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Patrick Crane opened the meeting with a review of the agenda, the goals for the meeting, and the 
group’s likely timeline for completion of its charge.  
 
Foundational Curricula 
Frances White (UO, Anthropology) gave an overview of how the proposed Foundational 
Curricula were designed and discussed by the Curricula workgroup. White explained that the 
Oregon Transfer Module and the 2009 Statewide General Education Outcomes can be used, in 
modified forms, as the basis for a foundational general education package of roughly 32-43 
credit hours (depending on which community college it comes from), with STEM and “non-
STEM” tracks. The FC should be an “unbreakable” general education package that will satisfy 
the equivalent amount of lower division general education at any public university in Oregon 
(general education goes by different names at some institutions: WOU has the Liberal Arts Core 
Curriculum, OSU the Baccalaureate Core).  
 
Another member of the Curricula Subgroup, David Plotkin (Clackamas, VP for Academic and 
Student Affairs), spoke more to the process that the subgroup used and the principles that were 
agreed upon to underwrite the Foundational Curricula. These principles include: Transparency, 
Predictability, and Rigor. The theme that unites these principles agreement on the meaning of the 
curricula as students cross over from community college to public university, and agreement 
between faculty across sectors on how the standards will be applied.  
 
Seth Anthony (Oregon Tech, Chemistry), also a member of the Curricula Subgroup, elaborated 
further on how the FC is an improvement over the existing OTM. The OTM carriers too much 
general education to be an effective foundation in many majors, and indeed carries electives (up 
to 15 credits) which are not necessary to create a foundational curriculum. Since the creation of 
OTM and other transfer instruments like AAOT, major disciplines are requiring more first and 
second year preparatory coursework than in years past. Completion of an OTM or AAOT can be 
a benefit for some students who transfer into certain majors (arts & letters disciplines for 
example), yet completion of an AAOT may set back students who seek to major in biology more 
than a year. The proposed FC takes advantage of the Gen Ed commonality that does exist among 
the seven public universities, eliminates elements that are not shared statewide, and most 
importantly, leaves room for differentiation in key areas like math and science, and its 
construction is meant to create a simple and direct pathway to the student’s eventual Unified 
Statewide Transfer Agreement of choice.  
 
The discussion moved to the relationship between “outcomes” as expressed in the statewide Gen 
Ed Outcomes documents, and courses as the unit of currency for transfer and eventual degree 
attainment. Even if the outcomes are agreed upon, how do we negotiate differing interpretations 
of those outcomes as embodied in a course? The outcomes are the framework, the underpinning 
for a common set of learning expectations. But we have seen disagreement or difference in how 
to treat a math or science course, for example, and this possibility requires that we have a 
statewide, faculty led process to mediate and find solutions to such differences as they arise. 
Such a statewide body requires further consideration and will no doubt be part of the final report 
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to the legislature. Moreover, HECC will have to be the agency in charge of publicizing and 
tracking which courses are part of the FC.  
 
A number of workgroup members raised questions: How is this better than the existing OTM? 
Do we need a mechanism or body to resolve issues between institutions? In addition to bloc 
transfer, should courses articulate individually? Several critiques were raised – including that the 
“guaranteed” nature of the block transfer needs to be made more explicit. There was general 
agreement on the principle that the FC may not be unpacked to “penalize” a student. Credit 
discrepancies also need to be accounted for: if a four credit course that transfers as the equivalent 
of a three credit course, we cannot consider that “lost.”  
 
The group was given a deadline to review, revise, and re-submit the FC and There was universal 
assent to the idea of a transfer “portal” to make the FC, USTAs, and other transfer pathways 
more accessible and navigable to advisors and students.  
 
Lost Academic Credit 
Erin Mulvey, member of the Policy Subgroup, gave an explanation the group’s working “lost 
academic credit” 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 (total credits, upper division credits); 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. 

 
 
Discussion points included: different/alternative names, and whether pre-requisite major credits 
should be included in that definition.  
 
Analyzing lost/excess credit will continue to pose a challenge with the data HECC currently has 
available. Group members discussed analytical and statistical sampling methods that might be 
used to generate a sample of students whose transcripts might then be analyzed. It was stressed 
that we need to have comparable groups – direct entry students, and transfer students in the same 
major who do not have a great deal of “noise” (i.e. multiple institutions, pathway changes) on 
their transcripts.  
 
Patrick Crane reviewed the research questions and impetus for defining lost credit:  
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- HECC and its partners want to know the extent and nature of the problem 
- How will these improved transfer pathways help transfer students graduate with roughly 

the same number of credits as their direct entry counterparts?  
For the purposes of future research, we will need a definition we can quantify more easily, that 
doesn’t rely upon student intent and expectation.  
 
USTAs Ranking and Selection Criteria 
 
Julia Steinberger reviewed the criteria, weight factors, and information gathered to date on 
majors that appear to be good initial candidates for USTA creation in the first cohort of 2018-19. 
There were numerous points expressed by group members: how to use an equity lens with the 
other key quantitative factors, whether those chosen should be low-hanging fruit, or more 
challenging, which would have the greatest positive impact for students? How should USTA 
construction committees be constituted? And what would be the oversight needs and mechanism 
once they are constructed and implemented? 
 
Ultimately, the group came to consensus on four majors for the first group of USTAs, based 
upon factors in the formula and other considerations, such as discipline-variety. The first four 
recommendations are:  

- Business 
- Biology 
- Education 
- English 

Business, Biology, and Education all have histories of vigorous cross sector work based in part 
on the needs and priorities of transfer students. Business, in fact, has an underutilized statewide 
transfer degree, the ASOT-Business. English has no currently known cross sector disciplinary 
group focused on major-level transferability, but it remains an important part of the mix of 
degrees produced in Oregon; all Oregon universities save Oregon Tech offer the bachelor’s 
degree in English.  
 
Intra-sector transferability of the Foundational Curricula 
 
An important element of the report required by HB 2998 is the question of intra-sector 
transferability of the Foundational Curricula: should it also travel with the student from one 
Oregon community college to another, one public university to another? The group as a whole 
felt that, as the Policy Subgroup did not have a strong direction on this question, they all needed 
time to review the options and the revisions to the Foundational Curricula in order to make a 
reasoned decision. HECC staff determined they would send out a survey to all Workgroup 
members to gauge their opinion on the lateral transferability question. Transferability raises 
some technical issues about transcript notation and data collection that will have to be resolved 
by registrars and other enrollment professionals. Other members wondered how much “swirl” 
there is among public universities in Oregon.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:45 PM.  


