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Present: Mary Beard, Rhonda Bjurlin, Robert Bode, Brad Bostrom, Lori Boucher, Laurel Carroll, 

Agnes Chagani, Carla Claussen, Pam Cook, Kathleen Corley, Molly Diethelm, Marta Fahrenz, 

Tina Falkner, Tracy Fischer, Bonny Fleming ,Teresa Fruen, Laurie Gardner, Liz Goebel, Kit 

Gordon, Amanda Grimm, Jeremy Hernandez, Constance Hessburg-Odland, Kim Hindbjorgen, 

Chris Holland, Emily Holt, Lisa Hubinger, Paula Jewell, Bri Keeney, Jennifer Koontz, Mandee 

Kuglin, Sarah Kussow, Stephanie Lawson, Aileen Lively, Jennifer Love, Jo Ellen Lundblad, 

Carla Mantel, Tracene Marshall, Linda Miza, Emily Mraz, Anya Norton, Ingrid Nuttall, Laurie 

Pape Hadley, Cindy Pavlowski, Elyse Paxton, Rebecca Rassier, Ann Rausch, Lonna Riedinger, 

Genny Rosing, Marjorie Schalles, Mary Ellen Shaw, Deanne Silvera, Kate Sophia, Carol 

Stoneburner, Susan Suchy, Danielle Tisinger, Sue Van Voorhis, John Vollum, Kathy Walter, 

Anita Wallace, Susan Westacott, Jessica Whitcomb-Trance, Ellyn Woo 

 

  

Undergraduate education agenda items 

Policy discussion  

The comprehensive review of policies continued with Tina Falkner leading the discussion.  

 

Campus Specific Credit Requirements for an Undergraduate Degree 

Tina Falkner said that there was a proposal to change the language on item 3 to be more 

specific about credits in the major. The language about study abroad counting as resident 

credits belongs in its own item (would become item 4 and item 4 would then become item 5). 

There is also a proposal to make the language consistent using the term “awarded by” a 

campus rather than “at” a campus in reference to credits (in order to facilitate on-line learning).  

 

Tina Falkner said that there had been some discussion about how to clearly define resident 

credit and asked the group for suggestions. After several suggestions, the group came to 

consensus on: The course credits awarded by the campus from which the student is seeking to 

graduate.  

 

Tracene Marshall asked about credited awarded by another UMN campus if a student transfers 

(e.g., student transfers from UMD to the Twin Cities campus). Tina Falkner said that the UMD 

courses would not count as residency credits. Emily Holt suggested that this would be a item in 

the FAQ.  

  

Sue Van Voorhis asked how colleges handle transfer students who have already completed 

more than half of the credit requirements for major. Someone indicated that usually the college 

won’t accept all of the credits within the major. Someone from the College of Continuing 

Education said that there is room for petitioning in those cases.  

  

Credit and Grade Point Requirements for an Undergraduate Degree (based on December 

discussion of Academic Unit Authority over the Curriculum and Major) 



Tina Falkner said that she would like to recommend that the language stating that a student 

cannot earn both a BA and a BS in the same major should be moved into the language of this 

policy (currently it is in the FAQ of Academic Unit Authority over the Curriculum and Major). She 

noted that when looking for this policy information, it would be easier for people to find it in this 

policy rather than the policy regarding Academic Unit Authority over the Curriculum (where it is 

currently). There was consensus in the room that this was a good change.  

 

Student cannot earn a BA and a BS in the same major. Language will go into the policy itself 

(up from the questions). 

BA and BS with two majors is two degrees 

BA with two majors is one degree with two majors 

  

  

  

Common session agenda items 

Introductions and approval of November minutes 

No changes to December minutes 

  

Announcements 

Student rating of teaching update  

Tina Falkner said that two companies that had previously demonstrated their products for 

student rating of teaching will be returning to campus for a usability evaluation. If you would like 

to participate as a user representative, contact Tina Falkner (rovic001@umn.edu).   

  

Change to non-degree payment and cancellation  

Jennifer Love said that there was a change to the process for cancellation of non-degree 

students for non-payment. This cancellation will now only occur after the first billing date (and 

not after the subsequent billing dates).  

  

Grade submission 

Frank Blalark said that there had been reports of issues while submitting grades. Most of these 

issues were resolved by the Student Records Training and Support Team. A fix in the January 

release will resolve the “spinning browser” issue.   

  

ASR-IT update – Laurie Pape Hadley 

  

As a reminder, ASR analysts are working on ESUP so please use the appropriate support line 

for any needs you may have:  

●  Student Records Training and Support: 612-625-2803 or srhelp@umn.edu. 

● Student Financials:  SFHelp@umn.edu  

● Financial Aid: https://intranet.asr.umn.edu/osf/Fa_Help/ 

 

  

Tuition calculation for all campuses is underway.  
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The 2012 1098-T Educational Tax Benefit forms will likely be mailed the week of January 28 in 

order to meet the deadline of being postmarked by January 31.  

 

Financial Aid first disbursements will happen on the following days: 

● January 7 for Crookston and Morris 

● January 14 for Twin Cities 

● January 15 for Duluth 

  

Policy discussion – Tina Falkner 

Appropriate Student Use of Class Notes and Course Materials 

Tina Falkner provided some background  on the creation of this policy. At the time, students 

were being requested by companies to post their notes from class (and the company would pay 

them a fee). Much of the language is now quite dated. Tina asked the group if this policy was 

still needed as behavior described in it could be covered by the student conduct code. Someone 

voiced that faculty members might be alarmed at the act of eliminating it. Tina Falkner 

suggested condensing the language and including it in Teaching and Learning Student 

Expectations. There was consensus on this approach.   

  

Course Enrollment Limits and Cancellations 

Tina Falkner explained that this policy empowers programs to cancel a class when not enough 

students are enrolled. Sue Van Voorhis noted that section “b” was created to protect students 

as there were situations when the department/college would cancel a class too late in the term 

for a student to be placed into another class and there were financial aid implications.  

 

Stephanie Lawson noted that there is a problem if a department loses an instructor and 

suggested adding language such as “unless the department can provide an alternate course.” 

 

Someone asked how the policy applies to classes that run later in the term. Tina Falkner said 

that for b-term classes, it would be the 5th day of the class. The intent is to make sure that a 

class isn’t canceled so late in the cycle that a student can’t register for another course. She 

noted that this question would be good for the FAQ.  

  

Enterprise System Upgrade Program 

  

Portal Update  

Kate Sophia provided an update on behalf of the Portal team (who was on retreat). The Portal 

project is gearing up for kick-off which will be on February 4 from 2 to 4 p.m. at multiple 

locations around campus.  RAC members will receive an invitation via email that will include a 

sign-up link. The success of the portal depends on involvement and feedback from everyone in 

the University and the kick off is where the relationship building will begin. Everyone at the 

University is invited,  so the invitation can be extended to anyone who is interested.  

  



The Portal team has been working on their communication systems so that after the kick-off, 

they will be ready to receive and share all the great ideas from community.  At the moment, they 

have a presence on the ESUP site:  http://upgrade.umn.edu/p/portal_9.html. A more detailed 

portal site will be ready later in January before the kick-off.  

  

Stakeholder Assessment – John Vollum 

John Vollum provided a summary of the results of the ESUP stakeholder assessment that was 

conducted in December. All RAC members were invited to complete the survey that was 

administered by measurement services.  

 

Some key learnings: 

● ~80% of Student stakeholders aware of ESUP (with a similar response to understanding 

of scope) 

● ~98% say ready to partake in change--even though people don’t necessarily know 

everything, they are ready to move forward 

● The comments indicated issues around training. This is a signal that we make sure that 

there is adequate training. 

● A critical challenge identified is technology that enables full participation from 

stakeholders.  

 

  

  

Communications 

Websites 

Kate Sophia said that information about the upgrade can be found at http://upgrade.umn.edu. 

The Student work stream website will be regularly updated with session notes, topics for 

comment, and other deliverables. That site is http://z.umn.edu/esupstudent.  

  

Email lists 

Kate Sophia said that both the program and the Student work stream have email lists. The 

Student workstream list provides the same information as the ESUP list with some additional 

information specific to the Student project. Send your request to be added to the ESUP list to 

esup@umn.edu. Those wanting to be added to the Student list can contact Kate Sophia 

(ksophia@umn.edu).  

  

College forums 

Kate Sophia said that there is an opportunity to have ESUP leadership present an overview of 

the program at the collegiate level. If your college is interested in planning an ESUP forum, 

contact ESUP communications director Jim Thorp at (612) 624-8942 or jthorp@umn.edu.  

  

Program update – William Dana 

William Dana reminded the group that they are a key stakeholder group and that Frank Blalark 

is the chair of the Student Records Functional Steering Committee--part of the governance 

structure.  

http://upgrade.umn.edu/
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In the previous phase of the project, the task was to discuss our current processes and 

complete a fit-gap validation of the work that was done with Oracle. The deliverable from that 

work is a workbook with a series of questions and recommendations that will lead us into the 

next phase where we will work on Interactive Design and Prototyping.  

 

 What is Interactive Design and Prototyping? – Walter Terrell 

Walter Terrell, the Student project director from CedarCrestone (the implementation partner), 

presented an overview of Interactive Design and Prototyping. That presentation can be found at 

http://z.umn.edu/brp. 

 

 

Pam Cook asked how the team is determining who to invite to sessions. William Dana said that 

there are a number of approaches being worked on to make sure stakeholders are involved, 

Frank Blalark and other Functional Committee Chairs are involved. Frank Blalark said that the 

Functional Steering Committee involves people from all campses and each campus has one 

vote. Tina Falkner is the voting member from the Twin Cities campus. For the sessions, key 

contact will be identified depending on the business process and they will be invited to attend 

when appropriate. Not everybody can or should attend all sessions because some will be very 

technically detailed.  

 

Sue Van Voorhis reminded the group of her previous request for RAC members to jot down 

things that didn’t work within the current processes. This will be valuable information to provide 

to the team as they are working through the new process. William Dana said that a lot of 

analysis is going to be happening in this process and that Aileen Lively is the lead analyst for 

student records.  

 

Tracene Marshall asked if there will be information available to those who don’t attend the 

sessions. William Dana said that the website will be the main communication point and notes 

from the sessions will be available there.  

 

William noted that the team will be rethinking how things are currently done and looking for 

places where modifications can be removed wisely.   

 

 

Course Catalog discussion – Aileen Lively 

The first business process to go through Interactive Design and Prototyping is the course 

catalog. This business process includes many sub-processes. Aileen Lively led a discussion on 

these sub-processes and the preliminary recommendations from the consultant on how to 

handle them moving forward.  

 

Freshmen full-year registration.  

Aileen Lively said that PeopleSoft doesn’t yet have a concept of full-year registration. Does this 

process benefit the student and the colleges and do what it needs to do? Is it important to do? 

http://z.umn.edu/brp


  

Mary Ellen Shaw indicated that is is a critical process for CEHD. They have a robust full-year 

registration and would fight to keep that functionality. Kit Gordon said that it is used in the 

Honors Program. Lonna Reidinger said that it is used for first-year writing in CLA. Laurel Carroll 

said that it is used by everyone except CSE.  

  

Aileen Lively said that for the spring 2011 semester, 1,500 students took advantage of full-year 

registration between June and September 2010. For spring 2012, that increased to 2,868 (out of 

6,000 students who had the option). Of the students who participate, will over half keep the 

class schedule or keep the courses, but change the section. This would indicate that students 

seem to be selecting courses well.  

 

Danielle Tisinger from the PSEO office said they don’t use the options, but it is confusing for 

their students to see the full-year notation when registering. She would like to see that removed.  

Aileen Lively said that is a highly manual process and that there is a lot of manipulation every 

year to maintain the process. Sue Van Voorhis noted that when looking at such a significant 

modification, the team will also need to consider the bigger picture and how many students this 

process affects. She encouraged RAC members to think of other ways the goals of this process 

could be accomplished. William Dana noted that if this modification is retained, those who use it 

will need to help make the business case. Pam Cook suggested that all of the members of the 

freshman orientation committee convened by Orientation and First Year Programs could help 

with this.  

 

ECAS  

Aileen Lively said that ECAS is a good front-end work process for course approvals and that 

there is nothing within PeopleSoft that really does this. The consultant’s recommendation is that 

PeopleSoft be the source of truth for course information and that ECAS  be the method for 

getting the information into PeopleSoft. Once the information is in PeopleSoft, that would be 

where we get the information, not ECAS.  

  

Frank Blalark said that there is agreement for the need of a workflow. He asked if there is a 

need for learning outcomes and detail. Laurel Carroll said that some of that information is 

needed for accreditation purposes. Sue Van Voorhis said that learning outcomes are a new 

piece to accreditation and that other institutions have had difficulty because they were missing 

that information. Aileen Lively suggested that it may be possible to use delivered functionality to 

have the information available, though it may mean using free form text.  

 

Lisa Wiley asked if there was a way to consider how ECAS is modeled for grad-level courses 

noting that it can get confusing for enterers at the grad-level due to fields such as  “writing-

intensive”.  

 

Kathy Walter noted that using ECAS for special topics is cumbersome at best. Aileen said that 

is on her list and agreed that it is labor intensive. She said there will need to be some 

brainstorming and methodology to get that information into PeopleSoft. 



 

Walter Terrell said that there are some issues not having PeopleSoft be the system of record. 

UM Reports will be replaced with newer technology and having data come from different places 

and not have PeopleSoft as the system of record would have major implications for the team 

working on that project.  

 

Emily Holt asked for confirmation that ECAS wouldn’t be eliminated because it is an approval 

system. Aileen Lively said that is correct. It would be the front-end approval workflow system for 

getting information into PeopleSoft. Walter Terrell said it would become just an approval system 

and not approval and maintenance (as it is now).  

 

Carla Mantel said it would be a lot easier if the information was in PeopleSoft so that there 

aren’t differences in data around courses (e.g., if they are online).  

 

Carol Francis said that the cross-listing of courses can be improved. Walter Terrell said that in 

PeopleSoft, you just have to enter it once. Sue Van Voorhis said that there are tution 

implications when courses are cross-listed. Lisa Wiley suggested pulling a group of people from 

the colleges to see how they are using data and tuition. Aileen Lively pointed out that the 

information is really at the course level. Frank Blalark said that some of this falls under reporting.  

 

CCE separate description for courses  

Aileen Lively said that since 1999, CCE has had a separate description for courses. This means 

that if the course is offered by CCE, they can use their own description rather than the standard 

description. Those in attendance from CCE were surprised at this information and indicated that 

they would need to check with others in the college before offering more comment. Sue Van 

Voorhis said that if the course is so different that they would need a different description, 

perhaps it should be entered as a different course.  

 

Room characteristics  

Aileen Lively said that currently room characteristics are associated with the institution with the 

assumption that different campuses would have different characteristics. Sarah Kussow said 

that with the implementation of EdAstra, all campuses have agreed to a common set of room 

characteristics. Aileen Lively asked if that list would be fewer than 99 characteristics and Sarah 

Kussow said yes. Aileen Lively said this would eliminate a modification.  

  

Prerequisites as a text field 

Sue Van Voorhis said that in 1999, we couldn’t do checking on prerequisites. Molly Diethelm 

said this is useful when dealing with transfer students because there isn’t necessarily a 1:1 

course equivalent. Laurel Carroll said that the equivalency field in ECAS gets used for much 

more than its intended purpose because nobody knows exactly what it is used for. Laurie 

Gartner said that it is used to let students know how many seats are held for certain students.  

 

Search 



Aileen Lively said that the University has a modification for the search to only look for active 

courses by default. Without this, it will look for all courses, including converted and inactive 

courses. The modification allows us to have search results that are courses that are only 

currently valid. Aileen noted that this was one of the earliest modifications we put in the system. 

There was group consensus that this was an important modification. : 

 

Plan/Subplan combination  

Aileen Lively said that there is a modification to look at plan and subplan in combination 

because we don’t really look at subplan individually. For example, we don’t just look at honors, 

we look at a plan with honors.   

  

Non-degree seeking students  

Aileen Lively said that we have a heavy modification for non-degree seeking students. The 

standard is that all non-degree seeking students are in their own program. Frank Blalark said 

this is a case there there is a best practice across Universities. Sue Van Voorhis noted that 

there may be another way to accomplish this within our business practice.  

 

Frank Blalark said that he and Tina Falkner will work to have standing meetings (perhaps bi-

weekly) to discuss possible solutions. The IDP process requires relatively rapid decision-making, 

so discussions will have to happen more frequently.   

  

Graduate education agenda items 

Preliminary written exam report form  

Stacia Madsen provided an update on the preliminary written exam report form. It’s currently in 

development with the hope that there would be a version available next week for testing. It will 

function similarly to the adviser workflow with a communication to GSSP. It will replace the 

paper process with a workflow initiated by the PLC to provide the information on when the 

student passed the preliminary written exam. The hope is this would be live mid-February.  

  

Time extensions  

Stacia Madsen said that the process for time extensions is changing. The project for time 

extensions is being split into two phases: 

1 New forms provided to the colleges for approval 

2 Recording time extensions in PeopleSoft to conform with policy 

 

The form has been simplified. A college approval field was added for colleges who are 

reviewing and approving coursework (not all colleges are doing it). 

 

Lisa Wiley asked if colleges have the option of whether to put their stamp of approval on it. 

Stacia Madsen said they do. As things progress, colleges will be taking over the process, but it 

is not the case currently, so it is an option available for the colleges that want to do it now.  

 

Stacia Madsen said that when a student requests a time extension, they need to choose which 

set of policies they are opting into. The student will need to sign a paper form indicating that 



they understand that they opt into that set of policies. The hope is that students will discuss the 

options and implications with their program office. 

 

Genny Rosing asked how this will be recorded. Stacia Madsen said that there is nowhere for 

this to be tracked right now.  The goal is to make clear that they have to adhere to the policies 

they opt into. Stacia noted that the student can opt into the new time limit policy and retain the 

old course policy, but that the student would be opting into all of the language in each policy.  

 

Someone asked if there is anywhere they could find this information or if they would have to see 

the paper copy. Stacia Madsen said they would have to see the paper, but this would be 

addressed in phase two of the project.  

  

  

Faculty role list – Stacia Madsen and Chris Dinger 

Stacia Madsen said that the plan is to test the new faculty role list this week with group testing 

next week. The hope is that it will be released to all programs at the end of January. Chris 

Dinger provided a short demonstration. A search can be done by program or by faculty member. 

Everything is separated by campus. Once you select either Twin Cities or Duluth, your browser 

should remember it and you won’t have to select it again.  

 

Stacia Madsen said that this is replacing the GRR and that data will need to be entered for each 

plan. There will be a google spreadsheet with names of who is responsible to add data for each 

plan. The current plan is that the GRR will be kept until the end of March and the new list will be 

live April 1.  The plan is to keep the GRR up until end of March and then April 1 the new list will 

be live. For those programs not entering data, there will be a note saying “this program hasn’t 

entered data, contact department.”  

 

Amber Cellotti suggested that departments create a spreadsheet with all of the information now 

so that data entry will be faster and easier.   

  

Preliminary oral exams 

Stacia Madsen reminded the group that preliminary oral exams are approaching and that 

programs are now responsible for entering permission to students who take their prelim oral in 

the first two weeks of the term and are eligible to take dissertation credits for that term. 

 

 


