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GUESTS: Dennis Wenzel, executive program director, Enterprise System Upgrade Project; 
Patton Fast, chief technical officer, Office of Information Technology (OIT); Patty Franklin, 
chief of staff, Office of Human Resources (OHR); Scott Appelwick, finance manager, CLA 
Fiscal Administration; Kara Tacheny, Executive Office and Administrative Specialist, CLA HR 
Services; Heather Steen, manager, Finance and Payroll Services, Department of Chemistry; 
Natan Paradise, senior academic advisor, CLA; Sue Van Voorhis, associate vice provost, 
Academic Support Services; Julie Selander, director, One Stop; Heather Kidd, manager, Payroll 
Services, OHR; Laura Negrini, manager, Job Center, OHR.  
 
Cohen welcomed the committee and guests.  

 
1. Update on the Enterprise System Upgrade Project (ESUP)  
 
Cohen introduced Dennis Wenzel, executive program director, Enterprise System Upgrade 
Project (ESUP), who briefly updated the committee on the recent launch.  
 
Wenzel noted: 
 
● It had been a relatively quiet deployment, considering the scope of the project and the 

number of complexities across a highly matrixed organization; 
● The team is dealing with some issues, including access provision, which they knew 

would happen considering that there are over 100,000 users of the various systems 
● A payroll for over 30,000 persons was delivered on time, with very few calls from 

accounting staff or employees; 4000-6000 reports ran within the first three days 
● In fiscal terms the project was managed very conservatively: 

○ Original budget: $83.5M 
○ Supplemental funding: $1.25M 

■ Total: $84.8M  
● Estimated expenditures through the go-live: $81.8M, $3M below budget 



○ The $3M will be used for the enhanced support period, a known added cost for 
the first couple of months while issues are ironed out 

 
Wenzel said he would be at the University until the end of June, as the systems were quickly 
moving into operational mode, and the Office of Information Technology (OIT) would be taking 
over the daily release/planning schedule. Professor Seashore said with a project of this size and 
scope, it would be worth developing an evaluation system other than expressed customer 
satisfaction. She noted the committee would be interested in looking at how productivity was 
enhanced and the associated long-term costs and benefits. Wenzel said each of the process 
owners was looking at those factors. For example, in OHR, the big win is electronic time 
management and time saved switching from paper to electronic filing of hours worked.  
 
Cohen asked Michael Volna, associate vice president, Controller’s Office, and Patty Franklin, 
chief of staff, OHR, about formal assessments at certain future intervals in their areas. Volna said 
almost every change was driven by a functional steering committee formed to identify “pain 
points” and develop solutions. They wanted to give it some time for people to acclimate to the 
system, and then get an accurate assessment before reporting back to the committee.  
 
Franklin said that in OHR data had to be converted and re-implemented into the new 9.2 format. 
She said they were looking at metrics they could track over time, such as electronic time and 
absence management, headcount and workforce composition, and steps in the payroll cycle 
which previously required corrections and manual intervention. Franklin said they believed that 
such interventions would fall off over time, and they would be gathering that information to look 
at during the first year or so of implementation and over time.  
 
Cohen asked Scott Appelwick, finance manager, CLA Fiscal Administration, and Heather Steen, 
finance manager, Department of Chemistry, about the upgrade implementation in financial 
systems at the collegiate and departmental levels. Appelwick said one of the biggest changes was 
how PCard transactions were tracked.  It was taking more time for approvals, as approvers have 
to go to one place for the justification and somewhere else to get the receipt. In MyWallet, the 
receipt could be linked to the transaction, but receipts sometimes got lost when they went to 
ImageNow. Tracy Peters reported that her PCard transactions were disappearing. Steen said they 
were having similar experiences with PCards in her department. She noted they had many 
faculty PCard users, and they wondered if it was realistic to have all of them uploading their own 
documentation. Peters went on to say her unit liked pooled approvals, but some people found it 
disruptive because backing each other up was no longer an option. Peters also said people were 
still confused about PCard use even after training. Steen described instances where PCard 
holders needed help. However, people who are not PCard holders could not assist.  
 
Volna said that in general, the system was designed to limit who could have universal access, 
and he acknowledged this was a challenge. Peters said the helpline staff could login as the user, 
see what the user is seeing, and assist through the process. Volna clarified they cannot do 
anything in the user’s stead. Seashore asked if this made supervision difficult, and Steen said she 
was still able to see whether staff were inputting information correctly. Volna said that the 
workflow could still be seen. Steen also noted that there were justification lines that were 
difficult to read in journal entries: the boxes in which to enter information were very small and 
could not be expanded for easier viewing. Wenzel said these issues were being worked out.  



 
Cohen asked if the system had been designed locally, and Wenzel said many of the pieces were 
“as delivered.” Many components could be adjusted, depending on how the user population 
responds. Steen said there had been mixed reactions to online training: many liked that they 
didn’t have to elsewhere, but she felt people might not retain information so well if training 
wasn’t done in a classroom. Volna said it was a mixed bag, and the ESUP team felt online 
training would work since there were not that many significant changes in the financial systems. 
He added that classroom training presented its own set of logistical issues. 
 
Cohen asked about payroll transactions at the collegiate and unit levels. Heather Kidd, manager, 
Payroll Services, OHR, and Franklin noted there were concerns about the changes in position 
structures. The rationale was to get to a system that better reflected how and where people are 
actually working. Cohen confirmed that everyone was paid in the last pay period, and said that 
was a major accomplishment. Franklin said the first payroll was the trickiest because it was 
partly done in 8.9 and partly 9.2. She said time and absences would be fully delivered through 
9.2 in the next payroll, and successfully stabilizing the system in 9.2 was their top priority. 
Franklin said they too were keeping a list of issues that needed to be addressed.  
 
Kidd said things are going very well, and that they were seeing a lot of activity with people using 
electronic time sheets. It is one of the most far-reaching of the new modules, because it involves 
so many people, Kidd noted, and the rollout was going well because of good partnership with 
colleagues in the units who were helping with questions and getting the word out about training. 
Kidd said they found online training very helpful because people could revisit it as needed.  
 
Cohen asked about employees whose pay came from different sources, noting that on the last 
payroll sourcing had not been done correctly for faculty on split appointments. He also said that 
for accounting service team members such failings would require many painstaking and exacting 
steps for the corrections. In that connection, Cohen asked if the new system was simpler and 
user-friendlier. Kidd said it was, and acknowledged that payroll changes and corrections remain 
a very complex procedure. Cohen said they should expect people to be checking the payroll 
abstracts very carefully every two weeks for the foreseeable future, and Kidd agreed. Kallsen 
noted that all the variables to which Cohen referred were policy choices for the University, and 
said that every time a policy is added or changed, it adds to the complexity of such transactions.  
 
Appelwick added that payroll staff was very stressed trying to execute their jobs with the new 
tools, and Kidd said that her office was doing its best to provide resources for them, including 
additional staffing and enhanced support. Professor Morrison asked how payroll worked with 
joint appointments, and if both departments were getting payroll abstracts or if only the primary 
payer which was collecting money from the other. Franklin said as she understood it, the data set 
differed depending on whether it was the primary department or not. Morrison said if it was not 
showing on both units’ abstracts, the secondary unit does not know what is happening and this 
would be bad for interdepartmental cooperation over time. Kidd said that going forward it would 
be on both abstracts. Cohen said there must be full transparency of information, as it can get very 
messy with one small mistake. 
 
Cohen then asked about appointment, recruiting and hiring transactions. Laura Negrini, manager, 
Job Center, OHR, and Kara Tacheny, executive office and administrative specialist, CLA, 



discussed their experiences. Tacheny said they had had issues with “frozen” position numbers, 
and it had been tedious and time consuming to have to submit an individual form for each 
position. She cited an instance of someone who supervised twelve people and had recently 
resigned. Her office had to fill out twelve separate forms to change the reporting structure.  
 
Negrini and Tacheny noted several other issues: 
 
● Units do not know where to find Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action (EO/AA) data 
● Applicants were unable to sort jobs by student, staff or faculty job openings; all job 

openings come up in a single list.  
● There are no job codes or any indication of what college or department a position is in 

(unless this was specifically included by whomever posted the job) 
● Applicants don’t know if a position is P&A, civil service, or bargaining unit  
● There is no feature to print a job posting for an applicant 
● There is no way to view or print all applicant materials at once for those doing the hiring. 

Each item for each applicant must be accessed individually, which is especially 
problematic for larger job searches.  

 
Morrison asked how soon these issues would be remedied, noting the hiring process must be 
seriously impaired because of these problems. Kara Kersteter added that she is unable to click on 
information to see basic job classifications and salary range information, and has been told that 
she does not have access when all that information is public.   
 
Negrini said these were "growing pains" of an integrated system, and it took time for people to 
become versed in its functionalities. She added there were many features that her office liked: for 
example, the system takes the position data, tracks it through the recruiting process and when a 
hire or appointment is made, and it is then a fairly smooth transition to onboarding and getting 
people ready to work. Negrini said the integration worked very well and streamlined many 
things, and there was additional functionality that could be leveraged, such as scheduling 
interviews and making offers online, and creating personalized communication for the candidate. 
She noted the system allows for an ongoing relationship with candidates even if they are not 
hired for the position. However, Negrini acknowledged, they had heard feedback about the 
search function being very basic and not useful to applicants. Her office was looking at options, 
taking into consideration that they also have an external-facing candidate website as well. There 
were also challenges for some units that have external search committee members who need to 
access the system. As well, when a candidate finds a job he/she wants to explore further, there is 
not much detail on the job posting. Franklin said that OHR needed to get through the payroll 
cycles and err on the side of stability there, and then move on to addressing these issues. 
Additionally, OHR is working with OIT about the possibility of getting time in the usability labs 
later in the summer.  
 
Cohen asked if the fixes would amount to customization that might interfere with upgrades to 
PeopleSoft. Wenzel said once they had a handle on the issues in some areas, PeopleSoft could be 
easily configured. The ESUP team had reduced about 40% of all modifications to assist the 
ongoing maintenance of the system. Wenzel noted every time there is a PeopleSoft update, any 
modification had to be re-tested and reevaluated, and those factors must be weighed.  
 



Professor Luepker described issues in his department regarding job openings, and said the jobs 
had disappeared in the system over the last two weeks, which put his study behind schedule. 
Negrini said she would check into this and get back to him. Peters said to her understanding, if a 
job was posted before the Upgrade, there was a certain window of time that the posting would be 
available for applicants to apply. Once the new system went live, postings from the old system 
would no longer be available to receive applications. Negrini said her office was working on a 
way to have people who applied under the old system integrated into the new system.   
 
Natan Paradise, senior academic advisor, CLA, and Sue Van Voorhis, associate vice provost, 
Office of the Registrar, discussed issues regarding student records and advising. Paradise said 
while access to student records was not a problem, his office had encountered issues with the 
role of administrators and advisors of the curriculum. In trying to help students access the 
curriculum and help faculty access their own curriculum, he said, it has been very difficult and 
the new system does not adequately replace the course guide. Paradise said his colleagues knew 
the loss of the course guide and the inability to search for courses by attributes would be 
difficult, but advisors were not prepared for the other losses incurred in the class search system. 
He said one of the University’s primary functions was to deliver a curriculum, and the system is 
such that one is limited by one’s role as to what could be accessed.  Advisors and faculty are 
unable to see what students see in the system, and, he pointed out, this poses a significant 
problem considering their role in teaching students how to navigate these systems. Paradise felt 
the new system prohibited people accessing the richness of the University’s curriculum, and his 
fear was students would not be able to access the richness of the curriculum. They would not 
seek out “off the beaten track” courses, and the curriculum of smaller departments would suffer. 
 
Paradise also noted the new system also requires multiple clicks to access things. This is a 
significant problem because it makes advisors days much longer in resolving issues, and it also 
means students are likely to get frustrated and give up. It falls to the advising offices to help, 
whereas students used to be able to do it themselves. Paradise also noted there was no way to 
look at multiple courses simultaneously to make one’s choices, i.e., no “sticky” navigation. This 
leads to more frustration on the part of the students, then more phone calls to advising offices, 
and yet they are unable to help. During this part of the discussion Cohen accessed the university 
“class search” site on the computer and demonstrated the difficulties in accessing course 
offerings.  
 
Van Voorhis agreed the class schedule was not user-friendly and needed some work. She said 
her office had discovered some procedural “drift” as courses were being set up, so they wanted 
to see the process from start to finish before modifying the curriculum piece of the system. Van 
Voorhis discussed ways to make temporary fixes, including modifications to the schedule-
builder function and making courses searchable in PDFs. She said another “pain point” was the 
class list: while it indicated it was printer-friendly, it is not. However, it can be downloaded as an 
Excel document, which can be printed. Van Voorhis said Morris and Crookston were going 
through grading this week, and she had heard it was going well. She noted some students were 
having trouble with navigation, but this was largely because they had forgotten to clear their web 
browser cache.  
 
Jurgens asked why the changeover was done during the semester and not over the summer, when 
it seemed as if it would be simpler. Van Voorhis said in summer, the University’s fiscal year 



ends, there are faculty changes, and student orientation occurs, so it would actually be the worst 
time to do it. Volna added they had tried to plot cycles and realized there was no ideal time 
frame. The best time was February, which was the original planned launch, but that was delayed 
so as to iron out complexities in the payroll system.  
 
Peters asked about holding and dropping classes during the registration process. There is no way 
to see which waitlist for a class might be shorter, and one cannot get on both waitlists, as before. 
Van Voorhis suggested contacting the department to see if they could work with the student, as 
departments now have more control over waitlists.  
 
Julie Selander, director, OneStop, Office of Academic Support Resources, said they had heard 
very positive things about the portal piece of the Upgrade. People are expressing appreciation 
about the benefits of the integrated system and the enrollment verification feature. Selander said 
there were things, both good and bad, they had not yet fully realized because of the timing of the 
academic cycle. Seashore suggested communicating known issues about the registration process 
to departments and units.  
 
Wenzel said he appreciated everyone sharing their opinions and insights and reported that the 
ESUP team was actively working on all these issues. He emphasized that, as with any new 
system, there would be a maturation period. Some things can be dealt with immediately, while 
other things might take longer as they analyze and discover what exactly needs to be fixed. He 
also encouraged committee members to contact him or other business process owners with 
further comments. Morrison asked to be provided with a list of business process owners.  
 
Cohen said the entire conversation had been very informative and thanked all the guests for their 
participation.  
 
Hearing no further business, Cohen adjourned the meeting.  
 
Mary Jo Pehl 
University Senate 
 
 
 
 


