
 Subgroup Meeting Summaries – November 17, 2017  
 

Policy Subgroup 

 

Patrick Crane, Director of Community Colleges and Workforce Development for the Higher 

Education Coordinating Commission and the Policy Subgroup’s facilitator, began the meeting by 

laying out the objectives for the day: 1) developing a criteria-based method for determining the 

order that the unified statewide transfer agreements (USTAs) will be established; and 2) agreeing 

on a measurable definition of “lost academic credit.” 

 

After workgroup members shared topics and questions from the institutions and constituent groups 

they represent, the Subgroup broke into small groups to review one of four disciplines (business, 

education, biology, and psychology) that were identified at the last meeting to discuss  a) the 

criteria that should be used in determining the order of USTA development, including potential 

curricular challenges, and b) the weights that each criterion should be given. The groups then 

shared their proposed rankings and, following a discussion, the workgroup members came to a 

consensus on a proposed two-step ordering process. The process is based on the following 

measurable criteria: transfer student enrollment in a major upon entry to university, excess credits 

upon completion for transfer students compared to first-time freshmen, direct labor market demand 

(as defined by job projections from the Oregon Employment Department), and indirect labor 

market demand (the measurement of which is to be determined). The group proposed a measuring 

and weighting process for measurable criteria, followed by a second phase where the ranked list 

would be assessed for:  feasibility of USTA development, disciplinary variety, and equity. The 

Subgroup members recognized the need for one more meeting to work on clear definitions for 

criteria. The Subgroup will share its ordering proposal with the full Transfer Workgroup at its 

December meeting. 

 

Next, the Subgroup revisited previously proposed definitions of “lost academic credit,” as well as 

several new definitions, and were asked to select the one that best described the phrase and is 

measurable. The Subgroup agreed to put forth to the full Transfer Workgroup the following 

definition: 

 

A credit that does not fulfill any relevant academic requirements for a given student, 

including: 

a) Strict graduation requirements, such as for primary major, bachelor’s, and 

general education; 

b) Elective credits needed beyond those strict graduation requirements to meet 

overarching credit requirements (180 total, 72 upper division); and 

c) Requirements for a desired auxiliary academic program, such as an additional 

major, minor, or pre-professional program, even if this would require credits in 

excess of overarching credit requirements.  

 

Each meeting will have an official summary of the discussion and decisions reached published on 

HECC’s website and through other communication channels. 
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Foundational Curricula Subgroup 

 

The second meeting of the Foundational Curricula subgroup opened with a review of the notes a 

summary from November 3. The group reviewed its charge, and the state of the conversation 

when the group adjourned two weeks earlier. At that time, there was considerable interest in 

using the Oregon Transfer Module (OTM) as the basis for legislatively prescribed foundational 

curricula, to explore metamajor specific 30+ credit foundations, and examine the possibility of 

disaggregating such curricula into constituent modules for greater transferability. 

 

Each member gave a brief report out to the group on the reactions or questions they have 

received about the progress of the workgroup to date. Concerns about academic freedom and 

faculty control of the curriculum persist, but are less prominent, and faculty are eager to have a 

concrete proposal to discuss. Whatever proposal emerges, advising will be critical to the success 

of students who attempt to use the statewide guided pathways. Some expressed concern about 

how new statewide pathways would affect guided pathways work and degree map initiatives 

currently underway. Even so, there was broad interest in more than one metamajor foundational 

curriculum – the current flaws of the OTM are in part due to the fact that many science, 

technical, and other professional programs require differentiation at the first year. 

 

Modules 

The modules idea was discussed further. David Plotkin (CCC) noted that this idea is compatible 

with the idea of differentiation by metamajor. Cindy Baccar (PSU) noted concern among 

registrars about exactly how such modules could be transcripted – does this constitute a technical 

challenge that hasn’t been adequately discussed? Baccar also shared extensive feedback from 

members of the Joint Transfer Articulation Committee (JTAC), registrars, admissions staff, and 

advisors. In general, this mixed group of academic professionals was not in favor of the modules 

idea because they could not readily see the benefit for students, and/or the confusion created 

might outweigh the potential benefit. The idea was not abandoned, however, as the discussion 

progressed. Differentiation in the area of Math and Science could be seen as a kind of 

modularization: i.e. if a student is on a mathematics- or sciences-pathway, that student should 

take Writing, Arts & Letters, Social Sciences, and leave out the sciences courses and select 

others to be determined by the major pathway chosen. The statewide transfer advisors group 

(OCUT) was meeting simultaneously with this meeting and will submit feedback to this proposal 

in the next week or later. 

 

Principles and Policy for Transfer 

To effectively create and examine proposals, the group reviewed some baseline principles that 

any proposal must meet.   In order to create a sustainable, student-centered framework for lower 

division general education transfer, three principles were agreed to be appropriate: 

 

 TRANSPARENCY – for students, this means a system that is readily available, easy to 

understand and use. For faculty, clear and agreed upon standards; supported by frequent 

and regular communication between institutions with clear and open peer review 

processes. 
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 PREDICTABILITY – for students, this means stability in foundational and major 

pathway requirements. Students should not be treated differently based on who 

advises them. For faculty: predicable pathways mean greater success for incoming 

transfer students and confidence in the standards applied. 

 RIGOR -- for students and faculty, this means high standards fairly applied in the 

creation of USTAs, foundational curricula, and maintained in peer collaboration 

and review. 

 

These principles are derived in part from the 2998 Workgroup Charter and organic discussions 

of the foundational curriculum subgroup. Any new foundational curriculum must be submitted 

to these principles, and the framework must include a plan to keep it sustainable, to make sure 

it is subject to periodic faculty review and adjustment as necessary. 

 

Several members proposed foundational curricula based upon a revision of the Oregon Transfer 

Module that brought the total number of credits down to 30 or more. Examining the 

OTM/AAOT/Gen Ed cross walk, the group discussed how to bring the current OTM down to 

the number of credits required by the bill; remove structural inefficiencies by removing 

inconsistent requirements and electives; and tailoring the foundational credits to different 

“tracks” or metamajors. The group spent time discussing proposals from Ann Cary of PCC, 

Seth Anthony of OIT, and John Edwards of OSU. Cheryl Davies submitted another proposal 

via email after the meeting. 

 

Leaving out academic areas that are not universally required, and omitting electives, the group 

could find approximately 26 credit hours of roughly comparable general education 

requirements in common, but recognized that many individual majors specify some number of 

those credits, making them not universal across all degrees and perhaps necessitating different 

foundational curricula for different “tracks” or metamajors 

 

The proposals will be refined and discussed further via email, and if necessary, via 

conference call. The plenary Transfer Workgroup is scheduled to meet next December 8, 

2017. 

 


