
****************************************************************************** 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

 
            Discussion; Agree to continue to explore the Interstate Passport Project. 

 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
 

AGENDA ITEM: 5.B 

DATE: February 27, 2014 

****************************************************************************** 

SUBJECT: Interstate Passport  

A few weeks ago, Board staff circulated an announcement from WICHE of a new 
framework for block transfer of lower division general education.  This project, referred to as an 
Interstate Passport, is based on learning outcomes, not courses and credits.  Background can be 
found in an article from Inside Higher Ed at the following link: 
http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2014/01/09/wiche-transfer-passport-based-proficiency-
rather-credits or on the Passport’s website at www.wiche.edu/Passport.   

The announcement stated that 16 institutions in the four founding states (HI, ND, OR, 
UT) created the Passport.  Other WICHE states can also apply to participate.  There was some 
modest interest voiced so as a next step, Board staff contacted WICHE staff, soliciting more 
information about this project.  These materials are attached. 

 As a next step, Board staff invited Pat Shea and Bob Turner to join us on our AAC call 
to provide an overview of the project.  Pat is the WICHE staff member who is directing this 
work and Bob is a retired faculty member hired by WICHE to coordinate the roll out of the 
Passport project. 

Following their presentation, if there’s interest in joining this effort, a face-to-face 
meeting will be scheduled in conjunction with our AAC April meeting in Madison.   

 

 

http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2014/01/09/wiche-transfer-passport-based-proficiency-rather-credits
http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2014/01/09/wiche-transfer-passport-based-proficiency-rather-credits
http://www.wiche.edu/Passport


A New Interstate Transfer Framework:  
Streamlining Pathways to Graduation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

www.wiche.edu/passport 
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 A grass-roots originated effort by 
academic leaders in the WICHE  
states to advance friction-free  
transfer for students in the region with a 
new framework based on learning 
outcomes 

 Envisioned as a series of related projects 
over an approximate  
five-year span 

 Participation is voluntary in all  
projects 

About the Passport Initiative 
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On average … 
 27 percent of all transfer students cross  

state lines (over 300,000 in WICHE region 
annually) (National Student Clearinghouse Signature 
Report, 2012) 

 Transfer students who earn a B.A. take 1.2 years 
longer to do it (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2010) 

 The extra time costs a student over $9,000 for 
tuition and fees alone (WICHE, 2010) 

 Unnecessary repetition of academic work costs 
time and money for students, institutions, states, 
the federal government, and taxpayers 

WICHE Passport Project: Context 
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The Alliance asked WICHE to help create a zone of 
transfer where academic work completed at 

institutions in one state is accepted without repetition 
at institutions in a number of states 

Can there not be a 
common currency 
to facilitate student 
transfer between 
states…. a Passport 
based on a 
common currency 
of Learning 
Outcomes?                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
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New agreements and policies  
will allow transfer students to carry with them  
an Interstate Passport, signaling completion 
of a lower-division general education core, 

based on  
LEAP Essential Learning Outcomes,  

that will minimize duplication of academic work 
and so help streamline their pathway to 

graduation. 

Vision 
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Facilitators 
 
Dr. Debra David Project Director, 
"Give Students a Compass“ 
CSU Office of the Chancellor 
 
Dr. Dick Dubanoski 
Dean, College of Social Sciences  
University of Hawaii at Manoa 

 

 

Participating Pilot States 

CA, HI, ND, OR & UT 
 

23 two- and four-yr institutions 

 
Lisa Johnson 
Director of Articulation and Transfer  
North Dakota University System 
 
Dr. Phyllis “Teddi” Safman, Assistant  
Commissioner for Academic Affairs  
Utah Board of Regents 
 
Dr. Kent Neely, Liaison for Statewide 
Academic Initiatives 
Oregon University System 
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Pilot Scope 
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Passport Process 
Single Institutions 
or a State System Two-year institution faculty 

define lower division 
general education 

core learning outcomes 
based on LEAP ELOs 

Four-year institution faculty 
define lower division general 

education core learning 
outcomes based on LEAP 

ELOs 

Two- & four-year faculty representatives agree 
on Lower Division General Education  

Passport Learning Outcomes 

State 4 set State 3 set State 2 set
  

State 1 set State 5 set 

Pilot campuses sign Passport Agreement 

Passport Opens to Other WICHE 
States and Institutions 

Summer 2012 

Summer 2013 

Each Campus maps to PLOs, identifies Passport  
Block Courses, and Assessment Tools 

Fall 2012 

Two- & four-year faculty representatives agree on  
Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

Fall 2013 

Spring 2013 

Winter 2011 
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Passport Learning Outcomes Negotiation 
Oral Communication 
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One example: Oral Communication 
 Preparation for Performance: Develop a central  

message and supporting details by applying ethics,  
critical thinking and information literacy skills. Organize  
content for a particular audience, occasion and  purpose. 
 
 Delivery: Demonstrate performance skills that include 

organizing and delivering content for a particular audience, 
occasion and purpose, and using technology as appropriate. 
 
Monitor and Adjust: Monitor and adjust for audience 

feedback. 
 
 Critical Receiver: Listen and critically evaluate the speaker’s 

central message and use of supporting materials. 
 
 

Passport Learning Outcomes  
Acceptable to Every Passport Institution 
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Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 
Acceptable to Every Passport Institution 

 
     

One example: Oral Communication 
 
 
 
 

Also developed  
for 

written 
communication 

and 
quantitative 

literacy 

A
TTA

C
H

M
EN

T I     12



EXAMPLE: North Dakota State University  
 
 ORAL COMMUNICATION 

 COMM 110 Fundamentals of Public Speaking 
 WRITTEN COMMUNICATION 

 Two courses from the following:  
 Engl 110 College Composition I OR 
 Engl 111 Honors Composition I AND Engl 120 College Composition II OR 
 Engl 121 Honors Composition II OR 
 Engl 125 Intro to Professional Writing 

 QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 
 Math 103 College Algebra OR 
 Math 104 Finite Mathematics OR 
 Math 146 Applied Calculus I OR 
 Math 165 Calculus I OR 
 Math 330 Introductory Statistics 

 

TRUST: Passport Course Block 
  Uniquely Defined by Each Passport Institution 
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Example: North Dakota State University 
 

ORAL COMMUNICATION:  
 Pre-course and post-course Communication 
 Apprehension Test. 
 
WRITTEN COMMUNICATION:   
 The English Department reads and scores a sample (about 10%) of the 

student portfolios for both classes. 
 
QUANTITATIVE LITERACY: 
 Individual Computer Science instructors use a variety of classroom 

assessment techniques from Angelo and Cross for formative assessment. 
They use an objective-based evaluation of an exercise or examination for 
summative assessment of student learning. 

 Individual Mathematics instructors use a variety of formative assessment 
tools to assess student learning. 

 
TRUST: Assessments of Student Learning 
  Uniquely Defined by Each Passport Institution 
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TRACKING: Passport Verification 
 Chosen by Each Passport Institution 

Institutions indicate that a student  
has achieved the Passport by  
choosing to use one or more of the following options  
as preferred by the registrar: 

 
       Adding a comment on the transcript using a standard 
format. 

 
       Posting a pseudo course on the transcript. 

 
       Creating an additional record to accompany a 
transcript.  
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TRACKING: Academic Progress 
Consistent across all Passport Institutions 

Academic 
Year

Academic 
term of 

This 
Report

Academic 
Term of 
Entering 
Receiving 
Institution

Term 
Type

Receiving 
Institution

Sending 
Institution

State of 
Sending 

Institution

# of 
Students #As #Bs #Cs #Ds

#Did 
Not 

Finish
#Fs

Mean GPA 
Weighted 

on basis of 
# of  Cr 

each 
student 

completed

Mean 
number of 

credits 
enrolled

All TYPP All Passport TYPP 119 70 97 131 97 29 30 2.19 16.1

All TNPP All No TNPP 10 5 9 12 9 4 2 2.16 15

HI 1 HI Passport TYPP 12 6 10 15 10 3 3 2.14 18

HI 2 HI No TNPP 46 6 10 13 10 5 2 2.2 15.3

OR 1 OR Passport TYPP 36 20 30 45 30 10 10 2.15 16.3

UT 1 UT 19 9 12 16 12 6 3 2.23 17.5

UT 2 UT 51 35 45 55 45 10 14 2.22 14

UT 3 UT Passport TYPP 1

Academic 
Year

Academic 
term of 

This 
Report

Academic 
Term of 
Entering 
Receiving 
Institution

Term 
Type

Receiving 
Institution

Sending 
Institution

State of 
Sending

# of 
Students #As #Bs #Cs #Ds

#Did 
Not 

Finish
#Fs

Mean GPA 
Weighted 

on basis of 
# of  Cr 

each 
student 

completed

Mean 
number of 

credits 
enrolled

All TYPP All Passport TYPP 122 70 97 131 97 29 30 2.19 16.1

All TNPP All No TNPP 10 5 9 12 9 4 2 2.16 15

HI 1 HI Passport TYPP 12 6 10 15 10 3 3 2.14 18

HI 2 HI No TNPP 18 11 15 20 15 6 5 2.18 15.3

OR 1 OR Passport TYPP 36 20 30 45 30 10 10 2.15 16.3

UT 1 UT 19 9 12 16 12 6 3 2.23 17.5

UT 2 UT 51 35 45 55 45 10 14 2.22 14

UT 3 UT Passport TYPP 4

2014-5
Spring 
2015 Fall 2014 Sem ND1

Second Term After Transferring

2015-6 Fall 2015 Fall 2014 Sem ND1

Since UT3 has fewer than five Passport students, no grades will be reported.

Since UT3 has fewer than five Passport students, no grades will be reported

Data Each Receiving Institution Will Send to the CDR
First Term After Transferring ( 3 quarters – never summer term)

Student Category: 
TYPP=transfer w/PSPT; 

TNPP=Transfer w/o 
PSPT

Student Category: 
TYPP=transfer w/PSPT; 

TNPP=Transfer w/o 
PSPT
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TRACKING: Academic Progress 
Consistent across all Passport Institutions 
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Learning Outcomes as the Currency 
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The Passport Agreement 
 Signatories agree to… 

 A block transfer of oral communication,  
 written communication, quantitative literacy 
 Notate student records 
 Track and share data on academic progress 
 Term of five years 

 16 pilot institutions in four states have signed 
 HI:  Leeward Community College   UT: Dixie State College 
           University of Hawaii, West Oahu  Salt Lake Community College 
 ND: Lake Region State College  Snow College 
  North Dakota State College  Valley City State University 

 ND College of Science           Southern Utah University 
 OR: Eastern Oregon University   University of Utah 
    Blue Mountain Community College  Utah State University 
      Utah Valley University 
      Weber State University            
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 Open invitation to all WICHE states/institutions to 
participate in Phase I Block (oral communication, written 
communication, quantitative literacy) 

 

 How-to Instructions and Applications available on 
Passport website 
 How-To: http://www.wiche.edu/info/passport/howToBecomePassportInstitution.pdf 

 Institution: www.wiche.edu/info/passport/institutionApplication.pdf 

 State: www.wiche.edu/info/passport/stateApplication.pdf 
 

 Join Us! 
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http://www.wiche.edu/info/passport/institutionApplication.pdf
http://www.wiche.edu/info/passport/stateApplication.pdf


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PASSPORT HANDBOOK 
A How-to Manual for Prospective Passport Institutions 
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ABOUT THE PASSPORT INITIATIVE 

 

 
The Interstate Passport Initiative is a grassroots-originated effort by academic leaders in the WICHE 
states to advance policies and practices supporting friction-free transfer for students in the region. 
Under the umbrella of this initiative would be a set of related regional projects that would take place 
during an approximate five-year time span. Participation at the institution, system, or state levels would 
be purely voluntary. Some may choose to participate in some projects, not in others, or none at all. 
WICHE serves as the facilitator for this initiative. 

The idea for the Interstate Passport Initiative arose out of a discussion by the members of the executive 
committee for the Western Alliance of Community College Academic Leaders (the Alliance) in July 2010. 
These members expressed concern about the difficulties their community college students face in 
transferring to four-year institutions. Sometimes these students have to repeat courses they have 
already taken, costing them additional time and money. The committee suggested that a new transfer 
framework was needed—one that focused on learning outcomes, rather than contact hours. They asked 
that WICHE convene a meeting of the academic leaders in the Western states to discuss this idea. 
  

Articulation and Transfer Meeting 

Representatives of two regional groups and staff of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher 
Education (WICHE), convened a meeting with key stakeholders in the West on Feb. 24-25, 2011. The 
meeting was co-chaired by Michel Hillman, vice chancellor for academic and student affairs at the North 
Dakota University System, and Peter Quigley, associate vice president of academic affairs for the 
University of Hawaii System. Participants included representatives of institutions and organizations that 
participate in the Western Academic Leadership Forum (the Forum) and the Western Alliance of 
Community College Academic Leaders, along with their designees. These organizations’ members are 
the chief academic officers in the 15 WICHE states. 

The meeting was designed to: 

x Help participants learn more about what Western states are doing to strengthen transfer within 
and across sectors and state boundaries, within general education blocks and in preparation for 
discipline-specific majors, 

x Inform leaders about the reforms that are underway in some states to redesign student 
assessment and articulation around essential learning outcomes and competency-based 
learning, 

x Discuss current barriers to, and identify opportunities for, a voluntary, multi-institution, multi-
state initiative to facilitate friction-free student transfer and articulation leading to improved 
student success and completion, and 
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x Engage academic leaders in mapping out potential regional strategies along a continuum of 
innovation. 

Overall, the participants were enthusiastic that there was sufficient momentum, commitment, and 
political will for a larger, multi-state effort focusing on a new transfer and articulation framework. 
Several essential elements and characteristics of the voluntary regional effort were identified. They 
included: provide transparency and expediency to students, actively engage faculty, foster institutional 
efficiencies, and assemble a task force to work with the co-chairs to refine further a series of projects 
and goals. 

Specific recommendations included: 

x Focus on the lower-division general education core as a starting point 

x Develop a consensus about terms used to describe a general education core 

x Develop a web-based matrix identifying existing block transfer agreements of the general 
education core 

x Research the size and complexity of transfer and articulation issues related to the general 
education core 

x Engage faculty in pilot project to map the general education cores, both in the liberal arts and 
the STEM disciplines to LEAP’s (Liberal Education and America’s Promise) essential learning 
outcomes developed by the American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) 

x Offer professional development to assist participating schools in learning how to map their 
cores to measurable outcomes 

x Create a web-based regional repository identifying institutions with cores that successfully map 
to these outcomes and agree to accept block transfers of these cores from one another to 
satisfy their general education requirements 

x Providing a way for institutions to acknowledge students whose successful completion of one of 
these general education cores earns them a WICHE interstate passport/and notation on their 
transcript to use in seamless block transfer to other participating institutions 

x Develop a feedback system that will inform sending institutions about the progress of their 
transfer students to assist in continuous improvement efforts, and ultimately 

x Develop student assessments that can be utilized across institutions to verify student outcomes. 

The speakers and panelists at the meeting included: 

x Transfer & Articulation: Findings from Recent Research—David Longanecker, President, and 
Demi Michelau, Director, Policy Analysis, WICHE 

x Overview of AAC&U’s Essential Learning Outcomes—Susan Albertine, Vice President for 
Engagement, Inclusion and Success, Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) 
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x WICHE LEAP States: Status and Future Plans  

o CA—John Tarjan, Immediate Past Chair, Academic Senate, California State University 

o ND—Lisa Johnson, Director of Articulation and Transfer, North Dakota University System 

o OR—Bob Turner, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Academic Strategies, Oregon University 
System 

o UT—Teddi Safman, Assistant Commissioner for Academic Affairs, Utah State Board of 
Regents and Susan Neel, Professor, College of Eastern Utah 

x Mapping to the LEAP Outcomes: A San Francisco State University Case Study—Gail Evans, 
Dean, Undergraduate Studies; Maggie Beers, Director, Academic Technology 

Passport Task Force 

At the recommendation of the executive committees for both the Forum and the Alliance, a Task Force 
was assembled with representatives of the two-year and four-year institutions in the WICHE states. The 
members included: 

x Geri Anderson, Colorado Community 
College System 

x Mike Earnest, University of Alaska 
Fairbanks 

x Greg Fant, New Mexico State 
University 

x Sam Gingerich, South Dakota Board of 
Regents 

x Andrew Hansen, University of 
Wyoming 

x Mike Hillman, North Dakota University 
System 

x Nancy Krogh, University of Idaho 

x Sylvia Moore, Montana University System 

x Susan Neel, Utah State University Eastern 

x Peter Quigley, University of Hawaii System 

x Jane Sherman, Washington State 
University 

x Jeff Spano, California Community Colleges 

x Robert Turner, Oregon University System 

x Hyla Winters, College of Southern Nevada 

The group met by conference calls on July 13th and 28th. Dr. Hillman and Dr. Quigley set the following 
parameters for its work. 

x Charge to the Task Force: Identify and prioritize a set of goals for proposed regional projects and 
their associated research questions. 

x Scope for Potential Projects:  

o Transfer and articulation issues that arise on an interstate level 

o Transfer and articulation issues that are intrastate but common to multiple states where 
focusing on them collaboratively would make better use of limited resources 
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Guiding Principles: During the process of discussing goals for potential projects, the Task Force recognized 
two intense pressures on the higher education community: 1) to increase the number of bachelors’ 
degrees awarded, and; 2) to change the nature of colleges and universities. Thus, they recommended that 
the following guiding principles be considered in all projects undertaken by the Passport Initiative: 

x Ensure and demonstrate that students increase their intellectual skills and content knowledge 

x Enable faculty to understand the necessity and ways to proactively respond in a productive manner to 
the pressures for change 

Goals for Passport Initiative Projects: The Task Force reviewed the goals arising from discussion during 
the February meeting. Two of those goals (Goal 1 and Goal 2 below) were incorporated into Project 1, 
submitted to the Carnegie Corporation for funding as described above, and Goal 3 was added during the 
proposal development stage. The Task Force re-prioritized and amended Goal 4 and Goal 5 from the 
February meeting and added Goal 6. In addition, the Task Force identified a list of research questions that 
could be associated with future projects tackling these goals. The scope of these projects could focus on a 
single goal or a combination of the three depending on the requirements of the funder. 

x Goal 1: Provide data and information to understand the status of the general education core and 
its relationship to state transfer policies and patterns in the 15 WICHE states, the numbers of 
students who transfer among the WICHE states, the role of outcomes in defining the core, the 
process by which change in policy occurs in each pilot state, and other matters important to 
understanding the baseline circumstances relevant to this project.  

o (1.4.a) Research and publish results: To what extent are WICHE state public institutions 
enrolling students transferring from public institutions in other WICHE states? 

o (1.4.b) Identify existing policies in the WICHE states related to the general education core and 
post/link to them from Passport website. Analyze their relationship to 1.4.a 

o (1.4.c) Research and publish results: What courses, criteria, or outcomes comprise the general 
education core in the WICHE states? Where are the similarities and gaps? 

o (1.4.d) Identify existing block transfer agreements for the general education core and post/link 
to on Passport website matrix. 

x Goal 2: Conduct a pilot project in five WICHE states to establish block transfer agreements within 
and among those states for the lower-division general education core, based on successful 
integration of LEAP’s Essential Learning Outcomes. 

x Goal 3: Identify the implications for institutional and state policy for a transfer framework based 
on learning outcomes for further research and projects. 
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x Goal 4: Establish a regional repository for agreements among institutions allowing students with 
AA and AS degrees to assume junior status upon admission with their general education 
completed. 

x Goal 5: Conduct a pilot project to identify and establish pathways across the region for students to 
complete the last 60 hours of their major. 

x Goal 6: Conduct a pilot project to identify and establish pathways across the region for students 
transferring with an AAS degree to a BAS program. 
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THE INTERSTATE PASSPORT INITIATIVE 

 

 

The WICHE Interstate Passport Initiative, launched in October 2011 as a regional project, addresses the 
problems of interstate student transfer. In the two-year pilot project (Phase I), working with 23 institutions in 
five Western states—California, Hawai’i, North Dakota, Oregon, and Utah—the initiative has produced a new 
transfer framework that is based on learning outcomes. The project focuses on the lower-division general 
education core, the common denominator among institutions—concentrating on it as a whole, not on 
individual courses—and allows for a cross-state “match” of outcomes-integrated general education cores for 
block transfer. The Passport outcomes-based framework is designed to facilitate the transfer process toward 
the goals of improved graduation rates, shortening time to degree, and saving students money.  

During the pilot phase, faculty from the targeted institutions collaborated to develop the Passport Learning 
Outcomes and Proficiency Criteria, using the LEAP Essential Learning Outcomes as a foundation, and 
referencing each state’s own lower-division general education core learning outcomes. Registrars and 
Institutional Research representatives developed the processes for recording the Passport on student records, 
and for tracking and reporting on Passport students at both sending and receiving institutions. At the end of 
the pilot phase, 16 two- and four-year institutions from four pilot states (Hawai’i, North Dakota, Oregon, and 
Utah) forged a general education transfer agreement – the Passport – in the core content areas of oral 
communication, written communication, and quantitative reasoning. 

With these processes and infrastructure in place, project leaders have planned a second phase that will focus 
on two objectives: (1) to encourage other WICHE states and institutions to apply for Passport status in the 
Phase I content areas, and (2) to develop outcomes and proficiency criteria, based on the LEAP Essential 
Learning Outcomes, for the remaining general education core content areas (creative arts, intercultural 
knowledge/social sciences, information literacy, natural and physical sciences, critical thinking, and 
teamwork/problem-solving). 
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         INSTRUCTIONS 
How to Become a Passport Institution 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
The goal of the Interstate Passport Initiative is to streamline students’ academic progress to 
graduation by eliminating unnecessary repetition of academic work after transferring. To accomplish 
this goal, the Passport Initiative focuses on what transfer students should learn in lower-division 
general education at their sending institution, and monitors the effectiveness of this experience by 
tracking students’ academic progress at their receiving institution after transfer.   
 

Passport student learning is defined not by courses or credits completed, but rather by student 
Passport Learning Outcomes proficiency. Every Passport institution agrees that the Passport Learning 
Outcomes and Passport Proficiency Criteria are adequate and acceptable expressions of transfer 
student learning in the lower-division general education core. A student is awarded a Passport upon 
completion of the courses that an individual Passport institution uses to impart proficiency with the 
PLOs. Importantly, there is no requirement or expectation that all Passport institutions use the same 
courses. When a student transfers with a Passport – which indicates the student is proficient in 
lower-division general education core academic areas – the receiving Passport institution has agreed 
that the Passport student will not be required to complete any of the courses in the receiving 
institution’s Passport Block in order to meet its lower-division general education core requirements.  
 
The academic progress of Passport students is tracked through a process agreed to in the Passport 
Agreement, and each sending institution periodically receives a report on the academic progress of 
their Passport students at all receiving institutions. 
 

The Passport Initiative seeks to benefit students by this process that recognizes, honors and 
maintains institutional individuality. Passport institutions do have to agree that the PLOs are 
consistent with their own. Passport institutions are not requested to change any of their course 
offerings; they merely report the courses that impart transfer level proficiency of the PLOs. Passport 
institutions are not required to use a particular method of assessing student proficiency of the PLOs, 
but they are asked to make known to the other Passport institutions the proficiency assessments 
that they employ.   
 

These instructions describe the process by which any institution can apply to participate in the 
Passport Initiative. This process, the Passport Learning Outcomes, and the Proficiency Criteria were 
developed as part of Phase I of the Passport initiative by institutional representatives in five pilot 
states (California, Hawaii, North Dakota, Oregon, and Utah). The steps in the process for applying for 
Passport status are listed below, followed by a fuller description of each step.  

ATTACHMENT II     29



 8 

Steps for institutions applying for Passport Status: 
1. Appoint an individual to the position of Campus Passport Coordinator. 

 
2. Obtain agreement of the faculty that its department and/or institutional Learning Outcomes 

in each lower-division general education academic area are consistent with the Passport 
Learning Outcomes (PLOs). 

 

3. Obtain agreement of the faculty that the Passport Proficiency Criteria are useful in gauging 
that a student is proficient at each PLO. 

 

4. Generate a Passport Block, a list of courses (or other learning experiences) the institution will 
use to enable a student to attain proficiency of the PLOs and include a list of assessments 
typically used in these courses. 

 

5. Obtain agreement by appropriate faculty at the institution that Passport students entering 
from any other Passport institution will not be required to repeat the courses in its Passport 
block to satisfy the Passport student’s lower-division general education core. 

 

6. Secure agreement from the registrar to tag the courses that comprise the institution’s 
Passport Block and to adopt one of the methods of indicating on a student’s academic record 
that the student has completed the Passport. 

 

7. Secure agreement with the institutional research department to adopt the Passport method 
of tracking the success of Passport students and submit data to the Passport Central Data 
Repository at Utah State University. (The Central Data Repository will compile this 
information from each receiving institution and deliver a report to each sending institution on 
the academic progress of Passport students at every Passport receiving institution.) 

 

8. Obtain the signature of the appropriate institutional officer on the Passport application. 

 

9. Submit the institution’s application to the Passport State Facilitator who will review the 
application, attach it with other institutions’ applications in the state, complete the State 
Application Set and submit the package for approval to the Passport Review Board. 

 

10. Upon approval for Passport status, sign the Passport Agreement. 
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THE PASSPORT PROCESS 
STEP 1: APPOINT A PERSON TO THE POSITION OF CAMPUS PASSPORT COORDINATOR 

The Campus Passport Coordinator  (CPC) is responsible for coordinating the activities at the 
institution that are required to apply for Passport Status. The CPC also will serve as the liaison 
with the Passport State Facilitator.  

 

STEP 2: AGREE TO PASSPORT LEARNING OUTCOMES 

 

STEP 3: AGREE TO PASSPORT PROFICIENCY CRITERIA  
The Passport Learning Outcomes (PLOs) are what the student has learned. The Passport 
Proficiency Criteria (PPC) are the evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate 
at the transfer level. The PLOs and the PPC, based on the LEAP Learning Outcomes developed 
by the American Association of Colleges and Universities, were produced by faculty from the 
Passport pilot project institutions during the two-year Passport pilot project (2011-2013). 

Every Passport institution awards a Passport to students who have attained transfer-level 
proficiency with learning outcomes in each of the academic areas in the Passport block; the 
Passport block, without being unpacked, is accepted by every Passport institution. To 
participate in the Passport initiative, the institution’s faculty responsible for each academic 
area in the Passport block must be in agreement that the Passport Learning Outcomes and 
Proficiency Criteria are consistent with their perception of expected transfer-level student 
achievement in each academic area. This process requires that faculty with knowledge and 
understanding of the institutional and departmental learning outcomes become familiar with 
the PLOs and PPC, and judge them to be consistent with their own learning outcomes. 
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The Passport Learning Outcomes for the three academic areas of Phase I are presented 
below. Please note that the wording of the institution’s set of learning outcomes does not 
have to be identical to the PLOs, but there should be consistency and a lack of conflict 
between the two sets.  

PASSPORT LEARNING OUTCOMES 
ORAL COMMUNICATION WRITTEN COMMUNICATION QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 

1. Develop a central message 
and supporting details by 
applying ethics, critical 
thinking and information 
literacy skills. 

2. Organize content for a 
particular audience, occasion 
and purpose. 

3. Demonstrate performance 
skills that include organizing 
and delivering content for a 
particular audience, occasion 
and purpose, and using 
technology as appropriate.  

4. Monitor and adjust for 
audience feedback. 

5. Listen and critically evaluate 
the speaker's central message 
and use of supporting 
materials. 

1. Demonstrate rhetorical 
knowledge: address issues of 
audience, purpose, genre, 
syntax, structure, format and 
knowledge appropriate to the 
task. 

2. Evaluate, apply, and ethically 
synthesize sources in support of 
a claim, following an appropriate 
documentation system. 

3. Develop flexible strategies for 
generating, revising, editing, and 
proofreading. 

4. Demonstrate proficiency with 
conventions, including spelling, 
grammar, mechanics, word 
choice, and format appropriate 
to the writing task. 

5. Reflect on one’s inquiry and 
composing processes to critique 
and improve one’s own and 
other’s writing. 

1. Demonstrate proficiency 
with arithmetic and 
algebraic computational 
skills, and extends them, for 
example, to geometric and 
statistical computations. 

2. Express quantitative 
information symbolically, 
graphically, and in written 
or oral language. 

3. Select and use appropriate 
numeric, symbolic, graphical 
and statistical reasoning to 
interpret, analyze and 
critique information or line 
of reasoning presented by 
others. 

4. Recognize, evaluate, and 
use quantitative 
information, quantitative 
reasoning and technology to 
support a position or line of 
reasoning. 

5. Design and follow a multi-
step mathematical process 
through to a logical 
conclusion and critically 
evaluate the reasonableness 
of the result. 

6. Create, analyze and apply 
appropriate quantitative 
models to solve quantitative 
theoretical and real-world 
problems. 

 

Next, the CPC should facilitate a review by faculty of the Passport Proficiency Criteria, also 
developed by the pilot project faculty. The proficiency criteria list observable student 
capabilities that demonstrate the Passport student’s transfer-level proficiency with each 
learning outcome. No single student is expected to display all of the proficiency criteria for 
any one learning outcome, but each student is expected to display at least one criterion for 
each learning outcome. The list of proficiency criteria, unlike the PLOs, is considered to be 
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dynamic and readily expanded as additional institutions and their faculty participate in the 
Passport. 

STEP 4:  GENERATE A PASSPORT BLOCK OF COURSES 
Once faculty agree that learning outcomes of the institution are consistent with the PLOs, and 
that the Passport Proficiency Criteria describe student capabilities appropriate at the transfer 
level, the faculty will construct a list of the courses or other learning experiences it uses to 
provide students the opportunity to achieve this level of proficiency. As examples, see the 
course lists compiled by Passport pilot institutions, available on the Passport website: 
www.wiche.edu/passport/learningOutcomesCriteria/oral; 
www.wiche.edu/passport/learningOutcomesCriteria/written; 
www.wiche.edu/passport/learningOutcomesCriteria/literacy. 

The pilot project experience suggests some considerations that need emphasis as the course 
list is constructed.  

a. In any one academic area, the course list may consist of a single course, more than 
one course, and/or alternative courses to accomplish coverage of all of the PLOs in the 
academic area.  

b. Since the Passport is confined to lower-division general education proficiency, courses 
in the list need to be limited to those used to impart this level of learning. 

c. Passport students who transfer will not be required to take courses in the receiving 
institution’s Passport Block in order to satisfy this institution’s lower-division general 
education core. It is possible, however, that a Passport student may be required to 
take a Passport Block course as part of a minor or major. 

d. Courses in the institution’s Passport Block are to be credited to the Passport student 
as a block. The Passport Block is not to be unpacked. 

e. Credit hour discrepancies between the Passport Block of sending and receiving 
institution are to be resolved outside of the Passport student’s lower-division general 
education core, and the Passport student is not to be penalized or privileged. If a 
sending institution’s Passport Block contains fewer credit hours than that of the 
receiving institution, the receiving institution may require the Passport student to 
acquire additional credits, but not to satisfy the lower-division general education core. 
If a sending institution’s Passport Block has more credit hours than the receiving 
institution’s Passport Block, the receiving institution will apply the additional credits to 
the Passport student’s academic progress, most likely in the area of elective credits. 

The Passport Block course lists will be included in the institution’s application for Passport 
Status, and, to inform other Passport institutions, will include a list of the assessments 
typically used in the Passport Block courses. If approved for that status, the lists will be posted 
on the Passport website as part of the institution’s profile.  
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STEP 5: SECURE AGREEMENT THAT PASSPORT STUDENTS WILL NOT BE REQUIRED TO 
REPEAT ANY COURSE IN THE INSTITUTION’S PASSPORT BLOCK AS PART OF THE 
STUDENT’S LOWER-DIVISION GENERAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS 

The courses in any Passport institution’s Passport Block are those that the institution’s faculty 
identify as the courses that provide students the opportunity to achieve success at attaining 
transfer-level proficiency with the PLOs. A student who earns a Passport has successfully 
completed the Passport Block at a Passport institution, so there is no reason for the student 
to repeat courses with the same PLOs at a receiving institution. Requiring the Passport 
student to repeat courses is counter to the goal of the Passport Initiative, which is to 
eliminate unnecessary repetition of academic work by transfer students. 

Understanding and agreeing to this feature of the Passport Initiative is of paramount 
importance and central to the Passport goal, concepts and process. For this reason, the CPC 
will confirm with faculty in the Passport Block academic areas that the Passport Block will not 
be unpacked, and that Passport students will not be required to repeat any course in the 
institution’s Passport Block in order to complete lower-division general education 
requirements.  

 

STEP 6: SECURE AGREEMENT TO IDENTIFY PASSPORT STUDENTS AND PASSPORT 
BLOCK COURSES IN STUDENT RECORD SYSTEMS 

The previous five steps in applying for participation in the Passport have all involved faculty, 
who confirm institutional consistency with the PLOs and PPC, construct the Passport Block for 
the institution and agree to the use of the Passport Block. For Step 6, with facilitation by the 
CPC, the institution’s registrar will be advised of the courses that faculty have placed in the 
Passport Block. The registrar will agree to “flag” these courses as Passport courses and adapt 
institutional certificate audit processes to identify students who complete the Passport Block 
courses and note the achievement on the Passport student’s academic record. This process 
was developed by registrars from the pilot institutions (see “Guidelines for Registrars: 
Recording and Tracking Passport Students” at 
http://www.wiche.edu/passport/pilot/registrars). The registrar guidelines offer three 
different methods of indicating on a student’s academic record that the student is a Passport 
student: 

x Adding a comment on the transcript using a standard format 
x Posting a pseudo course on the transcript 
x Creating an additional record to accompany a transcript. 
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The registrar will determine which of these methods is most appropriate for the institution, 
and agree to implement the chosen method to indicate on a student’s academic record that 
the Passport has been achieved.  

 

STEP 7: GENERATE AGREEMENT TO TRACK AND REPORT PASSPORT STUDENT 
ACADEMIC PROGRESS 

The Passport Initiative measures the academic progress of Passport students at receiving 
institutions to monitor the sending institutions’ preparation of Passport students. “Academic 
progress” is defined as Passport student performance relative to non-Passport transfer 
students soon after the Passport student transfers to the receiving institution. As part of the 
pilot phase of the Passport Initiative, institutional research representatives developed a 
monitoring process and template for recording transfer student performance and progress, 
and for reporting this information to each Passport sending institution.  

1. Receiving Institution data collection and reporting: 

Each Passport institution that receives a Passport transfer student(s) will collect the following 
data for each of the first two terms after the Passport student(s) transfer, and report this data to the 
Central Data Repository:  

a. Number of credits of A, B, C, D, Did Not Finish, and F earned at the receiving institution in each 
of the first two terms after the student transfers by Passport students and by non-Passport 
transfer students from each institution that sends a Passport student.  

b. Mean GPA – Weighted for number of credits each student completed – calculation ----  

[(each students’ GPA)*(# of credits the student completed)] 
(total credits completed by all students) 

 
c. Mean number of credits enrolled in at the receiving institution 

Detailed instructions and templates for collection of this data are in the document “Passport 
Tracking System,” available at www.wiche.edu/passport/registrars. 

2. CDR Reports Passport student performance/progress to sending institutions.  

The CDR sorts this information on the basis of each Passport sending institution, aggregates the data 
into an individual summary for each sending institution, and transmits the summary to each sending 
institution. Sending institutions may decide to use this information in their self-improvement process. 
The CDR also makes these reports available to the Passport Review Board for its use in monitoring the 
success of Passport students from each sending institution.  
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STEP 8: COMPLETE AND SIGN THE INSTITUTION’S APPLICATION FOR PASSPORT 
STATUS 

The CPC should complete the institution’s application for Passport Status and have it signed 
by the appropriate officer with the authority to sign on behalf of the institution. As noted 
above, the application will include the institution’s list of courses that ensure proficiency of 
the PLOs and the list of assessments used by the institution to ensure proficiency. 

 

STEP 9: SUBMIT THE INSTITUTION’S SIGNED APPLICATION TO THE PASSPORT STATE 
FACILITATOR  

The Passport State Facilitator will review the institution’s application for completeness and 
attach it with other applications from institutions in the state to the State Set Application and 
submit the package to the Passport Review Board. 

 

STEP 10: UPON APPROVAL OF PASSPORT STATUS, SIGN THE PASSPORT AGREEMENT 
If approved for Passport Status, the PSF will send to the authorized officer at the institution 
the Passport Agreement (see www.wIche.edu/passport/agreement). The officer must sign the 
agreement and return it to the Passport State Facilitator, who will arrange for copies signed 
by the PRB to be returned to the institution. Once signed by both parties, the institution’s 
Passport Status becomes active for a five-year term.   

The newly approved Passport institution will be added to the Passport website, with a link to 
the CPC – the individual at the institution who will serve as the liaison to the Passport 
Initiative.  

Congratulations on demonstrating your institution’s commitment to student success through your 
interest in participating in the Passport Initiative! 
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   Oral Communication 

Passport Learning Outcomes and Proficiency Criteria 

 

TRANSFER LEVEL PROFICIENCY CRITERIA  

The transfer level proficiency criteria describe the EVIDENCE of proficiency with the Passport 
Learning Outcomes at the transfer level that one might see in a student’s behavior, performance or 
work. These are observable behaviors rather than subjective descriptors such as “appropriate” or 
“excellent.”  

Specific examples, provided in the Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria column of the attached matrix, 
are not intended to mandate curriculum or assessment methods, nor do they constitute a 
comprehensive list of concepts that each student must master. Rather, they serve as guidelines for 
determining whether a student has reached the desired level of proficiency for the specific learning 
outcome through a variety of possible methods. The inclusion of many diverse concrete examples is 
intentional as different courses may address a given feature in distinct ways; for example, a statistics 
course will address learning outcomes differently than a quantitative reasoning course. Also, a given 
concrete example may possibly address more than one Passport Learning Outcome. No single course, 
or Passport student, is expected to demonstrate all of these criteria of transfer level proficiency.  

 

ORAL COMMUNICATION FRAMING LANGUAGE 

Public speaking entails a crucial set of skills for higher education students to develop not just because 
of its importance for effective participation in classrooms, but also primarily because of its central 
position as a tool of democracy and civic engagement.  The ability to prepare and extemporaneously 
deliver an argument grounded in credible information and organized effectively is usually developed 
in one or more courses in oral communication and becomes refined and strengthened through 
application across the curriculum. The following learning outcomes and signs of proficiency are not 
meant to convey all that a student might learn about public speaking, but to provide a balanced 
portrait of what receiving institutions can expect from transfer students who have earned a Passport. 
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ORAL COMMUNICATION 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student has 
learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at 
the transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

Student speakers will be able to: 

Preparation for 
Performance 

Develop a central 
message and 
supporting details by 
applying ethics, critical 
thinking and 
information literacy 
skills. 

 

Organize content for a 
particular audience, 
occasion and purpose. 

Select topics that are relevant to and important for a public 
audience and occasion. 

Find, retrieve, and critically examine information from personal 
experience and published sources for credibility, accuracy, 
relevance, and usefulness. 

Select and critically evaluate appropriate support materials. 

Represent sources accurately and ethically. 

Become fully informed about the subject matter. 

Defend motive of the presentation. 

Apply organizational skills in speech writing that use the claim-
warrant-data method of argument construction. 

 

 

 

Delivery 

 

 

 

 

 

Demonstrate 
performance skills that 
include organizing and 
delivering content for 
a particular audience, 
occasion and purpose, 
and using technology 
as appropriate.   

 

Prepare the audience by verbally outlining the speech at the 
start. 

Present an accurate, relevant and fair message. 

Support main points with specific reference to a variety of 
materials, including statistics, personal examples, testimony, and 
other techniques appropriate for the speaking occasion and 
audience. 

Make clear distinctions between speaker’s ideas and ideas of 
others. 

Use verbal footnotes while delivering the speech. 

Present without reading from notes or visual aids. 
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ORAL COMMUNICATION 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student has 
learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at 
the transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

Student speakers will be able to: 
Delivery 
(continued) 

Use presentation aids or technology to enhance delivery of a 
presentation.  

Use delivery techniques (posture, gesture, eye contact, pauses, 
and vocal expressiveness) and language choices that make the 
presentation understandable, and speaker appears comfortable. 

Treat audience with respect. 

Monitor and 
Adjust 

Monitor and adjust for 
audience feedback. 

Present in the time allotted. 

Recognize that the audience is engaged (e.g., audience 
members are looking at the speaker, orienting body toward 
speaker, displaying appropriate facial expressions) and adjust if 
needed (e.g., the speaker initiates eye contact, rephrases points, 
changes delivery pace, increases volume, steps toward 
audience, provides additional examples). 

Critical 
Receiver 

Listen and critically 
evaluate the speaker's 
central message and 
use of supporting 
materials. 

Audience member will be able to: 

Give speaker full attention (e.g., refrain from using cell 
phone, laptop, iPads, etc.; engaging in other work or side 
conversations; or sleeping). 

Ask and answer questions as appropriate. 

Restate the purpose of the speech. 

Summarize the main points of the speech. 

Complete appropriate, constructive peer evaluations. 
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   Written Communication  

Passport Learning Outcomes and Proficiency Criteria 

 
TRANSFER LEVEL PROFICIENCY CRITERIA  

The transfer level proficiency criteria describe the evidence of proficiency with the Passport Learning 
Outcomes at the transfer level that one might see in a student’s behavior, performance or work. 
These are observable behaviors rather than subjective descriptors such as “appropriate” or 
“excellent.”  

Specific examples, provided in the Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria column, are not intended to 
mandate curriculum or assessment methods, nor do they constitute a comprehensive list of concepts 
that each student must master. Rather, they serve as guidelines for determining whether a student 
has reached the desired level of proficiency for the specific learning outcome through a variety of 
possible methods. The inclusion of many diverse concrete examples is intentional as different 
courses may address a given feature in distinct ways; for example, a statistics course will address 
learning outcomes differently than a quantitative reasoning course. Also, a given concrete example 
may possibly address more than one Passport Learning Outcome. No single course, or Passport 
student, is expected to demonstrate all of these criteria of transfer level proficiency. 

 

WRITTEN COMMUNICATION FRAMING LANGUAGE  

Writing sits at the heart of the mission of the higher education institution. Regardless of the 
discipline, irrespective of the curriculum, written communication is the key that unlocks critical 
thinking, analysis, and logical reasoning. Learning to write effectively as an undergraduate is not 
accomplished in any one course, but learning to use this key to unlock intellectual potential across 
the curriculum does, in fact, require at least one dedicated course. 

The following learning outcomes and proficiency criteria assume that students will experience at 
least one formal course in academic writing as part of their lower-division General Education. They 
also assume that students have opportunities to write as part of other lower-division courses. As 
with the other Passport Learning Outcomes, written communication’s proficiency criteria must be 
interpreted within local contexts.  
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WRITTEN COMMUNICATION 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features  

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these Criteria nor 
is this intended to be a list of all possible Proficiency Criteria. 

Student’s collection of writing may include one or more of the 
following: 

Rhetorical 
Knowledge 

Demonstrate 
rhetorical 
knowledge: address 
issues of audience, 
purpose, genre, 
syntax, structure, 
format and 
knowledge 
appropriate to the 
task. 

Writing in a variety of genres, including, for example, essays, reviews, 
lab reports, case studies, research papers. 

Reflective commentary with analysis of writer’s own levels of 
effectiveness in a variety of writing situations. 

Narrative of historical events and/or fictional events using 
chronological organization. 

Organization and presentation of factual information in the form of a 
report. 

Development of a unified, coherent essay focused on a thesis. 

Development of an analytical argument with attention to detailed 
supporting material appropriate to the context. 

Description and analysis of rhetorical features of a document, such as 
audience, purpose, and genre. 

Employment of a variety of types of evidence, such as definition, 
explanation, analogy, graphics, and/or visuals, as appropriate to the 
context. 

Use of a variety of tones, voices, and personae, such as writing in the 
first person, writing in the third person, adjusting syntax, diction, and 
structure according to the formality of the occasion and purpose.  

Awareness of the conventions and expectations of academic 
audiences. 

Use of technology appropriate to the context. 
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Use of 
Sources 

Evaluate, apply, and 
ethically synthesize 
sources in support 
of a claim, following 
an appropriate 
documentation 
system. 

Critical analysis of all source materials for bias, fairness, accuracy, 
relevance, and validity. 

Integration of source information and ideas with student’s original 
perspective on a topic, with evidence of clear distinctions between 
his/her own ideas and the ideas of others. 

Use of correct punctuation and mechanics to present quotations, 
citations, page numbers, footnotes, endnotes, and references 
(bibliography) in accordance with a recognized format and style 
manual. 

Demonstration of the role of full documentation as a strategy to 
ensure academic integrity, attributing ideas incorporated from books, 
articles, the Web, or any other material to the original source using in-
text citations and ancillary materials (e.g., reference list). 

Presentation of ideas and words of other authors in context, used 
fairly without distortion. 

Papers written individually for each class and/or assignment unless 
explicit approval for collaboration or for rewriting a paper done for a 
previous assignment has been given. 

Understanding of the nature of both obvious (cutting and pasting from 
other sources, buying papers on the Internet) and subtle 
(paraphrasing and summarizing without citation) forms of plagiarism 
and a commitment to avoid it. 
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WRITTEN COMMUNICATION 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features  

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these Criteria nor 
is this intended to be a list of all possible Proficiency Criteria. 

Student’s collection of writing may include one or more of the 
following: 

Writing 
Process 
Knowledge 

Develop flexible 
strategies for 
generating, revising, 
editing, and 
proofreading. 

Working documents from inception of idea to final draft (e.g., 
brainstorming, notes, rough drafts, instructor feedback, peer 
response, collaboration with a peer writing tutor, incorporation of 
feedback in revised text, and other relevant illustrations). 

Evidence of revision strategies that begin with global (higher order) 
concerns and shift to local (lower order) concerns as essays or other 
pieces of writing are developed over time (e.g., a shift from focusing 
on what to write toward how to write it, but recognizing that the 
writing process is recursive, not linear, and the writer may return to 
any stage of process at any time). 

Illustration of skillful use of strategies to create both coherence and 
cohesion (e.g., readers are provided signals to guide their construction 
of meaning from the text by means of transitional words, phrases, and 
sentences; looking forward or backward in the text; and other 
devices). 

Reflective commentary that shows metacognitive awareness of 
successful and unsuccessful use of processes in samples submitted. 

Conventions 
and 
Mechanics 

Demonstrate 
proficiency with 
conventions, 
including spelling, 
grammar, 
mechanics, word 
choice, and format 
appropriate to the 
writing task. 

Demonstration of sentence variety in terms of type, length, word 
order, emphasis, etc. 

Evidence that proficiency with language extends to matters of format 
and paragraphing as well as syntax and style appropriate to the 
context. 

Efforts to eliminate common errors in grammar, punctuation, and 
mechanics; over time, student demonstrates improvement in ability to 
identify and correct patterns of errors. 
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WRITTEN COMMUNICATION 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features  

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these Criteria nor 
is this intended to be a list of all possible Proficiency Criteria. 

Student’s collection of writing may include one or more of the 
following: 

Self-
Assessment 
and 
Reflection 

Reflect on one’s 
inquiry and 
composing 
processes to critique 
and improve one’s 
own and other’s 
writing. 

Discussion of student’s writing process, including experiences and/or 
strategies with invention, drafting, peer feedback/peer review, 
revising, and editing. 

Description and analysis of student’s strengths and weaknesses in 
writing. 

Discussion of student’s writing processes and writing choices 
concerning particular assignments.  
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   Quantitative Literacy 

Passport Learning Outcomes and Proficiency Criteria 

 

TRANSFER LEVEL PROFICIENCY CRITERIA  

The transfer level proficiency criteria describe the EVIDENCE of proficiency with the Passport 
Learning Outcomes at the transfer level that one might see in a student’s behavior, performance or 
work. These are observable behaviors rather than subjective descriptors such as “appropriate” or 
“excellent.”  

Specific examples, provided in the Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria column, are not intended to 
mandate curriculum or assessment methods, nor do they constitute a comprehensive list of concepts 
that each student must master. Rather, they serve as guidelines for determining whether a student 
has reached the desired level of proficiency for the specific learning outcome through a variety of 
possible methods. The inclusion of many diverse concrete examples is intentional as different 
courses may address a given feature in distinct ways; for example, a statistics course will address 
learning outcomes differently than a quantitative reasoning course.  Also, a given concrete example 
may possibly address more than one Passport Learning Outcome. No single course, or Passport 
student, is expected to demonstrate all of these criteria of transfer level proficiency.  

 

QUANTITATIVE LITERACY FRAMING LANGUAGE  

Following are the Quantitative Literacy (QL) Passport Learning Outcomes and corresponding signs of 
proficiency expected of all students earning the Passport. To earn the QL portion of the Passport, the 
student must show proficiency in every Passport Learning Outcome feature listed below.  
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

Computational 
Skills 

Demonstrates 
proficiency with 
arithmetic and 
algebraic 
computational skills, 
and extends them, 
for example, to 
geometric and 
statistical 
computations. 

Correctly solves problems or equations at the appropriate level.   

Uses logarithms to correctly solve a compound interest problem 
for the desired time. 

Solves linear and quadratic algebraic equations accurately and 
reliably without the aid of a calculator. 

Correctly computes the mean, median, mode, and standard 
deviation for a given numerical data set. 

Rearranges the margin of error formula to find the desired sample 
size for a given confidence level and margin of error. 

Finds the area or volume of general geometric objects by 
decomposing them into more basic components (circles, 
triangles, rectangles, cubes, etc.). 

Uses the ideal gas law to compute how one variable is affected as 
another is changed. 

In problems where units are provided, gives answer in correct 
units. Also, uses units as a check when solving algebraic problems 
where units are given. 

Uses a spreadsheet or simple computer programs to automate 
multiple instances of arithmetic calculation. 

Calculates present and future values of money by evaluating 
appropriate formulas. 

Determines proportional relationships between the 
areas/volumes of figures given side (or other) measurements.  
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

Communication 
of Quantitative 
Arguments 

Expresses 
quantitative 
information 
symbolically, 
graphically, and in 
written or oral 
language. 

Correctly uses mathematical notation in all aspects of the solution of 
a typical problem at the appropriate level. 

Accurately converts between proper mathematical 
notation/expressions and written / oral narrative. 

Expresses answer and intermediate steps with correct units. 

Uses appropriate language to link between different steps of 
stating or solving problems. Avoids using “=” to mean anything 
other than equality. 

Uses function notation and parentheses correctly in solving 
problems. 

States the conclusion to a significance test and writes an 
explanation of the rationale for the conclusion. 

Makes appropriate use of graphical objects (such as geometrical 
figures, graphs of equations in two or three variables, histograms, 
scatterplots of bivariate data, etc.) to supplement a solution to a 
typical problem at the appropriate level. 

Includes an appropriate graph to support or emphasize trends or 
findings. 

Draws two consecutive iterations of the Koch Snowflake to 
demonstrate that perimeter increases at each step. 

Uses graphs or plots (box-and-whisker, bar graph, etc.) to 
illustrate a comparison between two related data sets. 

Illustrates important values (such as median, mean, or extrema) 
on a graph or histogram of the data under analysis. 

Uses a graph to correctly present the data collected in a scientific 
experiment. 
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

Analysis of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

Selects and uses 
appropriate 
numeric, symbolic, 
graphical and 
statistical reasoning 
to interpret, analyze 
and critique 
information or line 
of reasoning 
presented by 
others. 

Determines whether a given sequence of steps constitutes a valid 
line of reasoning (such as a proposed proof of a mathematical 
theorem or solution to a quantitative problem).  If not a valid 
method, is able to explain why not.  

Reads passages which use basic statistics (such as from a 
newspaper story) and correctly articulates how those statistics 
could have been calculated and gives a correct analysis of their 
potential meaning. For example, distinguishes between results 
that show statistical correlation and causation. 

When presented with an estimate based on sample data, asks if 
that sample was randomly chosen, and if not, considers whether 
that is relevant. 

Uses present-value and future-value formulas to evaluate claims 
made about investment opportunities. 

Critiques the quantitative results obtained from a scientific 
experiment. 

 

 

Formulation of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

 

 

 

 

Recognize, evaluate, 
and use quantitative 
information, 
quantitative 
reasoning and 
technology to 
support a position 
or line of reasoning. 

Correctly formulates, organizes, and articulates solutions to 
theoretical and application problems at the appropriate level. 

Gives a correct argument why the Koch snowflake has finite area 
but infinite perimeter.  

Analyzes quantitative data collected in an experiment. 

Uses optimization techniques to maximize profit for a business. 

Correctly proves that an irrational number is irrational (for 
example, �2 or 1.010010001… ). 

Uses graphs, diagrams, and charts to compare data sets and draw 
conclusions. 
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

 

Formulation of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 
(continued) 
 

Given the results for a hypothesis test or confidence interval, 
draws an accurate conclusion. 

Describes a scenario in which poll voting (plurality method) gives 
a different result from ranked preference voting. 

Uses a graph and/or appropriate formulas to find the maximum 
or minimum value of a quadratic polynomial, and distinguishes 
between the value at which the maximum occurs and the 
maximum value itself. 

When using linear programming, shows an appropriate graph and 
the details of how the optimum value is obtained. 

Employs proportional reasoning to explain why a subpopulation is 
over or under represented in a sample. 

Utilizes a graph to determine the number of real zeros of a 
quadratic or cubic equation. 

 

 

 

Mathematical 
Process 

 

 

 

 

Design and follow a 
multi-step 
mathematical 
process through to a 
logical conclusion 
and critically 
evaluate the 
reasonableness of 
the result. 

Correctly solves a variety of different problem types (at the 
appropriate level) that involve a multi-step solution. 

Selects an algorithm (such as Cheapest Link Algorithm) for 
working with a graph theory problem (Traveling Salesman) and 
correctly applies it to the exercise. 

Based on given data, correctly computes a confidence interval or 
hypothesis test. 

Uses synthetic division, factoring, graphing, and other related 
techniques to find all the (real) zeros of a suitable cubic/quartic 
polynomial. 

Writes a computer program to do a multi-step calculation that 
involves multiple cases.  For example, identify whether the input 
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

 

Mathematical 
Process 
(continued) 

is a prime number, factor the input, or sort a list of numbers. 
Does appropriate error checking on the resulting computer 
program.  

Calculates multiple monthly loan payments for a given principal 
and different interest rates/times.  Then uses the figures to 
compare the total cost of the loans. 

Given three linear relationships for three unknowns, correctly 
solves for the desired quantities.   

For a given velocity and rate of deceleration, calculates the 
distance required to stop. 

Correctly solves an optimization problem, justifying why their 
solution is in fact an optimal one (for example, using linear 
programming or differential calculus). 

Considers the validity of a result from a multi-step problem. 

Rarely submits solutions that involve an answer of the wrong 
order of magnitude or involving the wrong type of information 
(such as a graphical solution when a numeric one is called for). 

Where possible, checks solutions with the original problem. 

Looks for signs of model breakdown when using an exponential 
growth function in a real-world setting. 

Evaluates the validity of experimental data. 

Recognizes, quantifies (where possible), and articulates the 
possibility of error (type I or II, as appropriate) in a significance 
test. 

Recognizes nonrandom sample data as nonrandom and 
considers the possible impact to conclusions. 
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY 

Passport 
Learning 
Outcome 
Features 

Passport Learning 
Outcomes 

(What the student 
has learned) 

Transfer Level Proficiency Criteria 

(Evidence of proficiency of the learning outcome appropriate at the 
transfer level) 

No single student is expected to demonstrate ALL of these 
Proficiency Criteria nor is this intended to be a list of all possible 

Proficiency Criteria. 

Quantitative 
Models 

Create, analyze and 
apply appropriate 
quantitative models 
to solve quantitative 
theoretical and real-
world problems. 

Correctly solves problems at the appropriate level which require the 
student to choose an appropriate technique or formula. 

Given a floor plan, the cost of the carpet per yard from a roll of 
given width, and the cost of making a cut, devises a scheme to 
carpet a floor plan and calculates the cost. 

Selects the correct model (linear, exponential, logistic, etc.) for a 
population growth problem and then uses it to solve for the 
population size at a given time. 

Given sample data, calculates confidence intervals for population 
means and correctly interprets results. 

Constructs applicable linear demand and quadratic revenue 
functions from given data, then uses the model to determine the 
price and quantity that maximizes revenue. 

Given an estimated growth rate per year and a desired 
investment value after a certain number of years, calculates the 
initial investment required to reach that value. 

Solves problems that involve adding rates. (For example if 
person A requires 4 hours to do a job, and person B requires 3 
hours, how long is required for A and B to do this job together?) 

Selects the correct function type to model a set of real-world 
bivariate data, determines appropriate values for the constants 
in the model, and uses the model to answer questions. 

Utilizes vectors to solve problems involving direction and 
magnitude. 
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ORAL COMMUNICATION COURSE LIST 

Passport Learning Outcome 
(PLO) Features 

Preparation for 
Performance Delivery Monitor and Adjust Critical Receiver 

Passport Learning Outcomes 
(PLOs) 

(WHAT the student has learned) 

Develop a central 
message and supporting 
details by applying 
critical thinking and 
information literacy skills. 

Demonstrate performance 
skills that include organizing 
and delivering content for a 
particular audience, occasion 
and purpose, and using 
technology as appropriate. 

Monitor and adjust 
for audience 
feedback. 

Listen and critically 
evaluate the speaker's 
central message and 
use of supporting 
materials. 

Institution or state system 
Proficiency with the PLOs at the lower-division general education level is produced by earning a “C” or 
better in this course (these courses) 

HAWAII 
Leeward Community College 
 

Speech (SP) 151 or Speech (SP) 251 
Or any lower-division course that is approved/designated as Oral Communication (OC) focus 

University of Hawaii West Oahu SP151  

NORTH DAKOTA 
Lake Region State College 
ND State College of Science 
North Dakota State University 
Valley City State University 

COMM 110 Fundamentals of Public Speaking 

OREGON 
Eastern Oregon University 
 

One of the following: 
COM 111 
COM 112 
COM 214 
COM 215 

Blue Mountain Community College COM111 Fundamental of Speech 

UTAH  
All institutions Communication 1010 or 1020 
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WRITTEN COMMUNICATION COURSE LIST 

Passport Learning Outcome 
(PLO) Features 

Rhetorical 
Knowledge 

Use of Sources 
Writing Process 

Knowledge 
Conventions and 

Mechanics 
Self-Assessment 
and Reflection 

Passport Learning Outcomes 
(PLOs) 

(WHAT the student learned) 

Demonstrate 
rhetorical 
knowledge: address 
issues of audience, 
purpose, genre, 
syntax, and 
structure 
appropriate to the 
task 

Evaluate, apply, 
and ethically 
synthesize 
sources in 
support of a 
claim, following 
an appropriate 
documentation 

system 

Develop flexible 
strategies for 
generating, 
revising, editing, 
and 
proofreading, 
while making use 
of written and 
oral feedback 

Demonstrate mastery of 
conventions, including 
spelling, punctuation, 
grammar, mechanics, 
format, and 
documentation style 
appropriate to the 
writing task 

Reflect on one’s 
inquiry and 
composing 
processes to 
critique and 
improve one’s 
own and others’ 
writing. 

Institution or state system 
Proficiency with the PLOs at the lower-division general education level is produced by earning a “C” or 
better in this course (these courses) 

HAWAII 
Leeward Community College ENG 100 or ENG 100E 

 
University of Hawaii  
West Oahu 

ENG 100  

NORTH DAKOTA 
 
North Dakota State University 

Two courses from the following: 
ENGL 110 College Composition I or ENGL 111 Honors Composition I 
and 
ENGL 120 College Composition II or ENGL 121 Honors Composition II 

Lake Region State College 
 

Two courses from the following: 
ENGL 110 College Composition I or ENGL 111 Honors Composition I  
and 
ENGL 120 College Composition II or ENGL 121 Honors Composition II  
or  
ENGL 125 Intro to Professional Writing 
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WRITTEN COMMUNICATION COURSE LIST 

Passport Learning Outcome 
(PLO) Features 

Rhetorical 
Knowledge 

Use of Sources 
Writing Process 

Knowledge 
Conventions and 

Mechanics 
Self-Assessment 
and Reflection 

ND State College of Science 
Valley City State University  
 

Two courses from the following: 
ENGL 110 College Composition I  
ENGL 120 College Composition II 
ENGL 125 Intro to Professional Writing 
 

OREGON 
Eastern Oregon University  WR 121  

Blue Mountain Community 
College 

WR121, English Composition (4 credits) meets all but “Use of Sources” 
“Use of Sources “requires WR122, English Composition (4 credits) 

UTAH  
All institutions Writing 1010 
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY COURSE LIST 

Passport Learning Outcome 
(PLO) Features 

Computational 
Skills 

Communication 
of Quantitative 

Arguments 

Analysis of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

Formulation of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

Mathematical 
Process 

Quantitative 
Models 

Passport Learning Outcomes 
(PLOs) 
(WHAT the student has learned) 

Demonstrates 
proficiency with 
arithmetic and 
algebraic 
computational 
skills, and 
extends them, 
for example, to 
geometric and 
statistical 
computations 

Expresses 
quantitative 
information  
symbolically, 
graphically, and 
in written or 
oral language 

Selects and uses 
appropriate 
numeric, 
symbolic, 
graphical and 
statistical 
reasoning to 
interpret, analyze 
and critique 
information or 
line of reasoning 
presented by 
others 

Recognize, 
evaluate, and use 
quantitative 
information, 
quantitative 
reasoning and 
technology to 
support a 
position or line of 
reasoning 

Design and 
follow a multi-
step mathe-
matical process 
through to a 
logical 
conclusion and 
critically 
evaluate the 
reasonableness 
of the result 

Create, 
analyze and 
apply 
appropriate 
quantitative 
models to 
solve 
quantitative 
theoretical 
and real-world 
problems 

Institution or state system 
Proficiency with the PLOs at the lower-division general education level is produced by earning a “C” or better 
in this course (these courses) 

HAWAII 
Leeward Community College Math 100 

 
University of Hawaii 
West Oahu 

Math 100 or Math 103  

NORTH DAKOTA 
 
Lake Region State College 
 
 
 

One of the following: 
Math 103 College Algebra 
Math 104 Finite Mathematics 
Math 105 Trigonometry  
Math 107 Pre-Calculus  
Math 146 Applied Calculus  
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY COURSE LIST 

Passport Learning Outcome 
(PLO) Features 

Computational 
Skills 

Communication 
of Quantitative 

Arguments 

Analysis of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

Formulation of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

Mathematical 
Process 

Quantitative 
Models 

 
 
Lake Region State College 
(cont.) 

Math 165 Calculus I  
 
Math 166 Calculus II  
Math 210 Elementary Statistics 

ND State College of Science 

One of the following: 
Math 103 College Algebra  
Math 104 Finite Mathematics  
Math 105 Trigonometry  
Math 107 Pre-Calculus  
Math 146 Applied Calculus I  
Math 147 Applied Calculus II  
Math 165 Calculus I  
Math 166 Calculus II  
Math 210 Elementary Statistics  
Math 265 Calculus III  
Math 266 Introduction to Differential Equations 

North Dakota State University 

One of the following: 
Math 103 College Algebra 
Math 104 Finite Mathematics  
Math 146 Applied Calculus I  
Math 165 Calculus I  
Math 330 Introductory Statistics 

Valley City State University 

One of the following: 
Math 103 College Algebra 
Math 105 Trigonometry  
Math 107 Pre-Calculus  
Math 165 Calculus I 

OREGON 
 
 

One of the following:  
STAT 243 
STAT 327 
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QUANTITATIVE LITERACY COURSE LIST 

Passport Learning Outcome 
(PLO) Features 

Computational 
Skills 

Communication 
of Quantitative 

Arguments 

Analysis of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

Formulation of 
Quantitative 
Arguments 

Mathematical 
Process 

Quantitative 
Models 

Eastern Oregon University 
 

MATH 112 
MATH 251 
MATH 252         
MATH 241 

Blue Mountain Community 
College 

One of the following:  
MTH111 
MTH 112  
MTH231 
MTH 241 
MTH 243 
MTH 251-254 
MTH 256 
MTH 261 
(For the level of application evident in the PLOs, math-intensive courses, e.g. PHY 202/212 or higher, would 
best demonstrate application.) 

UTAH 
All institutions 

One of the following:  
Math 1030 
Quantitative Literacy or 
Math 1040, Statistics 
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   Recording and Tracking Passport Students 

Guidelines for Registrars  

 

 

The Interstate Passport Initiative is a grassroots-originated effort by academic leaders in the WICHE states1 to 
develop policies and practices supporting friction-free transfer for students between institutions in the WICHE 
region. Students who master all Learning Outcomes in the General Education block transfer Passport would 
not have to repeat academic work that addresses any of the Passport Learning Outcomes.  This initiative 
proposes a set of related regional projects that would take place during an approximate five-year time span.  

The first project, launched in October 2011, is The Interstate Passport Initiative: Focusing on Learning 

Outcomes to Streamline Transfer Pathways to Graduation, a pilot project funded for two years by the Carnegie 
Corporation of New York with the goal of determining the feasibility and the process of developing the 
Interstate Passport.  This initial effort seeks to forge general education core block transfer agreements, based 
on the Essential Learning Outcomes, among 28 institutions in the five partner states: California, Hawaii, North 
Dakota, Oregon, and Utah.   

The Essential Learning Outcomes—a quartet of targets that a college curriculum should aim to foster in 
students in order to prepare them for work, life, and strong citizenship—were developed by the Association of 
American Colleges and Universities’ Liberal Education and America’s Promise, known as LEAP, and are already 
being adopted at a variety of institutions and some higher education systems.  

During the two years of this first phase project, faculty will define the learning outcomes to be included in the 
general education core, registrars will determine how to indicate completion of the Passport block on the 
student’s academic record, and registrars and institutional research officers will recommend methods to track 
the academic progress of Passport students. Subsequent stages of the Passport project will use the 
methodology established in the two-year pilot to incorporate learning outcomes from general education areas 
beyond the core into the Passport block, and to gather and analyze the tracking data on the academic 
progress of the Passport students. 

The pilot partners are initially concentrating on the learning outcomes in the lower-division general education 
core, because it is a common denominator among institutions, and so provides the best opportunity for the 
successful development of an interstate Passport during the two years of the pilot project. Faculty leaders in 
the pilot institutions have agreed that for this pilot project the scope of the general education core will consist 
of oral communication, written communication, and quantitative literacy.  

The resulting regional block transfer agreement is expected to demonstrate a proof of concept for the 
development and implementation of a new transfer framework—one based on learning outcomes rather than 
courses and credits—that could streamline pathways to graduation by eliminating students’ repetition of 

                                                           
1 States in the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) Region: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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academic work. Future phases of the project will incorporate additional learning outcomes into the Passport 
block and monitor the academic progress of Passport students. 

The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) serves as the project manager and fiscal 
agent. A Pilot State Facilitator has been appointed in each of the five partner states to lead the intrastate 
efforts and to collaborate in the interstate work to achieve a regional Passport agreement.    

The Registrars’ Role 

In the spring of 2012, the Pilot State Facilitator in each of the partner states enlisted faculty and charged them 
with determining what constitutes achieving the Passport’s selected learning outcomes at their institution and 
how it equates for transfer to/from other participating institutions. During the summer of 2012, a Passport 
Task Force on Student Tracking was assembled by convening selected registrars and institutional researchers 
from the pilot institutions and others in the West. This Task Force was asked to develop methods for the two 
tracking requirements of the pilot project:  

1. Ways for a sending institution to signify on a student’s record that he or she has achieved the learning 
outcomes in the Interstate Passport Gen Ed Core Block so that this requirement is recognized as 
fulfilled by a participating receiving institution.     

2. Ways for participating receiving institutions to track Passport student success and compare it with that 
of students transferring without the Passport and with native students.  Receiving institutions would 
send reports to sending institutions to use in their continuous improvement work.  

  
In undertaking this work, the Task Force was informed by background information related to the transcript 
and student record from the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO).  
According to AACRAO, the transcript is an extract of a student’s record which reflects his or her academic 
performance at an institution.  Items considered essential for inclusion on a transcript are academic activities 
that result in credits, grades and credentials, such as degrees.  AACRAO distinguishes between a database and 
a transcript, indicating that a database may contain many items that are either optional, or not recommended 
for inclusion on the transcript (AACRAO 2011 Academic Records and Transcript Guide).  See 

http://www2.aacrao.org/transcript/index.cfm?fuseaction=show_view&doc_id=4988  

Guiding Principles and Assumptions 

The Student Tracking Task Force worked within the following parameters established by the Passport Advisory 
Board, the Pilot State Facilitators and their faculty representatives:  

x The Passport will be a GE block transfer framework based on LEAP learning outcomes, not courses and 
credits.   

x The Passport GE Block will roll out in a number of stages as the faculty from Passport institutions adds 
more learning outcomes, either singly or as additional blocks. The first version will be a proof of 
concept.  

x The first version of the Passport will include the lower division general education core learning 
outcomes associated with written communication, oral communication, and quantitative literacy.  
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x The number of courses and credits required to achieve a version of the Passport will vary from one 
institution to another. For example, a student may achieve the first version of the Passport at 

Institution A with nine credits. Although 12 credits would be required of native students at Institution 

B, a student from Institution A could transfer with the Passport and meet all the general education 

core requirements. S/he may be required to take an additional three credits to graduate or meet some 

other requirement, but not in general education core.  

x Students may achieve the Passport in different ways at different institutions. These may include 
course completion, test scores, eportfolio and/or other ways deemed appropriate by the Passport 
institution’s faculty.  

x The number of institutions participating in the Passport Initiative will grow as this new transfer model 
wins acceptance and more learning outcomes are included in the block. 

x The solutions must work across different student information systems and work for both paper and 
electronic student records. They may require minor customization for different platforms. 

x The solutions should be simple and easy to implement. They should not require vendor modifications 
at this time.  

x The notations on the student’s record will make sense to registrars at non-Passport institutions.  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Task Force makes the following recommendations responding to the two objectives for recording and 
tracking Passport students. 

Objective 1:  Show on a transcript that learning outcomes have been met.    

RECOMMENDATION 1:  Institutions indicate that a student has achieved the Passport by choosing to use 
one or more of the following options as preferred by the registrar: 

x Adding a comment on the transcript using a standard format. 
x Posting a pseudo course on the transcript. 
x Creating an additional record to accompany a transcript.  

Observations: In choosing one or more of the options above, the Task Force suggests that registrars consider 
the following advantages and potential issues.   

A. COMMENT: A comment can be added to the transcript to let a transcript processor know about the 
Passport, when it was achieved, and where to find additional information about it. 
Advantages 

x Easily read by transcript evaluators reviewing paper transcripts. 
x Easy to post manually. 
x By making the comments self-explanatory, the transcript key will not need to be modified. 
x Institutions choosing this option could easily move to one of the other options later.  

x An automated process can be created to identify the learning objectives and then add the 
comment (and/or add the pseudo course) to the transcript.  
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o Utah State, a Passport institution, has volunteered to write a script for its Banner system 
to identify the learning objectives and add a comment. It will share this program with 
other Banner institutions.  
� Because this would be written as a separate program it should not be an issue as 

upgrades are done to the Banner application. This will not be a modification to 
Banner; it will be a separate process that accesses the Banner Oracle database. 

� The program will have the following sections: 
1. As part of the “end of term” process, it would check to see if the student 

has already acquired the passport and if not test to see if the criteria are 
met. [This will have the most differences among institutions. USU will 
document its criteria well so that it can be modified to meet individual 
institutional requirements. Initially, the criteria may be limited to courses 
but as academic leaders identify other criteria (such as test scores, 
portfolios, experiential learning), the program can be modified to include 
these.] 

2. This section will add a comment to the transcript.  This should be the 
same for all Banner schools but the comment itself could be modified if 
needed. 

Potential Issues 

x Difficult to query for reporting (need to move over this bullet column). 
x Conversion to other formats could be problematic. 
x May be limited to one line of text at some institutions. 
x If not automated, may be time consuming to post and prone to human error. 
 

B. PSEUDO COURSE: A pseudo course can be added to the academic history to indicate achievement of the 
Passport. Institutions not using EDI or XML based transactions would not be required to use the pseudo 
course.  
Advantages 

x An automated process can be created to identify the learning objectives and then add the pseudo 
course to the transcript.  

x May be used to automate some functionality at some institutions, e.g., equivalency tables or 
degree audit.  

x Easily used for reporting purposes.  
x Institutions choosing this option could easily move to one of the other options later.  
x Could work with EDI and EXL transcript exchange.  
x This method would enable receiving institutions to load pseudo courses directly into their SIS to 

be processed against their articulation rules. 

Potential Issues 

x Not identified as good record keeping practice by many institutions. 
x May not be allowed under many institutional faculty policies. 
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x May not be easily automated at many institutions or require additional programming support. 
x Could be confusing to transcript recipients who are not Passport institutions, i.e., businesses and 

grad schools, etc. 
x If only the pseudo course is used the transcript key will need to explain the meaning of the course 

and give a web reference.  
x May require the transcript key to be updated and official transcript paper be reprinted.  
 

C. SUPPLEMENTARY RECORD: An additional record can be created to accompany a transcript sent to 
Passport Institutions.  
Advantages 

x Banner institutions could create another level or PeopleSoft another career or transcript type to 
send an additional transcript recording all Passport outcomes. 

x A participating institution could perform the system-set up to automate and share it with other 
institutions. 

x Could be sent with the transcript to Passport institutions only thus not creating additional 
questions or confusion for the reader. 

x Could be manually produced by institutions that do not wish to create an additional level, career, 
or transcript. 

x Provides for the fewest possible conflicts with faculty policy at pilot institutions. 
x Would work with EDI and XML transcript exchange. 
x Space for the description would not be as limited as on a regular transcript. 
x Easily seen and understood by transcript evaluators. 
x Will be easy to discontinue if process changes or Passport discontinues. 

 
Potential Issues  

x Some institutions may not want to create an additional level or transcript. 
x This process would be somewhat manual, but may eventually be able to be automated based on 

the type of information system.   
x The names of institutions participating in the Passport would have to be coded into the systems 

and updated to indicate sending the special transcript.  
x A second level transcript may require a lot of work by institutions.  
x Institutions choosing this option could not move to one of the other options later without a lot of 

difficulty.  

RECOMMENDATION 2:  Comments on the transcript regarding the Passport be posted in the standard 
format including the version of the Passport, the date it was achieved by the student, and the website 
where more information is available as shown in the following example:  

WICHE Passport Phase 1 
Oral and Written Communications; 
And Quantitative Literacy  

July 19, 2012 (date Passport achieved) 
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See www.wiche/edu/passport/registrar for details 
 
RECOMMENDATION 3:  A standard title for the pseudo course that will work for all institutions—identical to 
the first line of the standard comment—be used to identify the Passport and its version. (Note Banner 
allows a maximum of 29 characters for a course title. Example:  WICHE Passport Phase 1)  

o The title will not conflict with actual courses. It would have zero credits and a P grade. 
o Other considerations in developing the pseudo course: 

� Where the pseudo course fits alphabetically in the catalog listings. It may be good to 
have it first or last (ZZZ for example). 

� Special characters should be avoided. 
� Careful consideration must be given to the prefix and the course number as some 

institutions may use 3 digits and others 4 digits. 
� It would be best to add this as an institutional course in the semester that the 

criteria are met. This allows tracking students before receiving the passport vs. after 
receiving the passport. By adding it as an institutional course, the receiving 
institution knows which institution issued the passport. 

� The title of the course should be consistent with all institutions and should be 
descriptive. Example might be “WICHE Passport Phase I”. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 4:  For subsequent versions of the Passport, the (1) comment, (2) pseudo course, and 
(3) supplementary record should be named in a consistent fashion.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 5:  Institutions participating in the Passport project include information about it in their 
student catalog. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 6:  WICHE provide information for registrars on its website defining the Passport, what 
constitutes each version and its date range, and a list of participating institutions and the date they were 
approved for Passport status. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 7:  Passport partners raise awareness about the Passport by making presentations at 
AACRAO and other conferences, and by sending emails to registrars. 

Objective 2:  Tracking Passport students for continuous improvement of participating institutions.   

Observations: In developing its recommendations, the Task Force made the following observations: 

A receiving institution will see a comment and/or a pseudo course, or a supplementary transcript from the 
sending institution. Regardless of how the passport is noted, the receiving institution can enter a pseudo 
course in the transfer work from the sending institution. Those using EDI/XML can have the course entered 
automatically.  
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Using a pseudo course to record a passport from another institution allows the receiving institution to note 
the sending institution that awarded the passport and the semester it was awarded. A pseudo course in 
transfer work does not have the same issues of having a pseudo course that is an institution-based course. 
That is, there is not a need to have something in the institution catalog about the course and there does not 
need to be an entry on the transcript key. 
 
This method will provide all of the information to do comparisons of graduation rates, GPA and other 
statistics: comparing students with the passport and those without the passport. Registrars can also do the 
reports by the sending institution and can compare the results from the various sending institutions as well as 
to those of native students. They can also do reports comparing students that transfer from the various 
institutions who have completed the passport vs. those who transfer without completing the passport. They 
can also track students’ success up to the point they get the passport and their progress after getting the 
passport. All the information needed to produce reports will be available and the reporting process will be 
similar to that currently used for various cohorts. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 1:  Request academic leadership, in consultation with their institutional research staff, 
specify 

x Information they want included in the institutional reports. 
x How frequently the reports should be run and shared. 
x Information they want included in aggregate reports published on the WICHE site. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 2:  Reconvene the Task Force to  

x Create templates for the various reports. 
x Develop guidelines for the reporting and sharing process. 

 

  

ATTACHMENT II     65



 43 

TASK FORCE MEMBERS 

MaryEtta Chase, Registrar 
Salt Lake Community College 
 
Barbara Grover, Assistant Provost, Institutional Effectiveness 
Salt Lake Community College 
 
Lisa Johnson, Director of Articulation & Transfer 
North Dakota University System 
 
Bob Kieran, Asst Vice Chancellor Inst Research & Planning 
Oregon University System 
 
Nancy Krogh, University Registrar/Passport Advisory Board Member 

University of Idaho 
 
LaDawn Miera, Transfer Manager 
Salt Lake Community College 
 
Scott Morrell, Transfer Coordinator 
Southern Oregon University 
 
Roland Squire, Registrar 
Utah State University Registrar’s Office 

Michael Sweney, Administrative Coordinator 
Transfer & New Partnerships Articulations 
Portland State University 
 
Craig Taylor, Institutional Research, Assessment and Planning 
Lane Community College 
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Passport Tracking System 
 

 

The Passport is built on the foundation of trust and tracking. Trust is the understanding that faculty at one 
institution believe that faculty at other Passport institutions prepare their students to achieve the Passport 
Learning Outcomes at the proficiency level for transfer. Tracking is the process of collecting data to assess the 
performance of Passport transfer students at their receiving institutions compared to the performance of 
native students and their non-Passport transfer students at those same institutions.   

 
The Tracking System. Institutions participating in the Passport agree to collect data and provide it annually to 
the Passport Central Data Repository (CDR) for analysis. The aggregate data will be available to both sending 
and receiving institutions for continuous improvement efforts and for use by the Passport Review Board (PRB) 
in considering institutions’ requests for renewal of their Passport status. Additionally, this information in 
aggregate can inform the public about the success of the Passport as a new transfer framework.   

 
x Hypothesis.  The tracking data will provide evidence that will improve  faculty’s trust at both Passport 

sending and receiving institutions as it determines the academic progress of Passport students relative 

to the progress of  native and non- Passport transfer students. 
 
x Limitations. Many complications exist in gathering meaningful data for comparison of Passport 

students to other students. For example, some students may transfer immediately after achieving the 
Passport while others will achieve the Passport and continue to take additional courses before 
transferring. Still others will achieve the Passport and stop out for one or more terms before resuming 
or transferring. Other issues arise at the receiving institution. For example, finding an equivalent 
cohort or representative sample of native students could prove difficult. Passport students may 
choose different pathways at the receiving institution, making useful comparison more complex. 
Additionally, the number of Passport students at some institutions may be too small initially (e.g., less 
than five) to compare and may result in the potential to identifying individual students, which might 
conflict with FERPA rules. 

 
x Focus. Thus, the tracking system will focus on a representative sample of similar students at each 

institution to minimize the impact of uncontrollable variables and maximize the chance that a 
significant number of Passport students will be included in the data.   

 
How it Will Work. As a basis of comparison, the tracking system will gather data on the academic progress of 
Passport students and non-Passport transfer students in each of their first two terms at receiving institutions. 

 
x Student Population Segments.  For purposes of comparison, Passport receiving institutions will collect 

and share data with the CDR for the following student population segments in each of the first two 
academic terms after transferring to the receiving institution: 

o Passport Transfer Students 
o Non-Passport Transfer Students 
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x Data Collected by Receiving Institutions: For each of the first two terms after at least one Passport 
student transfers to a Passport receiving institution, Passport receiving institutions will provide the 
following data: 

o Academic Year 
o Academic Term of the Report 
o Academic Term of Entering Receiving Institution 
o Term Type 
o Receiving Institution 
o Sending Institution 
o State of Sending Institution 
o Student Category 
� Non-Passport Transfer (TNPP) 
� Passport Transfer (TYPP) 

o Number of credits of A, B, C, D, Did Not Finish, and F earned at the receiving institution in each 
of the first two terms after the student transfers by Passport students and by non-Passport 
transfer students from each sending institution.  

o Mean GPA – Weighted for number of credits each student completed – calculation ----  

[(each students’ GPA)*(# of credits the student completed)] 
(total credits completed by all students) 

 
o Mean number of credits enrolled in at the receiving institution for each of the first two terms 

after transferring 

The templates in the Appendix should be used to submit the data. 
 
Tracking Reports. The data described above will be used in several different reports, including the following: 
 

x Passport Institution Reports. Each Passport institution will create and submit annually a report that 
compares the academic progress of the two transfer student populations at its institution. The 
template for this report is in the appendix. To insure that the CDR has complete records, each 
Passport institution will submit this report even in years for which an institution has no Passport 
students. In addition, institutions are encouraged to consider reviewing the results of this report 
internally and compare transfer students’ academic progress with that of their native students to 
determine the cause of any significant differences and steps that might be taken to improve the 
academic progress of one or more of the groups as warranted.  

 
x Passport Central Data Repository Reports. The CDR will collect the data from the Passport receiving 

institutions annually and prepare the following reports. 
o Annual Report to Sending Institutions. Annually, the CDR will sort all of the data from 

receiving institutions and create a composite report for each sending institution that provides 
information on the academic progress of the sending institution’s transfer students at each 
receiving institution (see appendix for the template for this report). The CDR will send a copy 
of this report to the designated individual at the sending institution, and also provide a copy 
to the PRB for its confidential use in the review process for Passport status. This report may 
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help sending institutions recognize areas in which they need to improve their learning 
opportunities and/or assessment methods. 

o Multi-Year Report to Sending Institutions. Every five years, the CDR will create a composite 
report for sending institutions that compares the results of their annual reports. A copy of this 
report will be provided to the PRB for its confidential use during the review process for 
Passport status.  

o Annual Aggregate Passport Report. Annually, the CDR will provide to the PRB a report that 
aggregates the data across all participating institutions. This data should report on the success 
of the Passport as a new transfer framework. 

o Multi-Year Aggregate Report. Every five years, the CDR will create and provide to the PRB a 
composite report that compares the results of its annual aggregate reports for a longitudinal 
view of the Passport’s success as a new transfer framework. 

Central Data Repository. Utah State University (USU) will serve as the Passport Central Data Repository for 
the Phase I Block of the project. In that role, it will:  

x Define the data elements to be collected by participating institutions.  
x Create a process by which pilot institutions (and others in WICHE states who are approved for 

Passport status) can submit data electronically to USU on November 1 each year. 
x Create a template for institutional reports. 
x Create and distribute annual reports to sending institutions. 
x Create and provide to PRB the annual aggregate report. 
x Create templates for the multi-year reports for institutions and the multi-year aggregate report. 
x With WICHE staff and consultants, determine specifications for the data collection and CDR reports for 

Phase II.  
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Appendix 
Data Reporting Templates 

Data = Number of A, B, C, D, DNF and F Credits Earned 

Template for receiving institutions to use to submit data to the 
Central Data Repository (Roland Squires, Utah State University) 

 
Data Each Receiving Institution Will Send to the CDR 

First Term After Transferring ( 3 quarters – never summer term) 

Academic 
Year 

Academic 
term of 

This 
Report 

Academic 
Term of 
Entering 

Receiving 
Institution 

Term 
Type 

Receiving 
Institution 

State of 
Sending 

Institution 

Sending 
Institution 

Student Category: 
TYPP=transfer 

w/PSPT; 
TNPP=Transfer w/o 

PSPT 

# of 
Students 

Number of Credits with Grade of  
Mean GPA 
Weighted 
on basis of 

# of  Cr 
each 

student 
completed 

Mean 
number of 

credits 
enrolled A B C s 

Did 
Not 

Finish 
F 

2014 
2015 

Spring 
2015 Fall 2014 Sem ND1 

All TYPP All Passport TYPP 33 79 111 146 102 33 37 2.05 15.4 
All TNPP All No TNPP 40 93 119 175 118 50 45 2.00 15.0 

                      

HI HI1 
Passport TYPP 6 12 22 30 20 6 6 2.02 16.0 

No TNPP 8 18 24 38 24 10 6 2.03 15.0 

OR OR1 
Passport TYPP 8 19 30 45 30 10 10 1.99 18.0 

No TNPP 13 30 40 55 40 15 15 2.00 15.0 

UT 

UT 1 
Passport TYPP 5 12 13 14 7 7 7 2.03 12.0 

No TNPP 8 20 24 34 24 12 6 2.03 15.0 

UT 2 
Passport TYPP 13 36 46 57 45 10 14 2.12 16.0 

No TNPP 5 13 16 18 15 7 6 2.01 15.0 

UT 3 
Passport TYPP 1                 

No TNPP 6 12 15 30 15 6 12 1.87 15.0 

Since UT3 has fewer than five Passport students, no grades will be reported. 
 

Second Term After Transferring 

Academic 
Year 

Academic 
term of 

This 
Report 

Academic 
Term of 
Entering 

Receiving 
Institution 

Term 
Type 

Receiving 
Institution 

State of 
Sending 

Institution 

Sending 
Institution 

Student Category: 
TYPP=transfer 

w/PSPT; 
TNPP=Transfer w/o 

PSPT 

# of 
Students 

Number of Credits with Grade of 
Mean GPA 
Weighted 
on basis of 

# of  Cr 
each 

student 
completed 

Mean 
number of 

credits 
enrolled A B C s Did Not 

Finish F 

2015 
2016 Fall 2015 Fall 2014 Sem ND1 

All TYPP All Passport TYPP 33 100 148 175 72 20 14 2.39 16.03 
All TNPP All No TNPP 40 104 147 198 96 25 28 2.26 14.95 

                      

HI HI1 
Passport TYPP 6 16 29 33 19 4 1 2.31 17.00 

No TNPP 8 20 29 40 19 8 4 2.22 15.00 

OR OR1 
Passport TYPP 8 22 45 52 15 7 3 2.38 18.00 

No TNPP 13 30 49 66 24 6 8 2.31 14.08 

UT 

UT 1 
Passport TYPP 5 21 21 21 5 4 3 2.59 15.00 

No TNPP 8 22 31 39 19 5 4 2.32 15.00 

UT 2 
Passport TYPP 13 41 53 69 33 5 7 2.38 16.00 

No TNPP 5 18 21 26 13 3 4 2.35 17.00 

UT 3 
Passport TYPP 1               0.00 

No TNPP 6 14 17 27 21 3 8 2.02 15.00 

Since UT3 has fewer than five Passport students, no grades will be reported. 
 

 

ATTACHMENT II     70



 48 

Data Reporting Templates 

Data = Number of A, B, C, D, DNF and F Credits Earned 

Template for CDR to use for its annual report  
to each sending institution 

Annual Report from CDR to Each to Sending Institution 

First Term After Transferring 

Academic 
Term of 

This 
Report 

Academic 
Term of 

Entry into 
Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Term 
Type 

Sending 
Institutio

n 

State of 
Receiving 
Institution 

Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Student 
Categor

y 

# 
students 

Number of Credits with Grade of 
Mean GPA 
Weighted 
on basis of 

# of  Cr 
each 

student 
completed 

Mean 
number of 

credits 
enrolled A B C s 

Did 
Not 

Finish 
F 

Fall 2014 Spring 
2014 Sem HI2 

OR OR 1 
TYPP 9 20 30 45 30 10 10 2.9 16.1 
TNPP 2 3 7 10 7 2 1 2.07 15.0 

               

ND 
  

ND1 TYPP 4 11 15 20 15 6 5 2.15 18.0 
TNPP 3 6 10 13 10 5 2 2.05 15.3 

             

ND2 
TYPP 12 30 40 55 40 15 15 2.17 16.3 
TNPP 2 4 8 11 8 3 1 2.06 17.5 

Second Term After Transferring 

Academic 
Term of 

This 
Report 

Academic 
Term of 

Entry into 
Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Term 
type 

Sending 
Institutio

n 

State of 
Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Receiving 
Institution 

Student 
Categor

y 

# 
students 

Number of Credits with Grade of 
Mean GPA 

Weighted on 
basis of # of  

Cr each 
student 

completed 

Mean 
numbe

r of 
credits 
enrolle

d 
A B C s 

Did 
Not 

Finish 
F 

Fall 2014 Spring 
2014 Sem HI2 

OR OR 1 
TYPP 9 30 40 40 20 0 0 3.4 14.4 
TNPP 2 4 17 11 0 0 0 2.78 16.0 

               

ND 
  

ND1 
TYPP 4 14 16 25 10 5 2 2.34 18.0 
TNPP 3 7 12 16 7 3 1 2.29 15.3 

             

ND2 
TYPP 12 50 44 60 20 11 10 2.55 16.3 
TNPP 2 5 10 15 4 2 0 2.33 18.0 
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Template for CDR to use for its annual report  
to each sending institution 

Annual Report from CDR to Each to Sending Institution 

First Term After Transferring 

Academic 
Term of 

This 
Report 

Academic 
Term of 

Entry into 
Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Term 
Type 

Sending 
Institutio

n 

State of 
Receiving 
Institution 

Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Student 
Categor

y 

# 
students 

Number of Credits with Grade of 
Mean GPA 
Weighted 
on basis of 

# of  Cr 
each 

student 
completed 

Mean 
number of 

credits 
enrolled A B C s 

Did 
Not 

Finish 
F 

Fall 2014 Spring 
2014 Sem HI2 

OR OR 1 
TYPP 9 20 30 45 30 10 10 2.9 16.1 
TNPP 2 3 7 10 7 2 1 2.07 15.0 

               

ND 
  

ND1 
TYPP 4 11 15 20 15 6 5 2.15 18.0 
TNPP 3 6 10 13 10 5 2 2.05 15.3 

             

ND2 
TYPP 12 30 40 55 40 15 15 2.17 16.3 
TNPP 2 4 8 11 8 3 1 2.06 17.5 

Second Term After Transferring 

Academic 
Term of 

This 
Report 

Academic 
Term of 

Entry into 
Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Term 
type 

Sending 
Institutio

n 

State of 
Receiving 
Institutio

n 

Receiving 
Institution 

Student 
Categor

y 

# 
students 

Number of Credits with Grade of 
Mean GPA 

Weighted on 
basis of # of  

Cr each 
student 

completed 

Mean 
numbe

r of 
credits 
enrolle

d 
A B C s 

Did 
Not 

Finish 
F 

Fall 2014 Spring 
2014 Sem HI2 

OR OR 1 
TYPP 9 30 40 40 20 0 0 3.4 14.4 
TNPP 2 4 17 11 0 0 0 2.78 16.0 

               

ND 
  

ND1 
TYPP 4 14 16 25 10 5 2 2.34 18.0 
TNPP 3 7 12 16 7 3 1 2.29 15.3 

             

ND2 
TYPP 12 50 44 60 20 11 10 2.55 16.3 
TNPP 2 5 10 15 4 2 0 2.33 18.0 
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Timeline for Implementation 

 

 

Fall, 2013 Agreement on Passport Tracking System 

  

Jan, 2014 A. Passport Institutions identify students who completed Passport Block 
between Jan 1, 2013 and Jan 1, 2014 

 B. Passport Central Data Repository advises Passport institutions of specific 
methods for submitting Passport Tracking Reports 

 C. Passport institutions receive materials to use for informing students about 
the Passport 

  

July, 2014 Passport institutions identify students who completed Passport Block since Jan 
1, 2014 

  

Nov, 2014 Passport institutions submit Passport Tracking Reports to Central Data 
Repository 

(Report students who completed Passport Block between Jan 1, 2013 and the 
end of the 2013-2014 academic year) 

  

Spring, 
2015 

Passport Review Board meets to: 

A. Evaluate applications from institutions seeking to join the Passport 
Initiative  

B. Evaluate the operation of the Passport Tracking System  
C. Provide action items to the Passport team. 

  

July, 2015 A. Passport institutions identify students who completed Passport Block 
during 2014-2015 academic year 

 B. Passport Central Data Repository distributes Passport Tracking Report to 
Passport Sending Institutions 
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COMPLETION OF THE FIRST CYCLE OF THE  
PASSPORT TRACKING SYSTEM 

  

Nov, 2015 Passport institutions submit Passport Tracking Report for 2014-2015 academic 
year to Central Data Repository 

  

Spring, 
2016 

Passport Review Board meets to  

A. Evaluate applications from institutions seeking to join the Passport Initiative  
B. Evaluate the operation of the Passport Tracking System  
C. Provide action items to the Passport team. 
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