
RAC 
March 5, 2012 
 
Present: Mary Beard, Rhonda Bjurlin, Frank Blalark, Robert Bode, Sheryl Bolstad, Raechel 
Bosch, Angela Brandt, Earlene Bronson, Laurel Carroll, Sarah Huhta Corrigan, Jennifer 
Dalton, Jennifer Decker, Dan Delaney, Molly Diethelm, Stacy Doepner-Hove, Jessie 
Eastman, Eric Eklund, Marta Fahrenz, Tina Falkner, Vicki Field, Tracy Fischer, Carol 
Francis, Jennifer Franko, Wendy Friedmeyer, Kate Gallagher, Laurie Gardner, Liz Goebel, 
Lois Graham, Stacey Grimes, Amanda Grimm, Ann Hagen, Kevin Havard, Constance 
Hessburg-Odland, Jason Holscher, Emily Holt, Lisa Hubinger, Kate Jensen, Jill Johnson, 
Bri Keeney, Kara Kersteter, Nancy Killian, Jennifer Koontz, Putt Koubandonh, Mandee 
Kuglin, Sarah Kussow, Stephanie Lawson, Aileen Lively, Carla Mantel, Heather 
McLaughlin, Katherine Murphy, Nan Nelson, Ingrid Nuttall, Matt Nuttall, Margie O'Neill, 
Laurie Pape Hadley, Cathy Parlin, Cindy Pavlowski, Heather Peterson, Rebecca Rasier, 
Ann Rausch, Lonna Riedinger, Genny Rosing, Cindy Salyers, Mary Ellen Shaw, Kate 
Sophia, Karen Starry, Susan Suchy, Nathan Tesch, Danielle Tisinger, Georganne Tolaas, 
Travis Trautman, Dean Tsantir, John Vollum, Kathy Walter, Susan Westacott, Ellyn Woo 
 

Undergraduate education agenda items 
Introductions and approval of February minutes 
There were no changes to the February minutes.  
 
Announcements 
Class schedule – Dan Delaney 
Dan Delaney informed the group that the preliminary fall 2012 and spring 2013 course 
schedules are now available on One Stop. 
 
Final exam schedule archives – Dan Delaney 
Dan Delaney asked the group if the archive data of final exam schedules on the One Stop 
website was being used. If not being used, then it may be removed from the site (with the 
data still available upon request). No one in attendance indicated they used this information.  
 
Update on S/N grades for Liberal Education requirements  –  Tina Falkner 
Tina Falkner updated the group on an issue that had been discussed in a previous RAC 
meetin:. students taking classes to satisfy liberal education requirements with an S/N grade 
basis and receiving a grade of N. In the event that a student earned a grade of D (had they 
taken the class with the A-F grade basis), they would be given a grade of N and therefore 
not fulfill the liberal education requirement (when they would have if receiving a D). The 
colleges approach this issue differently: some make the students take an additional course; 
some request to Laurel that the requirement be waived (after verifying that the student 
would indeed have gotten a D); others request a retro-grade basis change to change the 
S/N grading be changed to A-F. The policy group thought it was unfair that the students in 
the same situation would be treated differently depending on their college of enrollment.  
 
The committee decided that the most academically ethical thing to do was for all of the 
colleges to request the retro grade base change.  
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The “rules” around when this would apply are very strict: If a student is in his/her last term of 
enrollment and has otherwise completed all other requirements for graduation, the student 
can petition for a retroactive grade base change to A-F and receive a D instead of an N. 
This only applies to LE courses.  
 
Danielle Tisinger asked if the student did not want to take the D, if they could still take the N 
and it would not count in their GPA. Tina Falkner said yes, this is the case, and then the 
student would need to take an additional course.  
 
Sarah Huhta Corrigan asked how this would affect colleges who already allow late 
retroactive grade base changes. Tina Falkner said it should not affect what they are already 
doing. This change should put everyone in line with how to handle this one situation.  
 
D grade in minors –  Tina Falkner 
Tina Falkner provided an update on grades allowed in minor for the Twin Cities and 
Rochester. Now a minor will be treated as a “mini major” with the same requirements. This 
means that no D grades will be allowed in minors. Because this is not a significant change 
to policy, it will not need to go through the entire process for revision, but will still need to go 
to the Senate for information. 
 
Jason Holscher asked if this change would be retroactive. Tina Falkner said that hadn’t 
been discussed, but it wasn’t likely. She said she could follow-up on that question.  
 
Closed class procedures – Ingrid Nuttall 
Ingrid Nuttall asked the group about their collegiate or department policies around closed 
classes. There are already a few special departmental procedures listed on the One Stop 
website. Another department has asked to be added to that listing. She asked the group if 
they had any specific instructions that should be included on that page before making the 
requested change. There were no other requests for special instructions from those in 
attendance.  
 
Transcript ordering statistics for new system – Frank Blalark 
Frank Blalark provided an update on the new online official transcript ordering service. 
Since going live on February 8, there have been approximately 3,600 orders. Thirty percent 
of these have been students who have self-registered. That is, they did not access the 
system using an Internet ID (x.500) and password. These students would have either 
needed to activate their Internet ID or submit their request on a paper form, so this is a huge 
win for them. About 25 percent of orders are requesting the new option of a PDF transcript.  
 
The system is in place for all campuses and is averaging 850-900 orders per week. Taking 
into account that this is not a peak time for transcript ordering, Frank estimated that there 
would be an annual order volume of approximately 100,000.  
 
The system hasn’t experienced any major issues since launch. There have been a few 
minor issues with students ordering a PDF transcript to be delivered to themselves and then 
trying to upload it to a federal site. These federal sites do not allow for the technology that 
provides the document authentication and therefore the transcript does not work.  
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April Meeting – Sue Van Voorhis 
Sue Van Voorhis let the group know that several key ASR representatives would be 
attending a conference in April that conflicts with the regularly scheduled RAC meeting 
(April 2). She asked if the group would prefer to cancel the April meeting, meet the next 
Monday (April 9), or have someone else run the meeting on April 2. By show of hands, the 
popular vote was the cancel the meeting. The next meeting of RAC for undergraduate 
topics will be May 7 at the regular time in 402 Walter.  
 
University Catalog --Sue Van Voorhis 
Sue Van Voorhis notified the group that responsibility for the graduate and undergraduate 
catalogs will be transitioning from University Relations to ASR, and asked the group for 
support and assistance when ASR takes on this new task. 
 
ASR-IT update – Laurie Pape Hadley 
ASR staff testing for the Oracle 11g Exadata database upgrade was completed and the 
updates were made to the system over the weekend of March 4 and 5. This technology 
update of the database should make Peoplesoft more efficient for all PeopleSoft users. 
 
The PeopleSoft 9.0 upgrade planning continues. Andy Hill of OIT has been named as 
project director. An RFP is being compiled for an implementation partner. Updates will 
continue to be provided as more is known.  
 

 
Exit Interview update – Tom Schmidt 
Tom Schmidt provided an update on a project to create automatic, online exit interviews for 
students with student loans whose enrollment drops below half-time. While this is typically 
thought of as a process that happens when graduating, all cases for exit interviews are 
triggered by the student’s enrollment dropping below half-time--this is a federal requirement. 
Mandatory exit interview are only for loans the U of M administers.  
 
Currently students need to complete their exit interview in person. The project will eliminate 
that need for most students. The online exit interview will consist of the student reading 
information and taking quizzes on the content. If the student cannot pass the quiz, he/she 
will then be forwarded to Student Account Assistance. The hope was that this would be up 
and running in time for spring semester, but that will not be the case. In-person interviews 
(including at Grad Fest) will continue until the system is live.  
 

 
Policy discussion: Grade bracketing (continued from February) – Tina Falkner 
Tina Falkner led a discussion about grade bracketing that was last discussed at the 
February RAC meeting. At that time, attendees were asked to bring the proposal of having 
all grades count for repeated courses to their colleges/departments and report back. 
Several people shared what they had learned from asking their colleagues.  
 
Danielle Tisinger said that most people she spoke with liked the idea of every completion 
counting.  
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Laurie Gardner said everybody she spoke with was amenable to counting every completion.  
 
Lonna Riedinger indicated that while no one solution is going to be perfect, having every 
completion count is the best one.  
 
Mary Ellen Shaw said that her colleagues were not unhappy with counting every 
completion. The only concern was for students who are not doing well in a course and take 
the final exam rather than seeking alternate options (like withdrawing). Part of the solution 
for them would be better communication with students so they make wise choices around 
those issues. They were also interested in what an academic forgiveness policy would look 
like. Tina Falkner said that would be one of the things that would need to be worked on. 
 
Someone said that they would need to be more aware of the students who would be 
negatively affected by this policy change. Others in her department were also really 
interested in an academic forgiveness policy. 
 
Someone from CSE voiced concern about those who would not be admitted to their major 
because they don’t admit into programs until 3rd semester. Tina Falkner said that some of 
those cases were what was trying to be addressed--that repeating in an attempt to improve 
their technical GPA just to gain admittance to a major is problematic because if they are 
struggling with the foundational material, it will be even more difficult once they get into the 
major. These students may need to have discussions with their adviser about selecting a 
different major where they would have greater success. This wouldn’t necessarily involve 
transferring to a different college, but could.  
 
Sheryl Bolstad voiced concern about students who are in later stages of their degree 
programs and who need to repeat a major course in which they received a D or F; if all the 
grades are averaged it would have a negative affect on their GPA. Sue Van Voorhis pointed 
out that for these students, improving their grade by one or two letter grades is not going to 
have a significant impact on their overall GPA.  
 
Sue Van Voorhis shared with the group what she learned from other institutions at the AAU 
Registrars conference. While there, she asked other similar institutions how they handle 
repeats. The overwhelming consensus was that the student’s adviser determines if a 
student can repeat a course. Ohio State was one such school; they handle this adviser 
approval by using permission numbers. Advisers will not provide permission to repeat until 
the grade is posted. When they first made the change, there was an increased workload on 
advisers with students seeking permission to repeat, but that dramatically decreased once 
students widely understood that advisers would not be giving permission to repeat a course 
if a grade of C or better had been earned.  
 
Emily Holt asked how Ohio State handles the grades when permission to repeat has been 
granted. Tina Falkner said that there are different rules for incoming freshmen (who can 
repeat a limited number of credits), but that all completions count otherwise.  
 
Tina Falkner asked for the group to offer their thoughts on using a similar model (i.e., have 



advisers be the “gate keepers” for allowing students to repeat a course).  
 
Danielle Tisinger said that is what the PSEO office already does as they are accountable to 
the state. While students are the ones bringing up the issues, once it’s clear that they 
cannot repeat a C or a B, the matter is quickly dropped.  
 
Someone else mentioned that she regularly hears students say “if you repeat a course, the 
grade gets replaced.” For a lot of students, it would take a lot to sift through these 
decisions.There was also concern about the potential of creating an adversarial relationship 
between student and adviser if the adviser is the “gatekeeper.” Sue Van Voorhis said there 
needs to be a culture shift around repeating coursework and a change in policy could trigger 
that change.  
 
Ingrid Nuttall asked how soon this policy could take effect assuming everything proceeds 
smoothly. Tina Falkner responded that this is the very first part of the discussion and it 
would have to go through the entire policy review process. She did not think that could be 
accomplished any sooner than a fall 2013 effective date.  
 
Sheryl Bolstad voiced concern about advisers giving permission numbers. She asked if that 
permission number would override a closed course. There was further discussion on this 
with several people indicating that advisers currently do not handle permission numbers at 
all. There was the suggestion to call it something else so as to not be confused with our 
traditional use of permission numbers.  
 
Ingrid Nuttall asked if this could be piloted with a few departments to see how it goes. Tina 
Falkner said there might be some issues of equity with that.  
 
As there was some time available, Tina Falkner shifted the focus of the conversation to 
what an academic forgiveness policy would look like. She researched other institutions and 
saw that a common approach was that if a student had been gone for 3-5 years, they could 
apply for academic forgiveness and start over (credits and GPA would not carry forward). 
Another approach allowed students in a similar situation to selectively exclude courses. We 
do not have to follow these approaches they are just examples. 
 
Lonna Riedinger asked about Ohio State’s freshman repeat policy. Tina read the policy to 
the group verbatim:  
 

Freshman forgiveness rule 
(A) If a course in which an undergraduate student receives a grade of "D+," "D," "E," 
or "EN," taken during the freshman year (the period during which the first forty-four 
credit hours are accumulated on the student's official permanent record) is repeated 
before the end of that student's sophomore year (when the student will have 
accumulated a total of eighty-nine credit hours), the original course credit and grade 
will be automatically excluded from the calculation of the student's cumulative point-
hour ratio and deficiency points, but will remain on the student's official permanent 
record. This action will be subject to the following conditions: 



(1) If the grade in the original course was a "D+" or "D," a student may repeat the 
course for credit only upon the recommendation of the authorized representative of 
the dean, or director of the student's enrollment unit. Such recommendation must be 
obtained before noon of the third Saturday of the quarter in which the repeated 
course is taken. 
(2) The same course may be repeated only once under this rule. 
(3) This rule may be applied for a maximum of fifteen credit hours. 
(B) The graduate school and graduate professional colleges may formulate 
appropriate modifications of paragraph (A) of this rule, subject to the approval of the 
council on academic affairs, and publish the rule in their bulletins. (B/T 7/21/78, B/T 
6/7/85, B/T 7/9/2004, B/T 6/7/2005)  

 
Someone mentioned that the Ohio State policy seems to run counter to the intent of 
catching students who were doing poorly in foundational courses. Tina Falkner said that 
was somewhat true, but that the limit to how many credits could be repeated (maybe 3 
courses) addresses that to a certain extent.  
 
Tina Falkner asked the group’s thoughts on it only being applicable to freshmen. She also 
provided the policy as it applies to all other students: 
 

3335-8-28 Repetition of courses 
(A) Except as specified by rule 3335-8-27 of the Administrative Code, undergraduate 
students who have received a mark of "E," "EN," or "NP" in a course at this 
university may repeat the course for credit at their option. 
(B) Undergraduate or professional students, as defined in rule 3335-9-01 of the 
Administrative Code, who have received a mark of "A," "A-," "B+," "B," "B-," "C+," 
"C," "C-," "D+," "D," "EM," "K," or "PA" in a course at this university may repeat the 
course for credit only upon the recommendation of the authorized representative of 
the dean or director of their enrollment unit. 
(C) A graduate student, as defined in rule 3335-9-01 of the Administrative Code, 
may repeat for credit any course when approval is given by the student's adviser. 
(D) A student who has audited a course may subsequently repeat the course for 
credit only upon receiving permission of the authorized representative of the dean or 
director of the student's enrollment unit. 
(E) The credit hours for a repeated course shall in no case be counted more than 
once in meeting graduation requirements. When a student repeats a course, both 
grades appear on the student's record and both are used in computing the point-
hour ratio, except as modified by rule 3335-8-27.1 of the Administrative Code. (B/T 
4/7/2000, B/T 6/29/2001, B/T 7/9/2004, B/T 6/7/2005)  

 
Mary Ellen Shaw said that it sounds as if after the freshman year, the student can only 
repeat a course once if they get a D or F and that both grades count and that sounds 
reasonable.  
 
Danielle Tisinger said that it sounds similar to the one time only late drop and suggested a 
parallel that there could be a three-time only repeat option. It would make students think 
about how/when to use those repeats. Tina Falkner asked how she would envision the 
grades counting with a three-time only repeat. Danielle Tisinger said that the grade would 



be replaced/bracketed.  
 
This issue will be brought to the next RAC meeting (in May) for further discussion.  
 
PeopleSoft fit-gap item: Overall fit/gap assessment – Sue Van Voorhis 
Sue Van Voorhis informed the group that in light of recent information regarding future 
support of current key applications and that only 82 of the 399 fit-gap decisions were related 
to records, that she would be seeking volunteers to meet separately from the RAC meetings 
to discuss issues. There will be separate meetings for both undergraduate- and graduate-
related feedback. The first meeting would likely be two hours long with additional meetings 
scheduled and used if needed. The total time commitment from volunteers is unknown as 
there isn’t a basis to judge how long it may take. What the group discusses will be brought 
back to RAC.  
 
Sheryl Bolstad, Jennifer Decker, Carol Francis, Laurie Gardner, Jennifer Koontz, Cindy 
Pavlowski, Lonna Riedinger, and Danielle Tisinger volunteered. Others who wish to 
volunteer should contact Sue Van Voorhis at vanvo002@umn.edu. 
 
Learning Management System update – Frank Blalark 
Frank Blalark provided an update on the new learning management system that will 
manage non-credit offerings. The estimated go-live date is May 1. The current issue being 
discussed is the ability for students to select multiple offerings from multiple providers. 
While this is an ideal user experience for the student, it presents a problem when “checking 
out” and making payment. There is currently no easy way to make certain that the payment 
is divided appropriately between the departments. The team is discussing several options to 
address this issue.  
 

Graduate education agenda items 
Announcements 
Support the U Day at the capitol 
Ingrid Nuttall indicated that this was information that was only learned very recently, but that 
ASR has been informed that there will be a bigger push to have students involved in 
Support the U Day this year. There has traditionally been low involvement with Twin Cities 
campus students and part of the reason is that a release is not given to students to attend 
(as is the case with coordinate campuses). Students will not be released to attend, but other 
strategies are being looked at to increase participation. One thing being looked at is 
providing a “proof of attendance” at the capitol that would allow instructors to confirm that a 
student had indeed attended the event. Instructors would not be required to dismiss 
students from class or excuse an absence for a student who attended. The proof of 
attendance would be a tool for students to use in conjunction with discussions had with their 
instructors in advance of the event.  
 
Communicating with faculty 
Sue Van Voorhis mentioned that in the course of presenting to the Faculty Senate 
committee on information technology, she asked for advice on how ASR could better 
communicate with faculty. There is some misunderstanding/misinformation about the 
graduate education transformation, for example, that we would like to address. If you have 
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ideas on how to better communicate with your faculty, please let us know. Send ideas to 
Sue (vanvo002@umn.edu) .  
 
Catalog 
Sue Van Voorhis repeated her announcement from the undergrad portion of the meeting 
regarding catalog production.  
 
Updates 
PCAS – Travis Trautman 
Travis Trautman informed the group that the Grad PCAS team is slowly working through the 
remaining programs that have missing data. CLA and CSE will be moved through the 
system and after that other colleges will be moved through. If you haven’t reported to Vicki 
Field that you are done with your review, please do so now. The team thanks everybody 
who has been involved as it has been a lot of work and the team appreciates all their 
efforts.  
 
Reminder about Graduate School ECAS approval – Vicki Field 
Vicki Field reminded the group that effective July 2010, responsibility for reviewing and 
approving 8xxx-level courses (and select 5xxx-level courses in a handful of interdisciplinary 
graduate programs) was relocated to the colleges. The Graduate School was removed from 
the review and approval process for these courses. Due to requirements of the Electronic 
Course Authorization System (ECAS), the Graduate School continues to pass courses 
through ECAS, but without review, following notification of college approval. Still exempt 
from changes are the central graduate registrations—pre-thesis credits (8666), Plan A 
master’s thesis credits (8777), and the "full-time equivalent" (8333 and 8444) registrations—
pending decisions about these courses later this spring. As a result of the new degree 
requirements policy implemented this fall, changes in the eligibility requirements for doctoral 
thesis credits (8888) are now allowed, according to the procedure stipulated in the policy. 
Submission in ECAS is required.  
 
Transcript ordering statistics for new system – Frank Blalark 
Frank Blalark repeated his update from the undergraduate portion of the meeting. He added 
a reminder that PDFs are official transcripts so long as the “blue ribbon” displays.  
 
Dean Tsantir added that the PDF transcripts cannot be batched in Apply Yourself, so you 
need to click on them individually. UofM students are asked to upload unofficial transcripts 
because we never need the official transcripts from them.  
 
April Meeting – Sue Van Voorhis 
Sue Van Voorhis let the group know that several key ASR representatives would be 
attending a conference in April that conflicts with the regularly scheduled RAC meeting 
(April 2). She asked if the group would prefer to cancel the April meeting, meet the next 
Monday (April 9), or have someone else run the meeting. By show of hands, the popular 
vote was to move the meeting to April 9. The next meeting of RAC for graduate topics will 
be April 9 at 10:30 a.m.. Room details will be forthcoming.  
 
Graduate School transition – John Vollum 
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There is a team formed that is working on the transition of staff from GSSP to ASR and the 
related policies/processes related to this transition. There will be updates when there is 
more concrete information available on this.  
 
Dean Tsantir provided an update on the best practice conference that John Vollum 
mentioned at the February RAC meeting. It will be held in May, more details will be 
announced soon. The topic will be “E-review II”. The first portion of the conference will 
consist of 10 speakers giving short presentations on what they do to go paperless in this 
process. Following that, attendees will participate in working lunch with open discussion and 
sharing ideas.  
 
Policy discussion: Degree completion (continued from February) – Tina Falkner   
Tina Falkner led a discussion on policies related to degree progress and completion for 
masters and doctoral students. This policies were also discussed in the February meeting 
and feedback from that discussion was incorporated into the current drafts. Of note, there 
had been a question raised on the necessity of a candidate being physically present on 
campus for the final examination. The draft now contains language stating the conditions 
under which participation could be done remotely: 

 All members of the examining committee and the student must agree to the remote 
participation.  

 The Director of Graduate Studies must approve the request to allow remote 
participation in the examination . 

 All participants must be able to hear each other at all times .  
 Appropriate versions of all visual or text materials (e.g., slides, videos, handouts) 

must be available to all participants.  
 The integrity of the examination process must be guaranteed by some form of 

proctoring if the candidate is not physically present on the University campus or if no 
other committee member is physically present with the candidate. 

 Provisions must be made for secret balloting during the votes by examiners and for 
signing the examination report form. 

 For doctoral final orals, arrangements must be made for a public presentation by 
video link, with opportunities for question and answer from the audience. 

 The chair of the examining committee must recess the examination immediately if 
any technical problems interfere with the proceedings for more than a few moments. 

 All participants must be notified ahead of time of the options for recessing the 
examination. 

 The chair of the examining committee must guarantee that all the above conditions 
have been satisfied. 

 

Of note: Tthe DGS would need to approve remote participation and would likely need to 

have discussions with faculty about appropriate use of the option. There would also need to 

be clear communication on reasons for recessing the exam.  

 

Wendy Friedmeyer asked who would be responsible for creating the secret ballot. The 

program, the college, or would it be created centrally. Tina Falkner said that that had not yet 



been discussed, only the need to have a mechanism. She said she would bring this issue 

forward. 

 

Ingrid Nuttall asked if there was any requirement that all members be able to see each 

other. Tina Falkner said the language purposefully did not go that far as sometimes 

participants would be limited by available technology (e.g., perhaps just a cell phone).  

 

Tina Falkner asked the group if this added language addressed their question about the 

requirement of being physically present on campus and the consensus was that it did. The 

discussion then moved to other aspects of the policies.  

 

Wendy Friedmeyer asked about students submitting a request for an extension for 

completing their degrees as stated in the performance standards. She wanted to know how 

the student will know he/she is reaching the time limit. Who tracks this? Tina Falkner said 

that this is tracked centrally by the Graduate School and a reminder is generated in the 

reporting process.  

 

Someone else asked a question about the masters performance standards. It states that a 

degree should be awarded within five calendar years of initial enrollment in the program, but 

is unclear of when the clock starts. For example, would the time include work completed as 

a non-degree student or work that was transferred in? Tina Falkner said this would need to 

be clarified, but the intent was not to count the time while a student was non-degree. There 

was further discussion on this question resulting in a request to have Brad Bostrum present 

to the group how the time is calculated in the reporting he runs.  

 

Mary Ellen Shaw had a question about the continuous enrollment requirement and how that 

effects programs that typically have students completing work outside the University. Tina 

Falkner said this is currently a requirement (and commonplace throughout graduate 

education), but is not completely clear. Vicki Field said that the policy allows for programs to 

request an exception in these cases.  

 

Someone had a question on the time to degree. Is the five year degree completion 

requirement replacing the requirement that coursework cannot be older than seven years? 

Karen Starry said yes and that the idea is that there would be a conversation with the 

adviser as to whether the coursework was still relevant.  

 

Someone asked how these policies would be applied to current students versus new 

students. Tina Falkner said that policies stand for when a student was admitted to a 

program. This means that there will be a period of time where there are two policies in 

effect. Current students would have the option of following the new policy if that is their 

desire.  



 

Someone had a question about the requirement that the student must file a degree plan at 

least three months before his/her oral exam. Their current practice doesn’t allow for this 

amount of time. Tina Falkner said that the intent was that there was enough time for 

verification of the information in the submitted plan. 

 

There was discussion about capturing thesis title. Tina Falkner said that based on the 

discussion in the February RAC meeting, language about this was removed from the policy.  

 

Best Practice: DGS Orientation – Wendy Friedmeyer and Kara Kersteter, CLA 
Wendy Friedmeyer and Kara Kersteter presented on how CLA orients new DGSs on both 

the collegiate and departmental levels. The slides from their presentation can be found at 

http://blog.lib.umn.edu/asrweb/theledger/2012/03/best-practice-dgs-orientation.html.  

 

Ingrid Nuttall asked how they keep the DGSs informed after the initial orientation. Wendy 

Friedmeyer said that they send new information to them after meetings (such as RAC) as 

well as organize 2-3 meetings each year.  

 

Someone asked if this orientation is done each fall. Wendy Friedmeyer said yes, they do it 

each fall when there is a new group of DGSs. The collegiate orientation takes 2-3 hours and 

includes lunch. 

 

Someone asked if every program in CLA has a DGS assistant. Wendy Friedmeyer said yes, 

but they have a wide range of job codes. A review of this role is currently underway and a 

separate orientation for DGS assistants is being considered.  

 

Sue Van Voorhis asked if they had a list of what everybody does within the college. Wendy 

Friedmeyer said this list is available on their intranet.  

 

PeopleSoft fit-gap item: Overall fit/gap assessment – Sue Van Voorhis 
Sue Van Voorhis repeated her announcement from the undergraduate portion of the 

meeting.  

 

Carol Francis and Georganne Tolaas volunteered. Others who wish to volunteer should 

contact Sue Van Voorhis at vanvo002@umn.edu. 

 

Committee workflow update and plans for release – Heather McLaughlin 
Heather McLaughlin provided an update on the work being done to automate the 

assignment of committees. Based on discussion at the February RAC meeting, the routing 

will go from student to PLC to adviser to DGS. This will allow the PLC to make sure that the 

individuals selected meet the requirements for their role on the committee. If they do not 



meet the requirements, the PLC will be able to communicate with the student right away 

instead of later in the process. She also said that there will be different workflows for each 

different committee type. The form is specific to the committee type because there are 

different requirements for who can be on each type of committee.  

 

On the student view of the form, there are instructions specific to the student on how to 

complete the form. If the student is active in more than one program, he/she will be required 

to select one. After selecting the program, he/she will see a checklist to help guide in 

selecting committee members. Current advisers will be pre-popluated. There is an area for 

comments that will be sent to the PLC when the form is submitted. There is also information 

on who will be notified and when in the process.  

 

On the PLC view of the form, there are instructions specific to the PLC. The PLC will access 

the form via a link received in an email once the student has submitted their form. The PLC 

will see instructions specific to the PLC as well as the issues they need to consider as they 

review the committee information submitted by the student. The selections the student has 

made for committee members and their roles are not editable, so if something needs to be 

changed, it will need to be returned to the student with comments on what should be 

revised. If the student’s selections meet the requirements, the PLC will certify that plan 

requirements for the committee have been met and can recommend approval of the 

committee. There is also the option to include notes to be sent to the adviser. There is then 

routing information and the ability to request notification when the committee has been 

approved. There is also the option to add others to be notified once the committee has 

received final approval.  

 

There was a lot of discussion about the role of the PLC in this process and the need for 

collegiate-level approval. Heather McLaughlin clarified that the PLC’s role is to check to 

make certain that those selected for the committee meet the requirements outlined by the 

college and the plan and to coordinate any internal process required for that. Since each 

college and program may have different requirements, there isn’t a way for that to be 

tracked centrally. Sue Van Voorhis suggested that a best practice would be for each college 

to develop and maintain their own list of faculty and the roles they can fill. She also 

suggested having a college present their practice for doing this. Wendy Friedmeyer said 

she would be willing to do this. 

 

Heather McLaughlin noted that the adviser and DGS also have a role in determining if the 

selections for committee members are appropriate. The levels of approval included were 

based on feedback from the process advisory group and the survey.  

 

Someone asked if the form could be more explicit in defining the role of the reviewer. 

Heather McLaughlin said that could be done. 


