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| ssue Description:

A decision as to the system of record for degree audit and transfer credit processing is needed.
This decision may impact the timeline and scope of the current implementation. This would
be an initial implementation decision and would be re-evaluated with each future
release of PeopleSoft.

Background Information:

BGSJ has been using the Miami University (of Ohio) DARWIN system for degree audit
processing since the early 908. In 2001, the University began using the transfer articulation
module of this software to process transfer credit. In 1998, we became a voluntary participant
in the Course Applicability System (CAS) project being piloted by the State of Ohio/Ohio Board
of Regents. Participation in this, using DARwin as the processing system, became mandated in
House Bill 95 beginning Fall 2005. At this time, BGJ is compliant with the mandates of the
state for the transferability and applicability of Transfer Assurance Guide (TAG)/Ohio
Articulation Numbered (OAN) courses and courses associated with the Ohio Transfer Module.

There is no current mainframe dependency between SIS and DARwin. The degree
requirement rules are encoded and housed in DARwin. These rule sets are used to monitor and
report the individual degree requirements for majors and minors and provides the appropriate
selections of courses to assist students toward degree completion. The appropriate course
selections for each requirement are stored in DARwin as well as information pertaining to the
ways in which courses may be reused, the number of courses or hours needed to successfully
meet degree requirements, historical information concerning course conversions, repeat limits
and academic exceptions. There are historical rules for catalog years as far back as the late
eighties, although the bulk of the rules are for catalog year 1995 and forward.

There are also transfer articulation rules stored in DARwin which allow for the programmatic
articulation of other institutionsCcourses to BGSU equivalencies. These rules include external
organization information such as the grade definitions for the other institutions as well as
information associating the external courses with appropriate state mandated Ohio Articulation
Numbers (OAN) information. This associated information is then used programmatically by the
degree requirements to apply the courses to the student® degree programs in the manner
proscribed by the state. It isimportant to note that whether BGSUJ as an institution chooses
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PeopleSoft as its system of record for these processes, state mandates will make it a
requirement that this information be maintained in DARwin at the state level. This means that
there will be a need to maintain duplicate data in both systems. Since there is no programmatic
way to move this data from one system to another, this will require manual update in both
systems.

BGSU currently processes between 10,000 and 12,000 degree audit requests a month from

advisors and students via an interactive web audit. Students and advisors can request audit
reports for the area(s) of study associated with their record in SIS or can perform Qvhat-ifO
audits which will apply the student® courses against a different degree program.

Internally the degree audit report is used to appropriately enforce the University® retake policy,
assist college offices in moving their students from pre-major programs into the degree
granting programs and gather ad hoc course demand projections.

Research into similar decisions made by other PeopleSoft institutions has shown that institutions
that switched from DARWIN to PS, such as IUPUI, did not have as much data in DARS at the
time of their PS implementation and were facing to the task of converting from mainframe
DARS to DARwin within the same implementation time frame.

Institutions such as Ohio State, University of Northern Texas and University of Massachusetts
have all elected to stay with DARwin as the system of record predominantly due to resource
issues. These institutions have mature data in their DARwin system similar to that found at
BG3J. Since there is no way to systematically convert the rule records from DARwin to PS,
these institutions would have had to re-develop the degree audit system from the ground up.
In communications with all three institutions, no true time study data was available. Most
institutions equated the time it would take to implement degree audit in PS to the time it took
to initially set up DARwin at their campus. BGSJ will be facing this challenge if PS is chosen as
the degree audit/transfer system of record. In trying to make some educated estimates as to
how much time it would take to implement PS it is interesting to note that the results were
within one year of the time it did indeed take to initially set up DARwin at BGSU.

Alternatives:

Alternative #1: Use the degree audit and transfer credit functionality associated with
PeopleSoft.

Alternative #2: Continue to use DARwin for the system of record for degree audit/transfer
credit and create two interfaces between DARwin and PeopleSoft; one to move transfer credit
to the student® record and the second to bring academic information from PeopleSoft to
DARwin. This would be an initial implementation decision which would need to be
re-evaluated with each new release of PeopleSoft.
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The following table shows the pros and cons for the alternatives identified above.

#

Alternative

Pros

Cons

Notes

1

Move to PeopleSoft
degree audit and
transfer credit
processing.

¥ Functionally integrated
system. No need to
interface student data
to and from 3" party
system.

¥ Would allow university
to capitalize on use of
the same system
support tools and staff
as used for other
modules of PS.

¥ Would not require
customization of
delivered self service
functionality.

¥ Would allow students
ability to see transfer
evaluation information
in student self service
and perform Qvhat ifO
course audits. Provides
ability to model transfer
credit results in self-
service applications.
(See note #1.)

¥ Will need to maintain
two systems of record
to meet mandate
regarding CAS and the
use of DARwin to
maintain data files.

¥ Will need to re-build
degree audit rules,
transfer rules and
student exceptions from
scratch. No known
programmatic way to
convert degree audit
rules. (See note - #2)

¥ Will need to maintain a
higher level of external
course information than
currently needed in
DARwin for transfer
credit processing.

¥ Loss of reporting
functionality both in
formatting and ability to
configure report for the
addition of conditional
information used
extensively for transfer
credit evaluation.

¥ Web audit currently
provided in PSis not as
user friendly to read as
web audit format in
DARwin (See note -
#3)

¥ Major training impact
involving student and
advising populations as
well as back office
support staff in R&R.

¥ Would need to
customize what if
functionality provided in
Self-Service to be
compliant with
academic policy
concerning catalog
rights.

¥ #1 - DARwin does
provide self service
functionality
comparable to viewing
transfer information
and Qvhat ifOcourses
however with staff
moved to the SR
Implementation there
was not sufficient time
to implement this
functionality.

¥  #2 - Degree audit and

student exception
information would need
to be rebuilt in its
entirety and re-tested
before being able to
release the
functionality to advisors
and students. It
should be noted that
this could not occur
until all course and
student related data is
in place and accurate
in PS.

¥ #3 DRelease 9.0 of
PeopleSoft Academic
Advising does offer a
more web centric audit
and the ability to
connect degree audit to
the registration
process. There have
been reported
problems with the
trigger functionality
with the web audits
reported on HEUG.
New audits for students
and advisors are not
generated when
academic exceptions
are posted or when
degree audit rules
change unless an
administrative user re-
generates the audit
reports.
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The following table shows the pros and cons for the alternatives identified above.

# | Alternative Pros Cons Notes
2 | Continue to Use ¥  Can use existing ¥ Will need to update ¥ #1 B The configuration
DARWIN encoding of programs course and program of the data needed to

(2,337), requirements
(6,570), master
reference (1,699),
articulation rule
(69,000+) and student
exceptions
(approximately 69,906
created ad hoc in the
interface and 119,090
hand entered to the
student record). (See
note - #1)

Currently there are
delivered conversion
programs which keep
BGSU DARwin files
and the DARwin files
used by CAS in synch.

Developed interface
could be purchased
from Interface
Management Systems
(IMS). This interface
is being used by
institutions such as
UNT and OSU. This
would interface the
student data from PS
to DARwin.

Minimal training
impact involving
student and advising
populations as well as
back office resources
in R&R.

information in CAS and
BGSU DARwin files to
conform with PS
changes.

Will need to re-write
the current processing
interfaces to move
student data between
PS and DARwin, or
incur additional cost of
outside vendor
interface.

Would require
customization of PS
delivered self service
functionality to link with
interactive web audit
inside DARwiIN.

Decision will need on-
going evaluation. (See
Note - #2)

successfully implement
PS Academic Advising
is significantly different
than the configuration
used in DARwin. This
will result in additional
time needed to encode
and test and rule sets
and exception data.

#2 - If BGSU stays with
DARwin in the short
term the institution will
need to continue to
evaluate PS Academic
Advising functionality
with each new release
to see if the decision to
remain with DARwin
should still stand.
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Costs - Alternative # 1: Costs associated with this alternative are detailed on the attachment.

Costs - Alternative # 2:

Estimated Hours for Original Implementation | 360 160 hours for outbound interface
Hours and 200 for inbound interface

Estimated Cost for Original | mplementation $54,000 | Use $150 times hours

Estimated Hours per Each Upgrade 46 Hours | 16 for outbound interface and 30

hours for inbound interface (Hour
amount same whether upgrade is
on PS side or DARwin side)

Estimated Cost per Each Upgrade $2300 Use $50 times hours

* |t s estimated that an additional 150 hours of resource time would be needed from the
Registrar Office staff to perform testing and to manipulate data in DARwin to implement this
alternative.

Schedule Considerations:

Alternative # 1. The attached document provides information regarding initial estimates of
the time it will take to re-develop the degree audit and transfer articulation rule sets in
PeopleSoft. One factor should be kept in mind when looking at this information.
Given the inexperience with the PeopleSoft degree audit process, the time estimates
given are in all likelihood underestimated. The times listed reference the relative time it
takes to perform each function currently in DARwin given current experience levels. Even if
these time estimates can be met, the amount of data that needs to be re-programmed results
in time estimates that are outside of the current implementation schedule by several years.

Alternative # 2: It is the belief of the development staff that these interfaces can be
recreated within the anticipated implementation schedule. This schedule could be impacted by
changes to academic policy, further state mandates or changes in the institution® academic
structure which results in additional development work.

Recommendation:

Alternative # 2 Continue to use DARwin as the system of record for degree audit and
transfer credit processing at this time with the understanding that this decision would be re-
considered with each PeopleSoft release. This recommendation is being made primarily due to
the resources and time that would be needed to bring up this functionality successfully in
PeopleSoft.
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Recommendation Supported By:

Name

Project Role

Sue Lau

CSS Functional Lead/Director of Records and Degree Audit

Rachel Schaeffer

Director of Transfer Evaluation

ESC Decision:

Bruce Petryshak for Alternative # 2
Linda Dobb for Alternative # 2

Al Gonzalez for Shirley Baugher for Alternative # 2

Ed Whipple for Alternative # 2
Sheri Stoll Absent

ESC Decision Date: February 11, 2008
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Action Item Appendix A

Time Estimates to Recreate Existing DARwin Degree Audit Rules, Transfer Articulation Rules
and Student Exceptions in PeopleSoft Academic Advising.

Degree Audit Processing:

There are many areas of functionality that do not work the same or do not exist in PeopleSoft that are
present in the current degree audit system. There is also no programmatic way to convert the files used
by DARwin to PeopleSoft due to these differences. With this in mind, the following assumptions and
statistics were used in setting the time estimates to bring degree audit up in PeopleSoft.

K K K K

K K

Number of exceptions to convert for current students only: 30,065

Number of exceptions created currently in interface programs to monitor various policies: 67,857
Number of degree programs to convert (Minimum) for current students: 878

Number of requirements needed to bring programs up (Minimum) for current students: 3,000

Time estimates for all items include the time needed to encode and test the record.

Time estimates are probably underestimated given the lack of experience with PeopleSoft degree
audit. Margin of error could be close to 20% .

Time estimates for setting up degree audit programs includes creating course lists, requirements and
requirement groups.

Time estimates take into consideration that requirement groups have to be tested individually and in
conjunction with other requirement groups for different degree requirements due to the manner in
which PS processes course reuse.

Time estimates do not take into consideration the possibility of finding further gaps that would add
to the time needed to complete task.

There are currently two trained staff members at BGSU to carry out encoding. Time estimates did
not consider any additional time to perform other tasks. The time represented is time dedicated to
nothing other than encoding PS degree audit.

Interfaces would not be able to maintain data in both systems due to their dissimilarities. Changes
would need to be made in both systems until we go live. Continued maintenance of two systems
would continue in order to be compliant with the mandates concerning CAS.

Time Estimates:

¥ Modeling to identify unknown gaps/develop best business process for entering new records : 120
man hours, or three weeks
¥  Academic Exceptions: 5 minutes/exception = 8160 man hours, or 204 weeks
¥ Course Lists, Requirements and Requirement Groups: 8 hours/ program = 7024 man hours, or 175
weeks
o Total Time: 15304 man hours
= ¥ SU Page7 of 8 Bowling Green State University

o



Bowling Green State University
BG@100 Action Item
ESC Submission: February 11, 2008

Transfer Credit Processing:

Again, there are many areas of functionality that do not work the same or do not exist in PeopleSoft that
are present in the current transfer articulation module of DARwin. Due to these differences it is again a
manual process to recreate this functionality in PeopleSoft.

¥
¥

Number of rules to convert for students: 69,713

Number of external evaluated courses that would need converted to PeopleSoft external education
pages: 210,053

Number of external organizations that would need an external catalog created in PS: 1,449

Time estimates for creation of external course catalog include downloading information from CAS
course banks for other institutions, editing course information and proofing the data. The
assumption is being made that this can be done to our satisfaction as other institutions have utilized
this method.

Time estimates for conversion of external course information not provided. The assumption is being
made that this program will be developed as part of the conversion of historical transfer work and
would only need minor modifications to perform this task.

Time estimates are probably underestimated given the lack of experience with PeopleSoft degree
audit. Margin of error could be close to 20% .

Time estimates do not take into consideration the possibility of finding further gaps that would add
to the time needed to complete task.

The delivered PS report does not provide 95% of the information provided on the current report
obtained via DARwin. This is true as the current report relies heavily on functionality not present in
PS. As such, | did not put a time estimate on modifications needed for this report. In truth, if BGSU
desires the same level of detail moving forward, the institution needs to stay with the same system.
To modify PSto deliver the same report as DARwin is too costly and makes no sense.

There are currently two trained staff members at BGSU to carry out transfer articulation rule writing.
Time estimates did not consider any additional time to perform other tasks. The time represented is
time dedicated to nothing other than encoding PS transfer credit.

Interfaces would not be able to maintain data in both systems due to their dissimilarities. Changes
would need to be made in both systems until we go live. Continued maintenance of two systems
would continue in order to be compliant with the mandates concerning CAS.

Time Estimates:

¥

¥

Modeling to identify unknown gaps/develop best business process for entering new records: 120 man
hours or three weeks.
Articulation Rules: 3 minutes/rule = 3485 man hours, or 87 weeks
Creation of external catalogs = 2 hours/ catalog = 2898 man hours, or 72 weeks
o Total Time: 6503 man hours
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