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The Transfer Workgroup’s sixth meeting began with a request that Workgroup members be 
included in agenda development for future meetings. The group then moved into a conversation 
of Foundational Curricula implementation. The group discussed how community colleges would 
identify Foundational Curricula courses and notate Foundational Curricula completion on 
transcripts. Several community college representatives noted that the transcript notation process 
would not be difficult. The statewide registrars group will agree to a common notation. The 
universities are continuing to move forward with the approval/adoption process. Some 
universities are clearing the Foundational Curricula through various committees, while others are 
simply informing stakeholder groups at their institutions. The Workgroup still needs to identify 
how each community college will make clear which classes count as Foundational Curricula 
classes, and how universities will make clear which general education requirements a completed 
foundational curriculum will satisfy.  
 
Continuing on with the Foundational Curricula discussion, the Workgroup addressed a question 
raised after the March 6th Transfer Workgroup meeting: should the STEM and General 
Foundational Curricula pathways remain separate? There was general consensus among 
Workgroup members that yes, the two pathways should remain separate. It is critical that 
advisors and students understand that there will be significant variation in the specific courses a 
student should take depending on whether they plan to pursue a STEM degree or not.   
 
The Workgroup transitioned into a conversation about guidance and parameters for USTA 
development. Some members asked how the USTA workgroups will determine the scope of the 
USTA. For example, within the discipline of business, there are a number of different majors. 
Other members suggested that the ultimate decision on scope should be up to the disciplinary 
experts on the USTA workgroups, but that the goal should be the maximum breadth possible.  
 
The group agreed, in general, that the optimal transfer point for students is, “where the paths 
diverge.” In other words, the optimal transfer point is the point, after which, continuing to take 
courses at a community college in preparation for transferring to a university would not benefit 
the student, including but not limited to the point at which courses needed to complete a USTA 
or a major are no longer available at the community college.   
 
The group followed the optimal transfer point discussion with a conversation about the meaning 
of “junior standing in the major.” While there was some back and forth, ultimately the 
workgroup proposed that when community college students complete a USTA and has junior 
standing in the major, it means that they are on equal footing with native university students and 
both are 2 years or equal time and credits from graduation. 
 
Shifting gears, the Workgroup focused on preparation for the USTA launch meeting, scheduled 
for April 6th. The group agreed the several Workgroup members should present at the meeting. 
Some members suggested collecting stories from students who attempted to transfer in the four 
USTA disciplines and conducting an activity that demonstrated the difficulty in figuring out a 
transfer pathway. Other suggested topics included: 

- National context 
- Big issues and how they were resolved in the Transfer Workgroup 
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- Divergence in major requirements among universities 
- Major-specific data 

 
It was recommended that the list of USTA workgroup members be sent to the Provost’s Council 
and the Oregon Presidents’ Council to ensure that the groups have the composition necessary for 
success. 
 
Finally, the group voiced a desire to discuss in depth the pending questions of “governance” and 
“maintenance” of the FC and the future USTAs. A meeting time and place would be set in the 
near future.  
 


