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Articulation Addendum Report 2008-09

Introduction

The following articulation information is a result of annual reporting to the California
Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office by community college Articulation Officers.
Eighty-seven colleges reported for year 2008-09, lower in comparison to the one
hundred colleges reporting for year 2007-08.

Please direct any questions to Bob Quinn, Transfer and Articulation Coordinator, CCC
Chancellor’s Office, 916-324-2358 or bquinn@cccco.edu. This report is also available
for download on the CCC Chancellor’s Office web site (www.cccco.edu), within the
Transfer and Articulation unit’'s web pages.

This year’s Articulation Addendum report is presented alongside previous years data to
allow comparison. Also, unless otherwise noted, data throughout this report is by
percentage to provide a consistent year to year comparison regardless of the number of
responses. While this report is not structured to determine the underlying issues
influencing the ratings, it does provide a simple evaluation of the articulation functions in
the many areas required for successful articulation, from which opportunities can be
further investigated and improved through successful intervention.

Overall, reporting appears in line with the prior year, although a close look at responses
provides insight to shifting challenges. For example, last year concern and
dissatisfaction with the LDTP program surfaced in several areas, but has subsided in
response to the program restructuring. Taking LDTP’s place on the podium, however,
(and predictably given California’s fiscal crisis) are challenges introduced by funding
and staffing reductions, whether it is a reduction in the time an articulation officer is
allotted to articulate courses, or time provided by support staff. The comments are to
the point, for example; “limited staffing,” “I need time to work with Universities,”
“continue to have reduced articulation time,” “full time clerical support is needed to
improve articulation services.” Articulation officers are well aware that more time
provides the opportunity to establish more articulation with public and private higher
education institutions for the benefit of students.

On the topic of more articulation, a continuing theme from year to year is the gaps in
course to course articulation. Particularly with out of area schools, or among the small
colleges that may only send a few students to a particular CSU or UC campus. “Many
CSuUs continue to not articulate with CCs outside of their immediate service area.” “We
have very limited articulation with 10 CSU campuses due to low transfer rates.” “Many
CSuUs will not do course to course articulation with <my college> because we are such a
small school, hence our students are penalized.” “Some UC and CSU campuses
provide excellent articulation agreements, while others refuse to review courses at all.”

Page |2


mailto:bquinn@cccco.edu

Articulation Addendum Report 2008-09

At a Glance...

e 38% of Articulation Officers are full time, 36% one-half time, and the remainder
less than one-half time. There was as slight increase (5%) of full time status.

e 83% of the Articulation Officers are faculty/certificated, of which the majority are
associated with counseling. Classification is one of the most consistently
reported data year to year.

e 36% of Articulation Officers are on a 10-month schedule, 40% on a 12 month
schedule, and the remainder on an 11-month schedule.

e 72% of the Articulation Officers have been in their profession for 4 years or more.

e 49% of the Articulation Officers report that they do not have any clerical support.

e 100% of the Articulation Officers serve on the Curriculum Committee, of which
76% have voting privileges.

e 49% of the Articulation Officers report to the Dean of Counseling, and 33% report
to the CSSO, and the remainder to the CIO.

e 71% of colleges have a written articulation plan.

e 67% coordinate articulation goals or activities with the Transfer Center Plan.

e Avrticulation Officers rated the quantity of articulation among programs; the
following percentages apply to the score of sufficient quantity or higher: UC
Campus to Campus 93%, CSU Campus to Campus 86%, UC Major Prep 94%,
CSU Major Prep 84%, GE 100%.

e Regarding challenges;

o 65% rated insufficient articulation officer time situation as unchanged, 22%
as worse.

o 57% rated insufficient clerical support situation as unchanged, 35% as
worse.

o 43% rated insufficient/inconsistent funding situation as unchanged, 50%
as worse.

o 73% rated insufficient/inefficient software as unchanged, 15% as
improved.

o 66% rated UC unwillingness due to low transfer numbers as unchanged,
11% worse.

o 64% rated CSU unwillingness due to low transfer numbers as unchanged,
16% worse, yet 13% as improved.

o 75% rated the UC articulation process (in regards to speed, consistency,
and adequacy) as unchanged18% as improved

o 72% rated the CSU articulation process (in regards to speed, consistency,
and adequacy) as unchanged, 10% as improved, 11% as worse.
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o 75% rate UC’s lack of major prep as unchanged, 14% as improved.
72% rate CSU’s lack of major prep as unchanged, 10% as improved.
o 74% rate AICCU’s lack of major prep as unchanged, 10% as improved,
and the other 10% as worse.
o 33% rate ASSIST as improved regarding whether it is confusing to faculty,
students, staff.
o 45% rate ASSIST as improved regarding whether it is slow, inconsistent,
or lacking in features.
o 42% rate the lack of up to date course outlines on their campus as
unchanged, with 44% reporting improved.
o 50% rate faculty as unchanged in the area of informed, involved,
interested in the articulation process, 38% improved.
o 35% report LDTP as unchanged regarding its efficiency and process, 58%
report it as worse.
e Personnel received 65% of the votes for the number one priority to address on
campus to enhance the quality and quantity of articulation.
e $7.44 million was spent on Articulation with 91% sourced from the General Fund.
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Section 1: Administration Responses

1. The Articulation Officer is: @ Full Time O Part Time If part time, what is the full time equivalency
(e.g. .99 o0rless)? 0.25 F TE.

AO Time Allotted to Articulation
50
1
& 35
g 30
g %
o 15
e 10
5
0
Full Time Half Time LT Half
m 2005-06 36 32 32
m 2006-07 32 45 23
m 2007-08 32 42 26
m 2008-09 38 36 26
Fig 1

2. The Articulation Officer is: @ Classified O Administration/Management

Faculty/Certificated (if so, list discipline)

AO Position Type
90
80
o 70
@ 60
€ 50
g 40
o 30
o 20
10
0 | eco—
Classified Admin/Mngmnt Faculty/Cert
H 2005-06 6 12 82
m 2006-07 5 12 83
m 2007-08 4 14 82
M 2008-09 4 13 83
Fig 2
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3. The Articulation Officer's schedule is: @ 10 months/yr. © 11 monthsl/yr. O 12 monthsl/yr.

AO Schedule
60
50
% 40
§ 30
g 20
10
0
W 2005-06 39 27 34
W 2006-07 55 20 25
m 2007-08 39 26 35
W 2008-09 36 24 40

Fig 3

4. How many years has the Articulation Officer served in this capacity?

Less than 1 O 1-2 O 3-4 © 4-10 O 10 plus years

AO Years Served
80
o 70
5 60
> 50
g 40
g 30
> 20
< 10
0
LT1Yr 1-2 Yrs 3-4 Yrs 4+ Yrs

M 2005-06 10 14 22 54

W 2006-07 6 12 17 64

m 2007-08 4 7 18 72

W 2008-09 8 10 10 72

Fig 4
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5. How much clerical support do you have as an Articulation Officer? 1.00 FTE.
(e.g., 1.0=one full time staff; .50=half-time staff; .25=10 hours, .10=4 hours)

FTE Support: Clerical Staff
70
60
E 50
g 40
o 30
2 2
10
0
FT Support HT Support LT HT Support No Support
H 2005-06 31 51 6

H 2006-07 14 24 37 26

™ 2007-08 9 17 14 61

W 2008-09 9 13 22 49

*This question was not asked prior to 2006-07

Fig 5
. . , . ! s i
6. Does the Articulation Officer serve on the curriculum committee? Yes No
6a. And also is a voting member?
Curriculum Committee Role
80
70
9] 60
g 50
2 5
& 20
10
0 —4—
Serve & Vote Serve & Don't Vote Don't Serve
H 2005-06 69 27
m 2006-07 69 27
m 2007-08 65 25 10
W 2008-09 76 24 0
Fig 6
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7. The Articulation Officer reports directly to: @ Chief Instructional Officer O Chief Student Services
Officer

O Other Director of Counseling
AO Reports To
70
60
% 50
- 40
g 30
S 20
10
0
Clo CSSO Dean Couns
W 2005-06 20 56 24
W 2006-07 13 61 26
m 2007-08 19 31 50
W 2008-09 18 33 49
Fig 7
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Section 2: Articulation Activity

1. Does your college have a written "Articulation Plan™ or annually established goals for articulation activity?

@ Yes O No
Written Articulation Plan/Goals
74
73
o 72
S
§ 71
g 70
69
68
W 2005-06 73
m 2006-07 71
m 2007-08 70
W 2008-09 71
Fig 8
2. Are articulation goals or activities coordinated with Transfer Center Plan? @ Yes O No
Articulation Goals Coordinated
with TC Plan
80
70
& 60
3 50
S 40
o 30
Iy 20
10
0
W 2005-06 75
m 2006-07 70
m 2007-08 61
m 2008-09 67

Fig 9
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3. Which of the following best characterizes the current status of the articulation process on your
campus?

Seamless © Well coordinated O Adequate

. C -
Needs some improvement Needs major improvement

Current Status of Articulation Process
on Campus
g 90
g 40
c 30
9 20
& 18 - == i _ e
Needs Needs
Seamless | Well Coord | Adequate some major
improv. improv
H 2005-06 7 10 32 43 8
m 2006-07 6 25 22 43 5
2007-08 4 45 27 21 6
| 2008-09 5 49 25 17 3
Fig 10

Comments when rating "well coordinated" selected:
1. The process is seamless however, more consistent clerical support would help us increase
articulation.
Comments when rating "well coordinated" selected:
1. Some administrators/faculty/counselors are still unaware by choice of the importance and
impact of articulation, and are unwilling to learn even basic procedures.
2. The Articulation Officer participates in all meetings and activities regarding transfer and
articulation as well as curriculum and works closely with faculty
Accomplish a lot each year with limited resources.
4. Greater articulation would be achieved if increased time were assigned to the articulation
task.
5. Need more time and clerical support.
6. The AO works closely with the TCD, counselors, curriculum comm., faculty, and
administrators. Much articulation depends upon the willingness etc. of our univ partners.
7. Maintaining course to course articulation is critical.

w

o

Meet with Transfer Center Co-Directors at least annually to ascertain their goals and interests.
9. Due to budgetary constraints, we are not able to offer all the courses to enable articulation to
be seamless.

10. The annual Articulation plan will be modified this year to incorporate the new College goals
that align more closely to accreditation standards.

11. Requests for full articulation with all UC campuses will be completed this year.
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12. For several years I've specified the need for Curriculum software. It would greatly enhance
the work of articulation, catalog update and record keeping.

13. On occasion, new courses do not articulate as desired because articulation issues were not
included in the design of the course.

14. Full-time clerical support is need to improve articulation services.

Comments when rating "adequate" selected:

1. The college has purchased Curricunet which should improve the process for submitting
courses for articulation review.

2. Maximum 10 hrs. per week is allotted for articulation duties, and losing Articulation Grant,
hence no clerical assistance, is not enough time for articulation duties.

3. To function at optimal level, articulation officer would have to be a full time position and
offered more clerical support.

4. Considering the limited hours designated for articulation (46% includes curriculum and
catalog)the process is adequate

5. Last year the Articulation Office participated in the Program Review process, creating a
mission statement, goals, SLOs, & an articulation plan. Articulation also increased.

6. Need more time.

7. No clerical support and no budget.

Comments when rating "needs some improvement" selected:

1. Other duties: Responsible for 250-page catalog (directly input 3/4 pp.) and Schedule
oversight; Review 400+ CORs/yr & all programs--most returned to fix;Research Ed Code & T5

2. Although the articulation process has improved, more work needs to be done.

3. Faculty need continual reinforcement that courses should articulate for major preparation
and GE rather than offer courses that are CSU transfer electives.

4. The Articulation Officer and Transfer Center Director position is split 50/50; as a result, there
are times when meetings/work conflict because of scheduling limitations.

5. Since | am not a full-time Articulation Officer, | am unable to devote a lot of time to
articulation. | need time to work with those universities who will artic.with small coll

6. Limited staffing.

7. Faculty may not fully understand the role of articulation. More coordination with curriculum
may be needed. Partially functional CurricUNET has hindered articulation work.

8. 2/days wk are set aside for articulation. However, some times the work load in Counseling
supersedes articulation.

9. Articulation Officer continues to have reduced articulation time (40%-30%-25%). For 2009-10
itis 20%, with 80% categorical counseling due to budget.

10. 1) Not able to do artic full-time (.75 FTE) and, 2) outlines not current and electronically
accessible. Expect #2 to improve in 09-10 w/ implementation of CurricUNET.

11. Articulation Staff support has been significantly reduced. Connection with CTE somewhat
improved. Not enough time. AO needs to be full time.

Comments when rating "needs major improvement" selected:
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1. Both the Articulation Officer and Transfer Center Coordinator are new. We are working more
closely together.

2. Articulation hours are severely limited to 25%, 25% Transfer Center Director & 50% of time to
Counseling. (Please add the question who is AO & TCD and provide us results)

3. Noclerical support, part time Transfer Technician assistance with Articulation. No operating
budget. No facility space at <our satellite campus>. Job combined with Transfer.

4. For your college, please rate the quantity of articulation in each of the following:
(a) Course to Course with the University of California O Excellent @ Sufficient O Poor
(b) Course to Course with the California State University @ Excellent © Sufficient © Poor
(c) Preparation for the major with the University of California O Excellent @ Sufficient O Poor
(d) Preparation for the major with California State University @ Excellent © Sufficient © Poor

(e) General Education (IGETC and/or CSU GE) @ Excellent O Sufficient © Poor

Rating the Quantity of Articulation
120
100
2
8 80
g 60
P 40
o
20
0
uccac CSuU Cc2C uc MmP CSU MP GE
W 2005-06 69 55 68 50 88
m 2006-07 71 54 72 54 88
2007-08 95 90 92 87 99
W 2008-09 93 86 94 84 100
Fig 11

Percentage of respondents returning a score of sufficient or better
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Comments related to question #4:

1.

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24,
25.

We have full articulation with most campuses. We are working on getting articulation with
the rest.

Due to schedule/work conflicts resulting from split position, there are many articulation gaps
across the systems.

LDTP continues to be problematic. It is very slow and difficult to get determinations. When
information is received it can be vague and difficult to interpret.

LDTP process affecting quantity (and quality) of artic w/ CSU.

We would like more articulation with CSU campuses

CSUs outside service area could improve; CSUs within service area except Cal Poly is
excellent. Poly's prep major is poor since one must look at ASSIST and their dept website
Some campus articulation is "excellent" and some are "poor", I'm not sure this translates to
"sufficient".

As UC and CSU campuses eliminate articulation with ccc that are not one of their top
transfer schools we'll see less and less interregional articulation.

Articulation is under Dean,Counseing w/technical support from an adjunct counselor who
has articulation expertise. Both work closely w/Transfer Center Director

Certain UC campuses could respond more quickly to articulation requests. Other campuses
are very slow to respond to articulation requests.

Articulation is better than sufficient but we are always working to articulate more.

| was not the AO during 2008-2009, only partially involved.

Fails to ask about out-of-state and private/independent articulations. Expanding this aspect
this summer due to budget problems at UC & CSU systems. Other alternatives!

Part of the problem at <my college> is that, because we are a relatively small college, we are
unable to offer an extensive amount and variety of courses.

Sufficient for majority of students at <my college>. Always room for improvement.
Based on the receiving institution
example, UC will have excellent major prep whereas CSU accommodates both.

| will be working with UC Merced in Sept.Some schools do not artic. with small
colleges.Some artic based on CAN which is going away.Need more time to artic with those
who arti

We do not have major articulation with all CSU's. | would like to see that happen, but am
faced with having to contact each CSU Articulation Officer separately and ask for it.

There are two UCs that do not do C to C and two CSUs that only do Cto C.

It would be extremely helpful if our local UC's (Irvine and LA) provided course to course
articulation, and if all CSU campuses provided comprehensive course and major agrmnts
There are some UC and CSU's that do not articulate as well with a Community Colleges
outside of their district.

Good articulation with nearby CSUs in major and course to course. With CSUs far away
many agreements are old and/or incomplete. Some just list LDTP patterns w/o courses.
SDSU won't articulate with <my college> because of our "low" numbers of transfers to their
institution. Some campuses take proposals at specified dates/hard for minimally assigned
AO's

Working on expanding our articulation with the CSU's and UC's.

We continue to be concern about LDTP (now inactive) taking over campus-to-campus
articulation as shown by Accounting and Economics disciplines. This is an obstacle to

s pt
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

students

This is a poorly worded question because some CSU and UC campuses provide excellent
articulation agreements while others refuse to review courses at all.

Traditionally the UCs seem to have less course to course but that doesn't mean that they
don't have adequate artic agreements w/our college. Course to course is desirable.

Some CSUs choose not to articulate with us because we do not transfer a large enough
number of students.

CSU East Bay, Channel Island, Fresno, Sacramento, and Stanislaus are all several catalog
years behind in articulation for both the major and course-to-course.

Several UC and CSU campuses are unable to review requests for course-to-course artic-
ulation and/or publish preparation for major agreements due to staffing limitations.

There are still a few CSU campuses for which we have little or no major prep articulation at
all. UC Artic improved, as did Artic with some CSUs.

Need more time or clerical assistance to significantly affect the quantity of our articulation.
Course-to-course articulation by department and major prep articulation agreements were
expanded with the CSUs and UCs. Need to expand articulation with 4 year institutions.
Many CSUs continue to not articulate with CCs outside of their immediate service area. |
have actually had articulation proposals denied (CSU Fresno).

Inadequacies relate to the lack of integrated processes for updating course outlines of
record and for cross-checking all sources of information

We have very limited articulation with 10 CSU campuses due to low transfer rates (less than
5). We will be sending a request to at least five campuses this year by this year

It concerns me that UCLA only displays articulation for the current year on ASSIST.

| would initiate more proposed articulation were it not for other duties assigned to me (see
1.3 & IL.5)

Very disappointed that many CSU's will not do course to course articulation with <my
college> because we're such a small school, hence our students are penalized!

CSU Articulation outside feeder area is poor to non-existent. Some CSUs are only updating
ASSIST info based on # of students transfer from a particular school. Problematic

5. What other "hats" do you wear besides Articulation Officer?

Oversee CSU GE and IGETC certification

Transfer Center Director and Counselor

Vice Chancellor, Educational Planning and Services
On special assignment for accreditation purposes
My postition continues to be 100% released time.
Gen'l counselor and Counseling Dept. co-chair

None
None

Counselor

VP Academic Senate/Chair Academic Program Review
CalWORKS counselor, GE Committee Chair, TRC,Curric
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faculty evaluation coordinator

counseling

University Programs Coordinator

Articulation is the primary hat.

Honors Counselor

Dean of Counseling

Vice Chancellor, Educational Planning and Services
Counselor, Academic Senate Vice-President
Counselor

Counselor

Counselor/Curr. Comm member/Teaching faculty
Coordinator, Tech Prep

TCD, Curriculum Co-Chair, CTE Articulation Officer
None

20% Personal, career and academic counseling.
Counselor, Committee member on counseling
cmmttees

Transfer Center Director (25%) and Counselor (50%)
Curriculum Chair, MIS Data, College Schedule
Counselor, evaluator, IGETC/CSU certif, etc.

Not enough space to type them :)

none

Transfer Center Coordinator

Articulation for HS courses, and Assessment Coord.
Dean, Research and Planning

Matriculation Coordinator

Counselor

Counselor

Serve/chair multiple committees on/off campus.
Counselor, Chair

Counselor, academic senate officer, union rep.
Transfer Center Coord., Honors/General Counselor
| am on a number of Committees on campus. (10 )
Chair, General Education Subcommittee

Counselor (50%)

Counselor, Instructor, numerous committees
Research

Counselor/Department Co-chair- Instruction

None

General Counselor

Counselor Liaison: A&R info of univ(s) & changes
counselor

General Counselor/teaches Career and Life Plng
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Counselor, Ex-officio Curriculum member,
Assessment Coordinator & Assessment Researcher
None

General Counselor

Chair of several campus committees

Speech instructor & Curriculum Committee Chair
Chair of GE Subcommittee

Matriculation Technician; Degree Audit encoder
Counselor, Academic Senator

Supervise the Office of Instruction

Coordinator of Title V Coop Grant, Co-Chair Curricu
Follow-up Component Matriculation

Counselor during peak registration times
Counselor

Counselor

counselor

Counselor, Curriculum Committee Chair

Catalog Editor; maintain course data for MIS
General Counselor and Transfer Center Director
Matriculation Coordinator

Transfer Center Director, General Counselor
Transfer Services Coordinator

Training; Catalog; CORs; Schedule; T5 & E.C.

TC Director, Counselor, Instructor

Assoc. VP, Academic Affairs

TCD, VA couns., gen. couns, orientations, and more
Transfer Director

Counselor
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Section 3: Challenges

1. The following is a list of commonly reported challenges to Articulation.
(a) Only mark the challenges that your college currently experiences, if a challenge is not applicable,
do not select anything in that row.
(b) Indicate if the challenge is new this year or the status compared to last year.

Insufficient articulation officer time

Challenges - Insufficient AO Time
70
60
® 50
£ 40
] 30
S 20
10 -
o | Hlmmmm
New Improved Same Worse
= 2005-06 8 16 48 28
 2006-07 6 14 52 28
= 2007-08 3 7 66 24
= 2008-09 6 7 65 22
Fig 12

Insufficient clerical/support time

Challenges - Insufficient
Clerical/Support Time
70
o 60
@ 50
£ 40
8 30
5 20
= 18 e
New Improved Same Worse
= 2005-06 8 11 54 27
= 2006-07 6 10 54 28
= 2007-08 3 7 66 24
= 2008-09 5 3 57 35
Fig 13

Page |18



Articulation Addendum Report 2008-09

Insufficient/inconsistent funding

Challenges - Insufficient/Inconsistent
Funding
60
(] 50
& 40
< 30
5 20 I
a 18
New Improved Same Worse
m 2005-06 8 10 55 27
m 2006-07 6 28 50 15
™ 2007-08 8 2 57 33
| 2008-09 4 3 43 50
Fig 14

Insufficient/inefficient software

Challenges - Insufficient/Inconsistent
Software
90
2
= 60
= 50
3 ¥
< 20
i
New Improved Same Worse
® 2005-06 10 19 54 17
= 2006-07 6 15 58 21
= 2007-08 0 18 80 2
m 2008-09 11 15 73 2
Fig 15

Page |19



Articulation Addendum Report 2008-09

UC unwillingness due to low transfer numbers

Challenges - UC Unwillingness Due to
Low Transfers

100
& 80
£ 60
S 40
g 20
=5 - B =

New Improved Same Worse
M 2005-06 3 22 69 5
m 2006-07 2 29 66 3
™ 2007-08 0 1 86 13
| 2008-09 9 14 66 11
Fig 16

CSU unwillingness due to low transfer numbers

Challenges - CSU Unwillingness Due
to Low Transfers
80
[} 70
g 90
s 40
) 20
a 18
New Improved Same Worse
m 2005-06 4 18 62 16
m 2006-07 0 13 73 14
™ 2007-08 0 11 73 16
m 2008-09 7 13 64 16
Fig 17
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UC Articulation process (slow, inconsistent, inadequate)

Challenges - UC Articulation Process

80

70
] 60
g 50
25
& 20

10

0 | . W

New Improved Same Worse
m 2005-06 4 21 70 5
= 2006-07 2 30 68 0
= 2007-08 0 30 66 4
m 2008-09 7 18 75 0
Fig 18

CSU Articulation process (slow, inconsistent, inadequate)

Challenges - CSU Articulation Process
80
70
g 60
s 50
§ 40
5 30
o 20
10
0 ___J_
New Improved Same Worse
m 2005-06 3 15 71 11
m 2006-07 0 22 67 11
m2007-08 3 27 56 14
m 2008-09 7 10 72 11
Fig 19
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UC lack of Major Prep Articulation

Challenges - UC Lack of Major Prep
Articulation
20
g8
c 50
& 9
S %§ —
New Improved Same Worse
m 2005-06 10 37 50 3
| 2006-07 6 47 46 1
m 2007-08 0 17 80 3
| 2008-09 7 14 75 4
Fig 20

CSU lack of Major Prep Articulation

Challenges - CSU Lack of Major Prep

Articulation
20
& /0
8 60
5 0
= 10 | D
0
New Improved Same Worse

W 2005-06 8 14 47 20

m 2006-07 6 10 41 42

m 2007-08 0 11 80 9

W 2008-09 6 10 72 12

Fig 21
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Lack articulation with AICCU institutions

Challenges - AICCU Lack of
Articulation
70
()
60
: 3
()
New Improved Same Worse
W 2005-06 8 15 49 28
m 2006-07 6 14 46 34
m2007-08 0 15 70 15
W 2008-09 6 10 74 10
Fig 22

ASSIST confusing to faculty, students and staff

ASSIST Ease of Use
70
60
% 50
£ 40
§ 30
g 20
10
0
New Improved Same Worse
m 2005-06 11 41 38 10
H 2006-07 6 25 61 8
m2007-08 1 40 57 2
| 2008-09 6 33 59 2
Fig 22
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ASSIST slow, inefficient or lacking in features

Challenges - ASSIST
Performance/Features
60
o 50
g 40
S 30
e 20
a 10
0
New Improved Same Worse

H 2005-06 11 42 26 21

m 2006-07 6 27 44 23

m 2007-08 2 50 45 3

| 2008-09 6 45 49 0

Fig 23

Lack of up-to-date course outlines on your campus

Challenges - Outdated Course
Outlines

60
(] 50
g 40
< 30
5 20
& 1 N N

o | iem mm

New Improved Same Worse
M 2005-06 7 37 50 6
m 2006-07 5 35 47 13
m 2007-08 1 44 46 9
| 2008-09 6 44 42 8
Fig 24
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Faculty uninformed, uninvolved, or disinterested in articulation process

LDTP an inefficient, difficult process

Challenges - Faculty Disengaged
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0

New Improved Same Worse
m 2005-06 0 35 48 17
= 2006-07 6 22 31 40
® 2007-08 0 39 54 7
m 2008-09 5 38 50 7
Fig 25
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Challenges - LDTP
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New Improved Same Worse
H 2005-06 2 0 41 47
H 2006-07 6 0 47 47
m2007-08 7 5 24 64
W 2008-09 5 3 34 58
Fig 26
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2. Select and rank only the top two priorities that would enhance the quality and/or increase the quantity
of your articulation.

The chart below shows how each category ranked as first, each year:

Priorities to Enhance Articulation
Quality/Quantity

5 80

o
Hx 0
S wn
KR
e 10
R = y

Facilities Personnel Equipment Op Expenses
W 2005-06 6 78 23 35
m 2006-07 14 76 24 66
m 2007-08 4 70 2 30
W 2008-09 3 65 3 19
Fig 27
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Section 4: 2008-2009 Articulation Expenditures

Average Dollars Spent per Object Code

Average AO Expenditues

by Object Code
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@ 8 20000
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g2 o

< 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000
W 2005-06| 40135 15271 14590 680 658 48
W 2006-07| 43751 15580 15517 1346 1211 78
m2007-08| 46112 14041 14516 1155 1059 268
M 2008-09| 53343 13238 17170 646 1037 119

1000 Academic Salaries, 2000 Classified Empl, 3000 Benefits, 4000 Supplies, 5000 Other Op Exp, 6000 Capital Outlay

Fig 28

Average Dollars Spent on Articulation

Average Total AO Expenditures
by College
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g % 80000

< 3 75000

@ 9 70000

g 9 65000

< | m2005-06 73614
m 2006-07 78193
= 2007-08 81464
m 2008-09 85552

Fig 29
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Total Income Breakdown by Dollars

Average Income Source
9000000
+ 8000000
g 7000000
£ 6000000
< 5000000
g 4000000
& 3000000
¢ 2000000
<< 1000000
0 e e O S N
Gen Fund Grants Other Total
W 2005-06 6804738 218909 471575 7495222
m 2006-07 7654474 404788 463825 8523087
m 2007-08 7416238 485992 446987 8349217
W 2008-09 6778362 262163 502524 7443049
Fig 30

Total Income Breakdown by Percent

Average Income Source
by Percentage
100
g 80
£ 60
S 40
& 20
0 o ee— e— 20O Oeesss BN
Gen Fund Grants Other

m 2005-06 91 3 6

| 2006-07 90 5 5

m 2007-08 89 6 5

m 2008-09 91 4 7

Fig 31
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