,.

agreements reached by faculty on various' campuses as.a limitation in that it

tends to slaw statewide implementation. This limitation may,,_ however, be'

viewed as a strong feature of,CAN,.since common course numbers asiigned

without such agreements may mislead transfer students with respect to their

value in satisfying degree requirements. Commou course numbers cannot
replace articulation agreements arrived at by pairs-of institutions between

which students frequently transfer, and anytsimplistic approach to assigning

uniform numbers leads' to complex, confusing "footnotes" containing,exceptions
and limitations,on the transfer value of such courses at Mme institutions

and ie. some pregrams.

'FUTURE PROSPECT$ Of CAN r-.,.

Results ,of the Fall 1984 round of participation in CAN Are not yet available

-,Hosieve.c, _the CAIL.sy$terct haA ,,waijoited capacity: for course inclusion an
institutional participatio4,--There appears to be no strong.segmenthl of

institutional opposition to" the system, although some campuses are understand-

`ably more ready and eager to,participati..than others,

. State funding is needed for state-level coordination of the. future development

and maintenance of the CAN system and(*for siting its coordination in an



appropriate segmental office, agency, or, institution. jiowever,

expected to continue temporarily and expand iodestly even in the' absence of
such :funding, since its participants believe that it has potential to help
transer students cope with the presently complex and confusing course
uumbering of CalifornWs colleges and universities.

-24-



SPECIFICATIONS FOR A CALIFORNIA COURSE NUMBERING ,SYSTEM

STATUTORY SPECIFICATIONS` OR A SYSTEM

cl

Section 9 of Chapter,565 of the Education Code sugiests three specifications
for any common course-numbering system to be aeVeloOd.for California:"

a. Promote the transfer of community college students to four-year
postsecondarY institutions by simplifying the identification-
'of transferable courses and the specific disciplines and
TrogramS' to which those courses` are tranIfgra4ke.

Prbmote the development of a common method of course identifi
cation wit4e each segment of Public postsecondary education
where thete ig a clear peed for.. such a common method.

Help identify courses with comparable content, so that certain
competencies can,be expeited upon completion of such courses.

The. CAN syStem satisfies the se three stpttory specifications in-the
following ways:

Simplifying Course Identification.

CAN Aimplifies the identification of transferable courses and the disci-
plines' in which they are taught in that it is based o approved transfer and

articulation agreements between-institntions in' different segments between
which students transfer. A California Articulation Number is a common
number that is independent of the institutions' own numbers and includes a
discipii9e-related prefix to be used by all institutions.

By itself, any, common course-nukbering system cannon entify programs to
which courses are ttansferable because .of its inherent simplicity: It

cannot replace course and program articulation agreements, although it can
incorporate them in arriving at commoii. numbers. Vor example, Florida's
Statewide Course Numbering System di;i'tnot identify community college courses
accepted by its public aniverSities for'Ciansfer.credit and has little value
in this regard unless accompanied by-articulation guides developed coopera-
tively by institutions between which students transfer-. In other words,

common course numbers do not'imply transferability to.meet baccalaureate-
.

d.egree_require_ments.__

Intrasegrnental Cour0 Numbering

Yr.

The CAN -system can be expanded to a common Method of course identification
within each segment as well as between segments. The value of and need for



.

k

such expansion is not yet clear, howeveT, especially at the
level, since courses with the same number are not necessarily

upper-division
"nterchangeable.

In this regard, the California Fostseendary.Education Commission offers
6seve1'recolimen4gtions later, in this.-ieport for the. Community College

segment because of variations in the types and scope of their courses certi-

fied to the State University as baccalaureate-level PhIwtructiOn. The Commis-

sion's objective in making these recommendatides is not uniformity for its
own sake but, instead, fairness to transfer students taking similar courses
in different institutions that differ in theit transferability for no edlica-

tionally defensible reason.,

Common Competencies

Common course-numbering systems, including CAN, are not designed to, identify'
courses with common content, but courses*with the same number ;should' be
expected to have similar objectives related to competencies, even if theif
course content is not the same Articulation agreements betsieen segments
and institutions, which are the baais for CAN's common -course numbers, give
assurances of commonality of course outcomes and are indispehsible iu this

regard.

NEEDED SPECIFICATION FOR A:SYSTk.10

Preservation of Faculty Autonomy

A course- numbering.systemm for California institutions of postsecondary
education should be based. on the concept that Community College courses for
baccalaur ate-degree'credit are taken by their students in lieu of University,*
State Ilniersity, or other courses that satisfy particular degree requirements,

Other common course-numbering systems usually assume that courses witH the
same number that, are offered by different institutions are to4tdme degree
either eqUivalent, copparable; or even the same.. CAN's in lieu or Cbdcept,
however, Allmertommunity College faculties to develop the kinds of courses
to meet degree requirements that they think are most appropriate in their

particular academic setting, without necessarily adhering to the same content,,
materiait,-or mode of instruction of courses offered by four-year institutions.
General.outComes are expected to be the same, as they relate, to particular
degree requirements; but the means of achieving them may be different.

Unlike many" states, California recognizes that the Commanity Colleges may
offer some courses for baccalaureate-degree elective credit that have no
equivalents ih the University oithe State University and thus w d not fit

into a uaiform'course-numberiug.system like Florida's. These, cour re

usually in vcupational fields and are certified to-the State Unitersity as

baccalaureate level and worthy of some type of degree credit. Very often
the State University offers a bachelin's 'Begree in the same career field,
such as law enfoAPement or recreation, and teaches some courses at the
upper-divisi.o4 level that are like those taught, at the lower-divition level
and certified' for baccalaureate-degree credit by'Community Colleges. In

4.
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propOsing a coiurse-numbering system for California, care needs to tie taken
that lower-division. courses taught uniquelk by Community Colleges at the
baccalaureate level are not e:t6linied from transfer agreements simply because
no common course numbers can be-found for them-in the University or the
Statel-University.

California views its Community Colleges, Univerpity, and State University as
partders in higher education with respect to baccalaureate-degree education,
with Community Colleges providing .initial access for about half of the
students awarded, degrees by the four-year segments. Thus, the autonomy of
faculty in each segment needs to be respected both in developing baccalau-
reate-level courses and in setting degree requirements, as long as transfer
students are able to complete degree'programslim a timely fashion and under
conditions that do not discriminate against them in comparison with students
who begin their work as freshmen the institution awarding' the degree.
Course and program articulation agreements negotiated-by faculty in two or
more segments have been the vehicle that.has made this possible in the past,
and any course-nUmbering system'for California needs to be based on thes6
agreements that respect the autonomy of each segment.

Recognition of StudentBehaviar

The tranfer function would work a great deal better if Community College'
students enrolled full-time at one institution for two years and spent these'.
two yeari preparingto.transfer in particular discipline to the f r-year.

campus from which they wish to receive a baccalaureate,elegre Few udeats
behave,in this fashion, however.: A,course-numbering.system for Cali ornia_
needs to take into account that" . .................. enroll pa4Ltime IF r'a
period of several years and-attend two or more. Community Colleges other
institutions before reaching upper-division standing,, drop out from time. to
time, and change plans with respect to, their major and the campus to which;
they'expect to transfer.

An intersegmental course-numbering system can be helpful in the evaluation
of transcripts of such students when they transfer, but it will not substan-
,tially reduce problems.' arising from such enrollment patterns. ,Jlecanse
students often trausfer, among and between Community Colleges in thesame or'
different districts, a course-numbering system for California should-proVide
for cioss-referencing courses within that segment as well as, across .segments.
While transfer among University and State 'University campuses add.between
those segments appears to be -less,frequent than among Community Colleges,
cross-referencing courses within and between-the four-year, segments at both
the lower- and upper-division levels may be desirable.

Finally, California Community- College 'students are not required to earn, an
associate degree- before transferrjng and tend--not to do so. Students may
earn as much as 70 semester - tinitsl of baccalaureate "credit in a Community
College (more than'half the number reqdired for the degree), but they can
transfer with a minimum of 56 semester units if they were not eligible for
University or State University admission when they graduated from high
school, or at any time with a C grade-point average if they were eligible on
the basis of their thigh school record, and test scores. Thus, California
Community-College transfer`Student enrollment patterns are not at all neat

.. .... +
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and make articulation efforts ineffective if they go unrecognized. A useful'
cornaton course-numbering systems for California should thus be freeof any
assumption about when students should transfer and should strive fo make
transfer less costly in terms of students' 'time and money, rather than
restrict the options or erect barriers to transfer.

11.



CONCLUSIONS

f.

FOUR

coNaLusrON AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on its analysis of C0=000, course-numbering systems in other states and
in California, the California Postsecondary Education Commission offers the
following four conclusions about such systems:

1. A systematic approach to numbering baccalaureate-level courses offered
by California.'s various segments and institutions of higher education
would help students make choices related to transfer, plan,their loWer-

lc

division pr grams, and'evaluate%alternative transfer opportunities. The

present lac of coherence . in course numbering, even within a single
segment, reOults in at least some transfer students losing time and
credit in earning their baccalaureate degree and way result in students
being denied'opportunity-to transfer because of confusion about -courses
to be taken to satisfy transfer requirements.

. A uniform course-numbering system like that in place.in Florida. is
unnecessary in California, excessively costly and bureaucratic, and
probably unworkable because of the size end complexity of California
higher education, including, the wide range of California Community.
College courses that receive baccalaureate-degree ,gredit. Furthermore,

such a uniform system appears to make unduly simplistic assumptions
about' the comparability or equivalency sof courses offered by different
institutions and gives Community College students and counselors a false')
sense of security about equivalency if they are not fully familiar with
the special conditions and limitations imposed by some institutions on
transfer courses with common numbers.

3: -Course-equivalency guides and matrices of equivalent courses in particular
programs are of lintited value in California because of the large number
of programs 'andinstitutions that are involved in the transfer functi,om.
here. A Community. College may find such matrices useful in-displaying
for Selected majors the variations and commonalities among the lower-
division course requirements of-the institutions to which their students
transfer, cross-indexed to the courses it offers:to meet such requirements.
HoWever, such matrices share with articulation agreements generally the
limitation of note being wel4 kdown to the student's and. counselors who
need them.

'A generic coarse-numbering System that includes a common coursqfprefix
and number but does not replace institutions' own course numbers and
titles would best meet the needs set forth in Section 9 of Chapter 565
of the .Education Code. The existing California- Articulation Number
(CAN) system offers sufficient promise of meeting these aeedi and other
objectives of a useful common course-numbering system that it should be
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recommended for funding by thi Legislature.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The 'Commission therefore recommends that:

1.. The Leg4laturg and the Governor should provide funding for further
implementation of the California Articulation Number (CAN) system in

,accordance with the plan for implementation set fOrth below.

2, The'Chancellor's Office of. the California Community Colleges should add
California Articulation Numbers to its State-level_course data base for
use in analyzing similarities and 'differences among the Community Colleges

in the courses for which their transfer students receive baccalaureate
credit, particularly courses in occ4pational program5-,.

3, The Univeriity President's Office, the State University,Mncellor's
Office, and the Community Colleges Chanfellor's Office, with the assis--

.

tance of; their respective faculty senates, should study the filasibility

of, and'mpke recommettations to the Comm., sion about, adopting California

ArticulatIon Numbers for all undergradu e courses offered generally
across campuses in each of the& segmenti.

Task forces and groups with respoda ility for defining and
establishing criteria for associate- and baccalaureate-level courses
should complete their work by the end of this academic,year and Make

recommendations for nse"in clarifying their segments' currently complex

systems for numbering courses.

sr
The University, the State University, and the Community Colleges should

report to the Commission by Nbvember 15, 1985, on actions.-theY have

taken to carry out the above recommendations as well as any changes
s

resulting from them.
,

'

PLAN FOR IMPLEMENTING THE CALIFORNIA ARTICULATION
NUMBER SYSTEM .

The Commission proposes the following steps to implement the California

Articulation Number (CAN) system, as recommended' above: ,

1. The University, the State University, the Community Colleges, the Assoc-

iation of IndePendent-California Colleges and ,Universities and the

Commission shalk.appoint representatives for aCoordinating Committee

-for the,implementation of CAN, to be chaired by the current convener

.with assistance from Commission staff until such time as the Legislature_
enacts CAN-into statute and provides funds for its implementation and

maintenance.



3,

Segmental representatives shall include at least one central-office
staff and one faculty member from a campus now participating in CAN

Assuming prompt legislative action in the 1985 session, staff for CAN
shall be recruited by the segment, campus, or agency 'where statutory
responsibility for CAN is to be assigned, and responsibilities transferred
from the current convener and the-Commission staff-to .CAN staff as
quickly as. feasible.

The CAN Coordinating -Committee shall' propose 'a timetable for the inclu-
sion in CAN of all camptises of the University an-flie
and all Community Colleges, together with those independent institutions
wishing. to participate, and report its proposal to the Commission by
November 15, 1985, for review and comment to the Legislature, including
information about any p#1.ic institutions declining to participate.

4. Since inteisegmental articulation agreements are essential for CAN, the
State-level offices of the three public segments shall' inventory and
report annually to the 'CAN Coordinating Committee on the status of their

,course and program artitulation .agreements, including those which are
(1) current and without apparent problems, te) 'iicomplete with respect

to approval by one of the `,participating segments\ and (3) in need of
updating.

The segments shall also attempt to identify areas in which new agreements
are needed and report them to the Coordinating Committee.

Using the results of the inventory, the Coordinating-Committee shall
analyze differences in the Status of articulation repotted by the segments
and recommend necessary steps, to res9lve such differences as well ps
problems of incomplete and out-ofz-date agreements.

As new institutions begin, participating in CAN-and as new articulatidn
agrepients are approved, 'CAN numbers shall be entered into institutional
catalogs and clais' schedules, with an expra tion of their meaning and

uses that is in accordance with guidelines det eloped by the CAN Coordi-
nating Committee.

6. The CAN Coordinating Committee shall report 'through the Commission by
November 15 each year on the number of (1) new and continuing institutions
participating in CAN, (2) new articulatiOn 'agreements updated in CAN,
and (3) any---new CAN disciplines and course -numbers -added-. -during- the- past
year:

The Commission -review andcomment,' on. to the Legislature in
January 1987 with respect to the extent to yh ch it meets the needs for
a statewide common course-numbering syitem as stated by the Legislature

in Section 9 of Chapter 565 of t `*Education Code in 1983 and with

recommen tions concerning needed cha ges in CAN.
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