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Patrick Crane, Director of Community Colleges and Workforce Development at the Higher 
Education Coordinating Commission (HECC) opened the Transfer Workgroup – Meeting 2 by 
walking through the meeting agenda, followed by a second round of introductions. During these 
introductions, some members commented on what they had heard from colleagues about the 
Transfer Workgroup since Meeting 1. Several said their colleagues were unaware of the 
Workgroup and/or its charge, others noted continued faculty concern that the Workgroup’s 
decisions will require changes to courses. Ricardo Lujan-Valerio, Legislative Director for the 
Oregon Student Association noted that many students were saying “finally.” 
 
Following introductions, Sean Pollack, University Academic Policy Specialist at the HECC 
explained the changes to the Workgroup Charter. Workgroup members raised several additional 
questions about the Workgroup’s decision making process and asked for clarification on whether 
or not Workgroup members would serve as subgroup chairs, if so, how a chair’s authority 
compared to a facilitator’s authority, and what exactly is meant by “consensus.” The group 
decided to continue these discussions within the subgroups, and HECC staff will make additional 
changes to the Charter to reflect the conversation. Workgroup members also returned to the 
question of legislative enforcement authority. House Bill 2998 does not specify an enforcement 
mechanism, but HECC staff and Workgroup members noted the possibility of additional, more 
directive legislation should the legislature perceive that the Workgroup was not meeting the 
requirements of HB 2998. HECC staff restated the HECC’s role as a convener and supporter, but 
also noted the commission and agency’s proximity to the legislature and that the legislature may 
ask the HECC to report on the Workgroup’s progress. Finally, Workgroup members and HECC 
staff reiterated the autonomy of the faculty and authority of faculty senates in curricular 
decisions.  
 
After a brief review of the Meeting 1 summary where several edits were made, Ricardo Lujan-
Valerio and Ivan Chen, a transfer student at the University of Oregon, discussed the transfer 
from the student perspective. Ricardo discussed his experience at Rogue Community College 
and Southern Oregon University, where he often had to dual enroll in both schools, resulting in 
financial aid issues and schedule difficulty. He also noted that consistent advising is critical, 
bilateral articulation agreements limit student options, and that when credits do transfer, they 
often transfer as electives rather than counting toward a major. Ivan added that during his 
transfer process, he needed to retake several courses because he could not provide his school 
with the syllabi for these courses, adding to his time to graduation. A Workgroup member 
suggested that he may email a former professor for the syllabus.  
 
Next, Julia Steinberger, Community College and Workforce Policy Analyst at the HECC, 
presented on transferable foundational curricula in use in other states. She focused on a) 
competency-based foundational curricula, wherein the curricula are based on core competencies; 
b) course-specific foundational curricula, wherein the curricula are composed of specific courses; 
c) concentration-specific foundational curricula, wherein there are several foundational curricula, 
each with an area of focus, e.g. STEM, business, liberal arts; and d) various oversight and 
accountability mechanisms for institutions adhering to foundational curricula requirements. 
Workgroup members noted that the OTM was intended to be a competency-based transferable 
foundational curriculum, while others agreed, but stated that it is not universally treated as such.  
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Karen Sprague, a retired Biology faculty member from the University of Oregon and Kendra 
Cawley, Dean for Academic Affairs at Portland Community College,  followed with a 
presentation on the history, benefits, and flaws of the General Education Outcomes, Associate of 
Arts Oregon Transfer (AAOT), and Oregon Transfer Module (OTM). The General Outcomes 
were the basis for the AAOT and served as an agreement on the purpose and structure of general 
education based on the development of fundamental skills (quantitative and communication) and 
introduction of subdivisions of human knowledge (humanities, social science, and natural 
science). However, several drawbacks were soon identified. The AAOT often gives students 
unrealistic expectations for transfer into a specific major and, while a good model for majors 
with few lower-division requirements, it does not serve as well students who want to transfer into 
a major with many lower division requirements. Thus, the OTM was created, and it was intended 
to serve as a one-year general education curriculum that would transfer universally as a block.  
Lee Ayers-Preboski, Associate Professor of Criminology at Southern Oregon University and 
HECC Commissioner also contributed her perspective on the OTM, noting that it was intended 
to be a smaller version of the AAOT, and that, recently, there have been questions about the 
courses that count in the OTM.  
 
Following these presentations, the facilitators opened up the meeting to hear feedback from 
Workgroup members about their and their institutions’ experiences with the General Education 
Outcomes and OTM. Some members do not find that AAOT and OTM very useful, others noted 
the difference between general education and foundational curricula. Some suggested that many 
community college students want to get as many credits as possible toward a major before 
transferring, and others noted that the foundational curricula should hit a sweet spot that satisfied 
general education and major specific lower division requirements. There was much discussion 
about the efficacy of creating one year or less curricula without major-specific agreements in 
place, and some members suggested that the Workgroup begin by establishing the unified 
statewide transfer agreements, and then move to creating foundational curricula. Others noted 
that many community college students are not ready to choose a specific major upon entry, but 
rather need a path that gives them multiple future options. Finally, some raised Arizona’s model 
of concentration-specific foundational curricula as a path forward. These discussions will 
continue at the upcoming subgroup meetings. 
 
Meeting 2 ended with Workgroup members deciding amongst themselves who would serve on 
each of the two subgroups: the Policy Subgroup and Foundational Curricular subgroup. The 
Workgroup also unanimously decided to ask Ricardo Lujan-Valerio to join the Workgroup and 
the Policy subgroup as an official member, which he accepted. 
 
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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