
RAC 

April 4, 2011 

Present:  Bonnie Anderson, Suzanne Bardouche, Rhonda Bjurlin, Sheryl Bolstad, Raechel 

Bosch, Brad Bostrom, Cortney Carlson, Hannah Carney, Laurel Carroll, Agnes Chagani, Kristin 

Cleveland, Kelly Condit-Shrestha, Pam Cook, Gary Cooper, David Crane, Dan Delaney, Molly 

Diethelm, Tina Falkner, Vicki Field, Jennifer Franko, Wendy Friedmeyer, Laurie Gardner, Kit 

Gordon, Ann Hagen, Kevin Havard, Jeremy Hernandez, Constance Hessburg-Odland, Chuck 

Hippman, Shannon Hofmann, Emily Holt, Jason Holscher, Lisa Hubinger, Sara Ihrig, Jill 

Johnson, Sue Johnson, Amber Knapp, Jennifer Koontz, Nathan Kopka, Mary Koskan, Amanda 

Laskowski, Linda Lindholm, Aileen Lively, Jo Lundblad, Katie MacDonald, Stacia Madsen, 

Gayla Marty, Emily Mraz, Margo Mueller, Mary Ellen Nerney, Anya Norton, Ingrid Nuttall, Brian 

Olson, Cathy Parlin, Robin Peterson, Ann Rausch, Lonna Riedinger, Jody Seiler-Peterson, 

Cindy Pavlowski, Genny Rosing, Cindy Salyers, Julie Selander, Mary Ellen Shaw, Deanne 

Silvera, Susan Suchy, Nathan Tesch, Georganne Tolaas, Anita Wallace, Donna Weispfenning, 

Stefanie Wiemeski, Lisa Wiley, Ellyn Woo 

No corrections to the March minutes. 

Announcements:  

Ingrid Nuttall announced that the following policies are currently in the 30-day public comment 

period: Departmental Exams for Credit, Nationally-Recognized Exams, and Class Scheduling. 

This was also announced in Brief.  

Ingrid also updated the group in the upcoming PeopleTools upgrade. It is scheduled to begin 

April 16 at 2 p.m., ending April 17 at 4 p.m. When the upgrade is taking place, PeopleSoft and 

all related applications will be unavailable, including web registration, student account, APAS, 

and others. There was an article about this upgrade-related outage in the Record. There will be 

communication to students and an alert on the One Stop website. A brief statement about this 

outage also appeared in the queue time email that students received. There are no new queue 

times scheduled for that weekend during the outage, and only the first round of queue times will 

begin April 14 and April 15. Members of the group should contact Ingrid (ingridn@umn.edu) with 

any questions related to communication, and Aileen Lively (a-live@umn.edu) with any technical 

questions. The upgrade will be bringing some minor changes to the “look and feel” of 

PeopleSoft. The student records training & support team will send an email to staff about 

several workshops, where attendees can get a preview of what the changes will look like the 

week before the upgrade. Sue Van Voorhis clarified that this People Tools upgrade is different 

from the comprehensive PeopleSoft upgrade, which is still in the future.   

Sue Van Voorhis announced last month that several federal regulations related to repeating 

courses and credit values may be changing. Those potential changes have not yet prompted 

the University to make changes, though there may be further news in May. ASR will continue to 

watch the situation and keep the group informed.  
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Sue also announced that Mary Koskan will be retiring from the University on May 12, in order to 

start a new career in boating, traveling, and entertaining. There will likely be an interim director 

in One Stop.  

 

Course Guide focus group and promotions 

Kasi Williamson (ASR) and Hannah Carney (Disability Services) provided an update on the 

Course Guide promotions project and focus groups with instructors. A broad range of instructors 

were included in the focus groups. The purpose was to find out what the instructor experience 

was related to the Course Guide and surrounding communications, and their assessments of 

using the Course Guide to increase access for students with print disabilities. It was clear in the 

focus group discussions that participants were dedicated to doing their best work for students. 

Hannah Carney reviewed how the document conversion process works and why the Course 

Guide would be a good place for Disability Services staff to access syllabi in a timely way, so 

that they can convert course materials for students. Through the focus groups, the team learned 

that several things can make posting a syllabus in advance of the term challenging, including: 9-

month contracts that start just before fall term; a desire to create and continue to refine the best 

possible course and syllabus, and a corresponding hesitation to post a “preliminary” or 

incomplete syllabus; and course sections that are assigned to instructors just before the term 

begins.  

Kasi clarified that instructors cannot even access the Course Guide for a particular course until 

they are officially assigned as the primary instructor in PeopleSoft, so the last issue is a 

challenging one in some cases. However, the Course Guide does allow some flexibility that 

might help with this issue; departmental staff can enter a general description for courses when 

no instructor has yet been assigned.  

The focus groups also highlighted the broad spectrum of awareness of the Course Guide that 

exists. Some participants knew what the Course Guide is and when it should be updated, others 

were unaware. It is possible that email communications are not reaching a certain cohort of 

instructors who are added late as primary instructors, which could be one reason for the varying 

levels of awareness. Also, when asked how they might expect to receive communications about 

the syllabus and the Course Guide, participants gave a broad range of responses. There did not 

appear to be a consistent channel through which participants expected to receive this type of 

information. This leaves two options for communication: Either sending messages through all of 

the various channels, or trying to create a shared expectation of how this information will be 

communicated to instructors. The team is drafting a promotions plan to address these 

challenges and communicate more effectively to instructors about the Course Guide. 

Participants seemed very willing to help and do more.  

Kasi and Hannah asked the group for their ideas of how to communicate better with instructors 

about the Course Guide.  



Linda Lindholm asked if the focus group participants included adjunct faculty, pointing out that it 

is not possible to add them as instructors until contracts are signed. Kasi confirmed that the 

focus group participants included a broad range of instructor types, including adjunct instructors. 

Kasi indicated that, for courses that should have consistency across instructors, there could be 

a general staff description to give the students a better idea of the course expectations. 

Linda Lindholm stated that, on their department’s website, they have course profiles for each 

course that include a lot of information, including the types of assignments. Is there a way to link 

to this information? Kasi replied that yes, there is a field for Course URL in the Course Guide. It 

would be possible to use the “Staff” description to enter the Course URL, which would then roll 

forward from term to term.  

Kit Gordon added that the honors seminars are taught from faculty across campus, so the UHP 

asks the faculty members to send information to them, and staff enter it into the Course Guide.  

Sheryl Bolstad asked if the person who schedules courses for a department could look through 

the Course Guide for missing descriptions and email the instructors directly. Kasi replied that 

department schedulers are sent “helper” documents each term, which include instructions for 

using the “Course Guide Usage Class Detail” UM Report to identify which courses do not yet 

have Course Guide descriptions, and generating a list of email addresses to send reminders. 

Some departments do send these reminders. However, it can also be the case that department 

administrators are dealing with a very big workload, so efforts are also made to contact 

instructors directly in order to distribute the work of updating the Course Guide. Each semester, 

more than 3,000 instructors who are assigned to courses are sent a reminder email, and these 

instructors could update the Course Guide. The Course Guide is a flexible tool, and the solution 

is very likely not “one size fits all.”  

In the short term, the Course Guide promotions team has determined that they will send more 

than one email to instructors this term, and they will experiment with different email senders. 

They also included student survey data in the last reminder email, to show that the Course 

Guide is important to students. Please contact Kasi (will2026@umn.edu) or Hannah 

(catin004@umn.edu) if you have any additional promotional ideas.  

 

Student account re-write, Julie Selander and Chuck Hippman 

Julie Selander and Chuck Hippman informed the group of several recent and upcoming 

enhancements to the student account application. When several changes to the student 

account system go live at the end of May, student bills will show real-time account information, 

and they will be hosted within the student account (rather than in UM Pay). In the future, only 

payment services will be hosted within UM Pay.  

Julie Selander explained that these enhancements will address many long-standing issues 

related to the student account, UM Pay, and Parent/Guest access. Discrepancies between UM 

Pay bills, which only show a “snapshot in time,” and the online student account have generated 

confusion among students and calls to One Stop for some time. Students also had to grant 
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access to parents or guests in two different systems: In Parent/Guest Access to view student 

account information, and again in UM Pay to pay bills.   

Several preliminary changes were recently made to the student account and the Parent/Guest 

Access systems to the lay the groundwork for the major change to student bills. These include 

preventing students whose accounts have moved to collection agencies from seeing their 

student account, because collection fees will not appear in the student account, making the 

balance there inaccurate. Now, students need to contact Student Account Assistance to get 

their account activity and balance.  

In June 2010, the system began posting e-payments from UM Pay into the student account 

application in real time; it also removes holds in real time. These were previously overnight 

processes. In July 2010, the team implemented real-time tuition calculation in the student 

account, so that, for example, if a student drops a course during a time when a refund is offered, 

the student account will update with the correct balance when the student logs in. This was also 

an overnight process in the past.  

More recent enhancements allow students to continue to update their Parent/Guest Access 

settings, even when they are no longer “active” in PeopleSoft Program/Plan. Guests will also be 

able to maintain their access, and to update their own email address, so that they will continue 

to receive emails from the system. Some additional clarifying information was also added to 

explain that email addresses in the system are only used for related University business (and 

not sold to other entities, etc.).  

Chuck Hippman added that the Parent/Guest Access system sends very few emails, but having 

correct email addresses will be very important to introduce the changes to the student account 

system. Beginning May 29, the University will host student bills within the student account, so 

students and authorized payers will not log in to UM Pay to see their bill and begin the payment 

process. UM Pay will continue to host the e-payment services, but UM Pay will only be 

accessible through the student account, not as a separate application.  

Chuck and Julie gave a preview of the revised student account and payment pages. Students 

will log in to their student account to see their bill, which will include their real-time account 

activity. When students choose “Pay online now,” they will see a new billing page. This new 

online bill will look exactly like the paper bill, which will improve customer service. Under 

payment options, the student will choose to pay the minimum due or a different amount. Then, 

when they click the “continue” button, they will be re-directed to the UM Pay payment pages to 

choose their method of payment.  

A warning will appear at the top of screen if students have an AU hold, letting them know that 

they haven’t made payments on time, and this hold may affect their ability to register or obtain 

transcripts.  

It is important to note that current authorized payers will lose their UM Pay transaction history 

and payment profiles; this will be communicated in emails to that group, so that they can save 

and/or set up this information in the new system.  



Julie Selander stated that this is a big service improvement for One Stop and students; the 

difference between the student account and UM Pay is one of the biggest sources of questions 

that One Stop receives. This update will also put all student financial information in one place, 

and provide a single access point for authorized guests to view account information and pay 

bills. The University will also save the money it previously paid to the vendor to host the billing 

process. 

The team is working on web updates and a communication plan to students, guests, and staff; 

they may have a status update at the May RAC meeting. 

Julie stated that the next phase in this process will be to re-write the student account itself to 

make it more clear and less confusing for students. 

Mary Ellen Shaw asked if students will now be able to use Visa to pay their tuition bills. Julie 

confirmed that the University does not take Visa, and this will not change. Visa mandates that 

the institution pay the transaction fees, and requires that the same payment service be provided 

on the phone, as well as online. It is common among higher education institutions to not accept 

Visa payments, for these reasons. The options are MasterCard, Discover, and American 

Express.  

Julie also noted that only about 10% of payments the University receives are credit card 

payments; most are e-payments from checking and savings accounts.  

Ongoing project updates are available on this wiki: 

https://wiki.umn.edu/view/ASRwiki/StudentAccountRewrite 

 

ASR project update, Jody Seiler-Peterson 

Jody Seiler-Peterson gave updates on the following ASR-IT projects:  

 OSF mailed out the first round of estimated Financial Aid Award Notices (FAANs) for 

incoming freshmen on March 23, and they are beginning to receive questions. Returning 

and transfer students will get their award notices by email after the Regents approve 

tuition and fees rates in July.   

 Queued registration for May/Summer will take place from April 12 – April 18. Queued 

registration for fall will take place from April 14 – May 5.  

 The People Tools upgrade has been a significant project and time commitment for ASR-

IT staff, and many groups around the University. When it is complete, ASR-IT will move 

into planning for the PeopleSoft 9.0 upgrade. The University has contracted with Oracle 

to lead a 6-9 month planning period for the upgrade and to determine precisely what 

elements will be implemented as a part of that project.  

 The Constituent Relationship Management (CRM) team is very close to signing a 

contract with the system vendor and the implementation vendor. The Office of 

Admissions will be first to go live, as they need to have the system in place by 

September; their implementation is scheduled to begin in May. Other units are 
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scheduled to beginning planning later this summer; those dates have not yet been 

finalized. 

 

Student study space update  

David Crane, Katie MacDonald, and Anya Norton presented an overview of current study space 

projects for which OCM received one-time money this spring, including what the space 

upgrades will look like, as well as the communications and branding campaign. They selected 

the sites based on feedback from several College of Design students, plus other criteria.  

Katie MacDonald stated that OCM received $150,000 from the Office of Undergraduate 

Education to spend on student study space; this was limited, one-time funding, so the goal was 

to get as much value as possible for the money spent. Four spaces were selected for 

renovation, which should be complete by end of April. They discussed these spaces with an 

interior design course, and the class contributed many ideas of what they would do with spaces 

and branding. All of the boards from the student projects are currently on display in the second 

floor of Williamson Hall, in the display window near the elevator.  

Katie gave an overview of the finish and furniture for the spaces, which are in St. Paul, because 

that is where there was the most need. The three renovated spaces were Biological Sciences 

15, and two spaces in McNeal Hall. The target completion date is the end of April.  

Anya Norton gave an overview of several efforts to promote study space to students. 

Information was added to the OCM website, and a layer for study space was added to the 

interactive campus maps (available here: http://campusmaps.umn.edu/tc/). Digital signs 

promoting study space are on display in Science Teaching & Student Services, Willey, and 

Blegen halls. Study space was also added to R25, so that it can be reserved for certain 

activities. It was suggested that study space also be promoted on the inter-campus bus.  

Anya stated that there are also messages included in the Undergrad Update during key times of 

the year; the last time a study space message ran, there were 500 unique hits on the OCM 

study space web pages. OCM is also working with OFYP to include study space information in 

the Gopher Guide and see what can be incorporated into Welcome Week.  

A brand identity and signs are being developed to better identify the spaces as centrally-

maintained study space. The name for the spaces will be “GPS waypoints,” which is both a play 

on “General Purpose Study,” and the GPS location for particular spaces. OCM is working with a 

vendor to refine the graphic theme for the signage. 

David Crane added that there are still many needs when it comes to renovating and maintaining 

other campus spaces. OCM will need ongoing funding in order to support the space going 

forward.  

Sheryl Bolstad asked how someone might get space that needs renovating “on the radar” for 

future improvements. Katie replied that there are currently around 30 spaces assigned to OCM. 
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They did an assessment of all of the spaces and selected spaces that were not slated for an 

upcoming capital project and had the highest need, as far as the condition of the furniture and 

the space. There were not any spaces on the East Bank that weren’t very new or currently 

under renovation (including spaces like STSS, Folwell, Nicholson, and Nolte 120). OCM is 

looking for spaces that need renovation, even those that may be maintained by others and 

could use development. OCM wants to have a broad understanding of how students are using 

various spaces, and what the University would like to support. Please bring potential spaces to 

OCM’s attention by contacting David Crane (crane001@umn.edu) or Katie MacDonald 

(macd0104@umn.edu), while understanding that it will not be possible to complete additional 

renovations without a source of funding. 

 

Revised tuition fact sheet, Mary Koskan and Donna Weispfenning 

Mary Koskan reported that a subcommittee has been working since February to revise the 

layout and content of the tuition fact sheet PDF. The group included Donna Weispfenning, Carol 

Francis, Laurie Gardner, Molly Diethelm, and Marj Savage; staff from ASR also provided 

feedback. It has always been difficult to include all of the tuition and fees on the PDF, and the 

redesign is an effort to streamline the content so that students can more clearly see what they 

will need to pay. Students often think they understand what they will be charged, but are then 

surprised by the bill. One Stop would like to help make this information more transparent.   

The working group is pleased with the revisions so far, and they would like additional feedback 

from RAC. Donna pointed out several changes that were made: The PDFs were divided into 

two, one for graduate and one for undergraduate enrollment; the undergraduate fact sheet 

includes a grid that indicates what fees must be paid, based on enrollment; the group wanted to 

include a similar grid in the graduate PDF, but would have needed to add a page to do so.  

Donna added that the changes made to the fact sheet would also be made in the corresponding 

web pages, which will re-organize and re-categorize the fees, to be more transparent. 

“Mandatory fees” are fees that are general and required of nearly all students. College- and 

program-specific fees are assigned based on enrollment. A link to the web page where students 

can look up course fees will be added to the PDF, to help students find and reference that page. 

The final group of fees will be called “service and usage fees.” Feedback on that categorization 

is welcome.  

The introduction to the tuition information on the undergraduate PDF now has added information 

on residency and enrollment. This addition was made based on feedback from Marj Savage. 

Feedback is invited, especially notes on what is missing or what seems confusing. The PDFs 

are intended to give a quick introduction to most tuition and fees information, and the online 

pages include a comprehensive explanation of everything. Please email feedback to Donna (d-

weis@umn.edu) no later than April 18, 2011. You can utilize the comment features in the PDFs 

sent by email, or just write out your comments. The final version of the PDFs will be distributed 

at the May RAC meeting.  
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Mary and Donna thanked the members of the sub-group for their help with this project.  

 

Graduate agenda items 

 

Announcements 

John Vollum gave a brief update on efforts to grant ImageNow view access to college and 

department contacts. Planning is in progress. Details about how to gain access and view online 

training will be distributed at the May meeting.  

Gayla Marty announced the launch of a re-designed graduate education transition web page. To 

access the transition site, go to the Graduate School home page, and click on “Get updates and 

link to resources on the transition,” in the bottom right-hand corner in the page. You can also go 

directly to www.grad.umn.edu/transition. The new page is better organized, and it provides a 

place for recent updates, by timeline and by category, which you can subscribe to with an RSS 

or blog reader. Gayla called attention to the meetings listed on the lower right-hand side of the 

transition page: April is a big month for graduate education-related events, including the doctoral 

research showcase on April 5, a career networking event for graduate students on April 15, and 

the assembly on April 18. Please contact Gayla Marty (marty001@umn.edu) with website 

updates or suggestions.  

Sue Van Voorhis invited interested individuals to also attend the 10 a.m. – 11 a.m. portion of the 

RAC meeting, if there are agenda items of interest to them. Those agenda items are sometimes 

relevant to both undergraduate and graduate students.  

 

Graduate policies update, Tina Falkner 

Tina Falkner asked for feedback on the draft copies of the proposed Leave of Absence and the 

Appointments of Directors of Graduate Studies policies, which were distributed to the group 

prior to the meeting.  

Tina reported that the Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) initially reviewed a 

Leave of Absence (LOA) policy that merged information for undergraduate and graduate 

students. However, it became clear that the procedures and consequences of an LOA were 

different for undergraduate and graduate students, so it made more sense to maintain separate 

policies for each type of student. 

The following comments or questions were made in regard to the two policies under discussion: 

 In the LOA policy, would there need to be particular information about dual degree 

students who are enrolled in two programs or colleges? Tina responded that she would 

note this issue, and it would probably be best addressed in the FAQ.  
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 The DGS policy states that the college needs to have related procedures publicly 

available; by when would this need to be the case? Tina replied that, in other policy 

drafts, there has been an implementation period; that could be added, if it would be 

helpful. The group indicated that a timeline would be helpful.  

 Mary Ellen Nerney from the School of Public Health suggested that those colleges who 

do have roles and responsibilities for DGSs already formulated could share those with 

other colleges, to use as a starting point. Mary Ellen will share the School of Public 

Health’s documentation with Tina; Tina indicated that these documents might be good 

as “appendices” for this policy.  

 A question was asked about how time-to-degree would be calculated if someone was on 

a leave of absence for a semester or two. Tina Falkner indicated that the policy 

committee is still discussing this issue.  

 Cindy Salyers asked if the policy would apply to all students in the GRAD career in 

PeopleSoft, or only those programs formerly in the Graduate School. Tina replied that 

the policy would apply to all GRAD programs on the Twin Cities campus. The only 

exclusions are the six first professional programs listed in the policy draft: J.D., M.D., 

Pharm.D., D.V.M., D.D.S, and L.L.M. (The “first professional” designation of these six 

programs is made by the federal government.) Tina added that, currently, Suzanne 

Bardouche receives many questions from current graduate students, wondering of the 

undergraduate LOA policy applies to them. The addition of this policy will help to clarify 

things for students.  

 A question was raised about students who are in joint graduate/professional programs, 

like a joint J.D./M.S. How would the LOA policy apply to them? Sue Van Voorhis replied 

that one would need to work with the Law School (or other professional school, 

depending) in cases like these. First-professional programs often have existing LOA 

policies. Tina replied that this could be clarified in the FAQ.  

 The question was raised about whether the LOA policy would replace GRAD 0999, 

which students enroll in to maintain active status. Vicki Field clarified that the LOA is 

intended for extraordinary circumstances that are beyond students’ control that would 

warrant a longer time away, which GRAD 0999 would not accommodate. Tina added 

that this is another question that might be clarified in an FAQ, though the policy itself will 

not specifically define the circumstances that would qualify for an LOA; this would be 

determined by working with individual students. 

 Jill Johnson asked if programs would be able to approve LOAs, or if this could be 

designated to the program level. Sue replied that colleges would likely be able to 

delegate this authority to the individual programs.  

 Linda Lindholm observed that, on the LOA draft under “rationale,” it states that students 

would need to re-apply for admission and might be held to new requirements. However, 

an LOA seems to imply that colleges must readmit the student if he or she comes back 

at the agreed-upon time. Tina clarified that the rationale section on the draft document 

was only for those individuals reviewing the draft, and would not be included in the final 

policy itself. She also clarified that students returning from an approved LOA who return 

at the agreed-upon time would not need to reapply or be held to new program 

requirements. Tina added that the policy committee has been discussing a qualification 



that is in the undergraduate policy, which states that colleges can condition a student’s 

ability to return on space availability. In the draft graduate policy, under #4, it states that 

“Colleges may impose conditions for reinstatement to active status.” This statement may 

ultimately include further clarification.  

 Deanne Silvera added that an LOA does affect international students’ SEVIS status. An 

LOA means that the student is no longer active, which means that SEVIS status also 

ends. GRAD 0999 means that there is some continuing student activity. The FAQ should 

reflect issues for international students.  

 A question was asked about item #2 in the draft LOA policy. By stating that students on 

an LOA may not access University facilities or services, does that mean that a student 

will also not have access to University email? Tina clarified that the University email 

account will continue to be active; this part of the policy is meant to apply to accessing 

labs, checking out items from the library, and other similar services, if students are on 

leave.  

 A question was asked about the implications for LOA and the cost pool. Sue clarified 

that colleges would not pay into the cost pool for students on a leave of absence, 

because those students do not have active status.  

 Stacia Madsen asked if students could return from LOA in the middle of the term, and if 

so, would they need to pay a late registration fee. Tina clarified that students would only 

return from an LOA at the beginning of the term. The LOA is not intended to be a short-

term arrangement, but rather a semester- or year-long absence.  

 Linda Lindholm asked for clarification on the draft DGS policy. At the end of the draft 

policy, it states that collegiate units would be responsible for providing an orientation to 

new DGSs. What would that entail? Sue replied that some colleges currently provide an 

orientation, and some do not. This requirement is meant to ensure smooth transitions to 

new DGSs, for the best interests of the students. Colleges who do not currently provide 

this type of orientation would need to learn from best practices of other colleges.  

 

Mary Ellen Nerney from the School of Public Health indicated that their new DGSs have 

lunch with the dean, receive a guidebook, and then attend a 45-minute to one-hour 

meeting with her.   

Tina Falkner stated that the status of various policies and current drafts would be made 

available on the policy committee web page: http://www.grad.umn.edu/transition/policy/ 

 

PCAS / Catalog update, Kristin Cleveland and Kasi Williamson 

Kristin Cleveland reported that, on March 25, she sent out a toolkit to college coordinators who 

are acting as “college traffic managers” in the effort to collect basic curriculum information for 

the implementation of graduate-level PCAS. About three quarters of the coordinators were able 

to attend a meeting to go over the process. The PCAS team created worksheets for each 

academic program, along with memo templates and instructions; each college coordinator was 

given instructions on how to access their toolkit in NetFiles. Each graduate and professional 
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program will be completing worksheets of program information that will be input into PCAS. 

Kristin reported that the college coordinators are moving ahead and starting to distribute the 

worksheets to the academic programs. 

Kasi Williamson gave an overview of the worksheets that academic programs will be asked to 

fill out. On the top of the first page of the worksheet, there is a link to a sample of a completed 

worksheet: https://sites.google.com/a/umn.edu/graduate_education/home/processes/pcas/pcas-

data-collection-resources. (The information on filled in to the sample worksheets is fictitious.) The 

worksheets are formatted the way they are for two reasons: Kristin will use them to create the 

catalog, and the information will be put into PCAS by a central team, as a service to colleges 

and departments.  

To use the worksheets, read from left to right (don’t skim); each element is described and 

instructions are given as you go. Type over the bracketed sections of text with the current 

information that is approved for your programs; do not introduce any new program changes with 

this worksheet. You’ll be asked to include the name of department(s) and Dept ID(s), and any 

additional stakeholder colleges. You can skip over any information that is marked “optional” and 

does not apply to your program.  

Where possible, current program information has been merged into the worksheet, including the 

catalog description and the required courses. In the past, information for the minor, master’s, 

and doctorate was included in one catalog page; in the future, these programs will each have 

separate pages, and the program names and types will be searchable and sortable. There are 

fields that will allow you to store accreditation information, program delivery type (e.g., 

classroom, online), and different admissions criteria. Programs may elect to use the optional 

fields differently; many fields may remain blank. In general, however, this increased level of 

organization will allow prospective students to browse and compare programs across the board. 

Sue Van Voorhis added that there is also an effort to pull undergraduate information from PCAS 

so that it could be displayed on college or program websites; this could also be done with 

graduate-level information, providing another benefit to academic programs. 

In reviewing the “test scores” portion of the worksheet, Kasi stated that programs could list any 

test name, and can include as much specificity as they like (i.e., test name only, preferred score, 

and/or preferred percentile). English language test scores for international students were 

included, just to give academic programs easy access to basic information; programs can 

modify that information, if they wish. The worksheet for master’s programs includes fields for 

Plan A, Plan B, and coursework only master’s; programs should enter only the information that 

is applicable to their programs. You can also indicate the minimum GPA for satisfactory 

progress, whether a minor is allowed, and whether the program is a part of a formal dual or joint 

degree program. If there are currently approved sub-plans (or formal tracks), those will be listed 

on each worksheet.  

Kristin is the lead contact for questions, but many staff are available to help answer questions. 

Please let the team know how things are going, so that additional information can be supplied, if 

needed.  

https://sites.google.com/a/umn.edu/graduate_education/home/processes/pcas/pcas-data-collection-resources
https://sites.google.com/a/umn.edu/graduate_education/home/processes/pcas/pcas-data-collection-resources


One person voiced a concern about the college deadline of April 18. Kasi advised that they talk 

to their college coordinator. The target date for colleges to submit their completed worksheets is 

May 4.  

 

Preliminary examination online form, Heather McLaughlin 

Heather McLaughlin (ASR) gave an overview of efforts to create an online form to record and 

track the process related to preliminary written exams for doctoral students. The preliminary 

written exam is one of the milestones a Ph.D., Ed.D., or D.M.A. student completes as they 

progress toward degree clearance. As a part of ASR’s efforts to improve the processes in a 

student’s progress to degree, the team will be automating some of the paper form-driven 

processes, like the preliminary written exam. The team plans to use the Workflow Gen tool, 

which is the same software used to automate the registration exceptions process.  

Meetings have been scheduled with collegiate and departmental units to gather requirements 

for automating this form. During these meetings discussion will be focused on identifying the 

data requirements, approval process, and any messages needed for communicating with 

stakeholders. Meetings have been scheduled for Friday, April 8, 10-11:30 a.m., and 

Wednesday, April 13, from 2-3:30 p.m. If you would like to participate or know someone who 

should, contact Heather at mcla0031@umn.edu.  

 

Progress to degree discussions, Robert Bode 

Robert Bode (ASR) gave an update and asked for feedback on ongoing discussions with 

college and department stakeholders on tracking progress to degree.  

To guide the redesign of degree progress-related processes, the group distilled the following 

guiding principles from the graduate education recommendations document: 

1. Recognize that authority rests with college, program leaders, and faculty 

2. Make processes more efficient and user-friendly 

3. Leverage enterprise technology 

4. Remove duplication of effort 

5. Accountability for processes rests with the collegiate deans 

A spectrum of activities are included under the umbrella of graduate student degree progress. 

On the one hand, there are degrees that are totally coursework focused; on the other, there are 

research-intensive Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees, and everything in between.  

The team has identified milestones that are being tracked in PeopleSoft, and placed those in a 

matrix according to degree type. They have developed a graphic representation of the 

documents that are submitted to track milestones, and the information that flows back to 

programs as a result of these steps. They have documented business processes related to the 

written exam form, the oral exam form, and the final oral exam, and they have begun developing 

mailto:mcla0031@umn.edu


some workflow for automating these forms. Finally, they are holding discussions with collegiate 

representatives to find out what needs there are in terms of tracking progress to degree in the 

future. (The next such meeting is on April 5.) All of this information will be used to create the 

business requirements for a revised process.  

Robert began the discussion with a question: How do participants see their role in working with 

progress to degree, when this transition is over?  

One DGS assistant for a smaller graduate program replied that they already manage all parts of 

this process, so they do not see their role changing.  

A DGS assistant for a large program responded that their concern is what the end result might 

look like. They are concerned that they will not be able to manage the volume of work and 

processing that the Graduate School currently manages.  

Another individual stated that they are hesitant to find out what is moving from the Graduate 

School to the colleges; will departments or colleges be responsible for every form, every step of 

the way?  

Sue Van Voorhis replied that this is an opportunity to think about different ways to do things. 

What value do each of those forms and steps bring? Should they all be required going forward? 

Another DGS assistant stated that they know the Graduate School does a large amount of data 

entry into PeopleSoft. Are the colleges going to be responsible for all of this data entry? There 

will be a point where more staff will be necessary.  

Robert Bode indicated that this is one question the team is currently wrestling with; the answer 

has not yet been determined. Documents out on the web show that there are many items that 

go to the Graduate School, and are then entered into PeopleSoft. The team will explore various 

ways that this information might be entered into PeopleSoft in the future. 

One member of the group added that, as changes take place, more work ultimately moves to 

the department level, where there are less resources to handle the additional work. This is very 

difficult for program staff. Even the PCAS requests are going to people who have least amount 

of support to complete the work.   

Another individual stated that it would be helpful to know what is up for discussion and revision. 

It would be helpful to know what internal steps the Graduate School currently takes with these 

forms, and what the approval steps might be. Will each college have their own forms?  

Sue Van Voorhis stated that the degree progress meetings that ASR is hosting are meant to 

address many of these issues. They are opening everything up for discussion, and also trying to 

figure out what data students might enter in through web applications that could go into 

PeopleSoft through an automated process, without additional data entry. There will likely need 

to be some amount of flexibility with the solutions.  

Emily Holt reminded the group that there is no intention to simply distribute the current process, 

as-is. We are all working on this together, and we want it to work out for everybody. It’s not 



possible to say when or if parts of the process will “move.” We are exploring questions related 

to, if parts of the process do move, what are the things that you would want to see, and how 

should the processes work.  

Heather McLaughlin added that another goal is to streamline these processes, to make them 

simpler across the board. The goal is to find a system or improve processes to make them more 

user-friendly and accessible to the program and the student.  

A member of the group asked if colleges have been told how many FTEs are going to be 

needed at the college level to handle this work. Sue replied that it is not possible to know this 

until the processes are collaboratively defined, though some colleges are working on hiring.  

Kasi Williamson directed the group to the current process documents on the project website. 

These documents reflect the as-is processes only, and are not an indication of what the 

processes may look like in the future: 

https://sites.google.com/a/umn.edu/graduate_education/home/processes/degree-progress 

 

Express readmission process discussion, Emily Holt 

Emily Holt stated that the Graduate School has a process for re-admitting students who have 

been away less than 5 years, who are returning to the same program (i.e., not changing degree 

or major), who are returning with less than one term of coursework to complete, and for whom 

the DGS says they do not need to review the file. Rather than filling out the application and 

paying the $75 fee, the student is admitted via the “express readmit” process, through which the 

Graduate School adds a readmit row in program/plan, much like what is done at the 

undergraduate level. Emily brought this forward as a topic for discussion: Is this a process that 

colleges would want to complete themselves, or keep at the central level? For undergraduates, 

this process is completed at the college level.   

A couple of attendees indicated that they would rather keep this process at a central location.  

The School of Public Health would prefer to have this at the college level; they are already 

completing this process for MPH and MHA students.  

The College of Design indicated that they could also perform this process at the college level, 

as they do the same for undergraduates.  

CLA stated that this is something they might be able to make work.   

There were some questions about exactly which students could be re-admitted in this way. 

Emily stated that it is currently for students who have been away less than five years, but it 

might be possible to open the criteria up for discussion. She would want to be sure that 

everyone is included in this discussion.  

The question was asked if this is the same process used to reactive students who forget to 

register on time. Emily stated that this is a similar process.  

https://sites.google.com/a/umn.edu/graduate_education/home/processes/degree-progress


The question was asked about the fee that is avoided through this process. It is a $75 

readmission fee, which is also charged for change of status. All change of status applications go 

through Apply Yourself; this will likely remain a central process. The “express readmission” is 

different; these are cases where the program works with a returning student directly, then 

someone adds the readmit row in program/plan.  

Sue Van Voorhis stated that this would be a good discussion for a subgroup. The question was 

asked about where the fee goes, in those cases where a fee is charged. Sue replied that the fee 

goes to fund the Graduate School Office of Admissions, but Dean Tsantir has indicated that he 

is open to find a different funding source. The fee should not be the primary matter of concern.     

An attendee from CLA asked if this would change anything in regard to students returning after 

more than five years; they often seen students returning after 10-15 years away. Emily Holt 

replied that this seems like a very different situation. Sue Van Voorhis observed that those 

situations are often taken on a case by case basis, as knowledge in the field may have changed 

significantly since the student last attended.  

Emily concluded by stating that there may be a subgroup to discuss this issue further. The 

group will be kept up-to-date.  

 


