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Proposed Revisions to the Statewide Transfer and GT Pathways Policy
CDHE received 12 survey responses and one detailed written submission from institutional representatives and stakeholder organizations. Overall, feedback was generally supportive of the policy goals, statutory alignment, and efforts to address recommendations from the Office of the State Auditor transfer audit. Most respondents indicated that the revisions were clear or very clear, aligned with current statutes and regulations, and would have a positive or mixed impact on students and institutions. 
Key Themes
1. Broad Support for Strengthening Transfer Protections
Multiple respondents expressed support for revisions intended to:
· Reduce duplicative documentation requests.
· Improve transferability of GT Pathways coursework.
· Strengthen protections for students transferring under Statewide Transfer Articulation Agreements.
· Improve recognition and transfer of military, prior learning assessment (PLA), AP, IB, and CLEP credit.
· Increase transparency regarding how transfer credit is applied toward degree requirements.
Respondents noted that these changes could reduce barriers for transfer students, veterans, and other learners with previously awarded credit while supporting timely degree completion and return on investment. 
2. Concerns Regarding Reliance on Previous Institutional Credit Evaluations
The most significant feedback focused on provisions addressing transfer of credit previously evaluated by another Colorado public institution (Sections 5.03.22, 8.02.04, and related provisions).
Several institutions expressed concerns regarding:
· Reliance on prior institutional evaluations without underlying documentation.
· Potential propagation of evaluation errors.
· Academic record integrity and fraud prevention.
· Alignment with national transfer evaluation practices and standards.
· Responsibility for verifying source credentials and transcripts.
Several respondents suggested clarifying when receiving institutions may request documentation and maintaining limited opportunities for institutions to exercise professional judgment when documented concerns exist. 
3. Administrative and Staffing Implications
A number of institutions indicated support for the policy objectives but expressed concern regarding implementation burden, particularly at smaller institutions with limited staff.
Frequently cited areas included:
· Student notification requirements.
· Documentation and tracking requirements.
· Transcript notation changes.
· Degree audit and student information system modifications.
· Review and communication timelines.
Several respondents recommended preserving institutional flexibility regarding how students are informed when transfer credit is accepted but not applied to degree requirements. 
4. Requests for Additional Clarity
Respondents identified several areas where additional clarification may improve consistency of implementation, including:
· The definition of "Elective Credit."
· The meaning of "transcript-level detail."
· The meaning of "insufficient detail."
· Expectations surrounding student notifications.
· Applicability of GT Pathways requirements to applied and technical degree programs.
· Operation of BAS waivers and their relationship to student transfer protections. 
5. Applied Degree and BAS Transfer Pathways
Several comments requested additional clarification regarding:
· Transferability of AAS degree coursework.
· Student mobility among AAS, BAS, BA, and BS pathways.
· Expectations for credit application across different receiving programs.
· How GT Pathways waivers interact with transfer requirements.
Feedback suggested distinguishing more clearly between program-level waiver provisions and student-level transfer protections. 
6. Military and Prior Learning Assessment Credit
Comments generally supported the policy’s efforts to improve transferability and recognition of military and prior learning assessment credit. Several respondents noted that successful implementation may require additional institutional training and clarification regarding transcript practices. 
Suggested Revisions Emerging from Public Comment
Public comments suggest potential refinement of policy language in the following areas:
· Clarify key definitions and implementation expectations.
· Refine language regarding reliance on prior institutional evaluations while preserving audit-response objectives.
· Provide additional institutional flexibility regarding communication and advising requirements.
· Further clarify applied-degree transfer pathways and BAS waiver provisions.
· Retain clear protections for students transferring under statewide transfer agreements while addressing concerns regarding documentation and exceptional circumstances. 
Overall Assessment
Public comment generally supports the direction of the proposed revisions and the underlying goals of improving transfer transparency, reducing barriers to student mobility, strengthening transfer guarantees, and implementing audit recommendations. Most concerns focused not on the policy goals themselves, but on operational implementation, workload implications, and the scope of provisions related to transfer evaluation portability and documentation requirements. Feedback suggests that targeted clarifications and implementation flexibility may improve institutional acceptance while preserving the substantive intent of the proposed revisions.


