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SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS (SCFA) 
December 8, 2015 
Minutes of the meeting 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, 
nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
[In these minutes:  Proposed Changes to SCFA Charge; Special Post Tenure Review; Enterprise 
System Upgrade Project (ESUP) Update] 
 
PRESENT:  Scott Lanyon (chair), Christina Bourland, Kathy Brown, Allen Levine, Theodor 
Litman, Sophia Gladding, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Joseph Konstan, Robert Kudrle, Monica Luciana, 
Peh Ng, Lori Rhudy, Aks Zaheer, Leah Reinert 
 
REGRETS:  Joe Price, Christine Blue, Teri Caraway, Juanjuan Wu, Geoff Rojas 
 
ABSENT:  Phil Buhlmann, Ken Horstman, Teresa Kimberley, Ruth Okediji, Sam Stern 
 
GUESTS:  Patty Franklin, chief of staff, Office of Human Resources; Interim Vice President 
Bernard Gulachek, Office of Information Technology; Amy Kucera, director, Office of Human 
Resources - Operations; Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education Robert McMaster, 
Office of the Senior Vice President and Provost; Vice President and Chief Financial Officer 
Richard Pfutzenreuter, Office of Budget and Finance; Associate Vice Provost Sue Van Voorhis, 
Office of the Registrar; Associate Vice President Mike Volna, Controller’s Office 
 
1.  Call to order:  Professor Lanyon called the meeting to order and welcomed those present. 
 
2.  Committee discussion regarding proposed changes to SCFA charge:  Professor Lanyon 
introduced the first agenda item, a discussion about the committee’s charge.  He said an outcome 
of the October meeting when Committee on Committees (ConC) reviewed SCFA was the idea of 
adding another postdoc to the committee’s membership.  With that said, he solicited members’ 
input. 
 
Professor Konstan agreed and further suggested adding an ex-officio member from the Office of 
the Senior Vice President and Provost who oversees postdoc issues. 
 
Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs Levine asked who represents medical fellows 
because they are similar in many respects to postdocs.  He suggested considering having the new 
seat that is being discussed filled with a medical fellow.   
 
Professor Zaheer raised the question of whether the issues of postdocs and/or medical fellows are 
similar to faculty, and asked if SCFA would be diluting its focus if it takes up issues facing 
postdocs.  Vice Provost Levine said postdocs are in many respects faculty-like given many are 
trainees.  Professor Konstan asked if any senate represents postdocs/medical fellows.  Professor 
Lanyon recalls from the October discussion with ConC that it was agreed that of the existing 
Senate committees, SCFA made the most sense to deal with postdoc issues.  The alternative 
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would be to create another committee, but, Professor Lanyon said, this idea came up a few years 
back and it was decided there are already enough Senate committees.  He added that while 
dealing with postdoc issues could take attention away from issues SCFA has typically dealt with, 
the concern is that postdocs are really important to the institution, and, at least from a governance 
sense, no one is paying attention. 
 
Professor Luciana commented that there are several different levels of postdocs.  Are the 
postdocs the committee is thinking about the postdoc trainees or fellows who are not considered 
employees?  Unfortunately, said Professor Konstan, the title someone holds is not determined by 
the goal of their position so much as the source of funds or the unit hiring them.  For simplicity, 
said Professor Lanyon, the group that members are talking about are the postdoc trainees or 
fellows who are not considered employees.  He added that he likes the idea of adding another 
postdoc seat because postdocs leave the University so to have only one could be problematic.  
For what it is worth, noted Professor Konstan, on the Graduate School website, postdocs are 
classified under faculty and staff rather than students, but there is no distinction on the site about 
the various categories of appointments that postdocs may hold.  Professor Lanyon said several 
years ago the decision was made that the Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) was 
responsible for graduate students.  Ms. Reinert, graduate student, said that graduate students also 
have their college-based organizations to take their issues to so she said she feels adequately 
represented. 
 
Professor Lanyon summarized the discussion by saying members agree it is a good idea to add 
another postdoc seat on the committee.  In addition, he volunteered to contact Provost Hanson’s 
office to identify what position is most closely associated with postdocs in order to identify an 
ex-officio representative as well. 
 
Not related to postdocs, said Professor Grier-Reed, the committee talked with ConC about 
advocacy in addition to examining University policies.  Professor Lanyon recalled this and asked 
Professor Grier-Reed where this should be added to the charge.  Professor Grier-Reed suggested 
adding it to ‘b’ under duties and responsibilities so it would read:  “To examine, propose and 
advocate University policies and programs associated with faculty development.” 
 
Are there any other changes that should be made to the charge, asked Professor Lanyon?  Ms. 
Bourland asked about whether the two P&A seats adequately represent such a large employee 
group.  It may be worth considering whether to increase the number of P&A representatives on 
the committee.  Professor Lanyon asked if the number of P&A seats should simply be increased 
or whether certain kinds of P&A employees be specified.  Ms. Bourland said she would be 
interested in knowing the definition of the P&A group in order to know if the number of seats 
should be increased or look at broadening that category.  Professor Lanyon asked Ms. Bourland 
if she would look into this and she agreed. 
 
Hearing no other proposed changes to the committee’s charge, Professor Lanyon used the few 
minutes before the guests arrived to talk about post-tenure review (PTR). 
 
3.  Special Post Tenure Review:  As Professor Lanyon recalled, Assistant Vice Provost Gram 
was asked to collect data from the Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education 
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(COACHE) survey of examples of departments where faculty seem especially pleased with their 
PTR process.  Vice Provost Levine said it is difficult to drill down to the level of the department 
to get at this information because the COACHE survey collects collegiate data.  Professor 
Lanyon said if Assistant Vice Provost Gram could even identify one or two examples, the 
committee could talk with them about their practices.  The sense of faculty is, said Professor 
Lanyon, that procedurally and in terms of policy, PTR is quite good, but there are concerns 
around implementation and inconsistencies in use of the tools that exist.  He asked Vice Provost 
Levine to prompt Assistant Vice Provost Gram about this request. 
 
Before the committee digs too deep into this issue, said Professor Konstan, should the committee 
look at whether the PTR problems are correlated with short-term department heads?  It would be 
interesting to know if the PTR problems exist in departments where the median tenure of the 
department head is six to ten years, for example, or whether it is a widespread problem with no 
correlation to how long someone is a department head.   
 
Professor Kudrle said the committee has talked about the lack of training department 
heads/chairs receive, and wondered how much the typical department head/chair knows about 
PTR if the issue has never been salient in the department in that person’s experience.  Vice 
Provost Levine said the issue of PTR is discussed during department head “training” sessions, 
which are held once a month for new department heads.  The issue is also discussed in the 
“Talking Heads” program as well.  He added that PTR is also a cultural issue within departments 
and colleges. 
 
Professor Lanyon said he suspects part of the issue is not just department heads, but that PTR 
committees may not be taking their work seriously.  Professor Konstan asked whether there are 
statistics on how often such a committee has been charged with looking at PTR.  He said he 
thinks this is data that should be reported from departments to the colleges and then centrally.  
The widespread assumption is that there is no better committee to serve on than the PTR 
committee because they are never asked to do anything.  Professor Ng commented that it is 
important to clarify as part of this discussion that there is a distinction between PTR and special 
PTR, and the committee is actually talking about special PTR, and not PTR. 
 
Professor Lanyon wondered whether department heads should be asked how faculty are 
evaluated for PTR, not special PTR.  Vice Provost Levine said this question is asked of colleges, 
but the responses are not uniform.  He added that is why it is so important for department’s 7.12 
statements to contain goals and expectations because without this information how can an 
evaluation be conducted.  Professor Grier-Reed said she sees the crux of the issue as when does 
PTR kick into special PTR. 
 
4.  Enterprise System Upgrade Project (ESUP) and its impact on faculty:  Professor Lanyon 
welcomed the guests who were invited to provide information concerning ESUP.  Before 
beginning, Professor Lanyon called for a round of introductions. 
 
Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education Robert McMaster, Office of the Senior Vice 
President and Provost, began with some opening remarks.  He noted that including the pre-
planning for the upgrade, the project has been going on for four years.  The University originally 
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invested in the PeopleSoft system in the mid 1990s, but it became clear over the last few years 
that there were significant vulnerabilities to the existing system.  The last full upgrade was in 
2006 when the University upgraded to version 8.9.  While there were many reasons for the 
upgrade, two of the primary were: 

• Financial Aid regulations would have been out of date, which would have meant the 
University would have been out of federal compliance and unable to distribute Financial 
Aid. 

• Tax updates would have been out of compliance. 
 
Next, Vice Provost McMaster briefly shared information about the ESUP governance structure, 
which included an Executive Oversight Committee (EOC), among other committees.  The three 
major areas involved in the upgrade were finance, students and human resources.  Literally, there 
were hundreds of people involved in the upgrade over the past four years. 
 
A significant component of the upgrade was the “divorce”/split of the student and human 
resources databases, which had to be separated for functional reasons.  As part of this initiative, 
there was an upgrade of Campus Solutions, which is the student piece of the upgrade.  In 
addition, there was a reimplementation of the human resources systems from version 8.9 to 9.2 
as well as a technical upgrade of the financial system from version 8.9 to 9.2 also.  The upgrade 
included a completely new portal, which provides access into the new system, and a redesign of 
the system to increase functionality. 
 
Vice Provost McMaster went on to talk about some of the reasons for doing the upgrade, which 
included but were not limited to reducing risk, operational excellence, etc.  Regarding the 
modifications that had to be made in order for the upgrade to take place, the University was not 
able to maintain the customization it previously had without great expense going forward.  As a 
result, the decision was made to “go vanilla” or put differently to go with the out-of-the box 
PeopleSoft so the system would be less expensive moving forward and easier to maintain.  This 
decision resulted in some lost functionality based on the customization that had been done over 
the years.  In response to a question from Professor Lanyon about the cost savings to the 
institution as a result of the upgrade, Vice Provost McMaster cited an example of a 53% 
reduction in modifications for the Campus Solutions portion of the upgrade.  Vice President 
Brown added that the Office of Human Resources (OHR) had a 46% reduction in modifications.  
Regarding the Campus Solutions (student portion) of the upgrade, said Sue Van Voorhis, Office 
of the Registrar, reducing 53% of the modifications translated into savings that are part of the 
continuing drive toward reaching a goal of $90 million in administrative savings.  Professor 
Lanyon said he believes it is important to quantify the savings for faculty and staff to help justify 
the changes that were made.  In response to another question from Professor Zaheer about the 
savings, Ms. Van Voorhis said if the old system had been retained the University would be 
spending a lot more because it would have to run its own federal regulations in order to disperse 
Financial Aid.  Mike Volna, associate vice president, Controller’s Office, said that a present 
value calculation was not done, but, if it had been, the savings would be even larger. 
 
Vice Provost McMaster turned to Ms. Van Voorhis to provide more information about the 
upgrade.  She said the upgrade went live in April 2015 and since that time the performance of the 
portal has much faster than the previous portal, and the page views have increased significantly.  
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Unfortunately, however, there was a blip where the system was not working for approximately a 
two-week period before the start of the fall semester.  Ms. Van Voorhis took responsibility for 
this problem and admitted to not having a contingency plan in place if something were to go 
wrong.  The problem actually turned out to be an Oracle bug.  Fortunately, because the 
University had moved to “vanilla” PeopleSoft it was able to get Oracle, the portal vendor, and 
University staff on campus and work around the clock to identify the issue and fix it as soon as 
possible.  While no problems are anticipated for spring term, a contingency plan is in place. 
 
The system is very complex, explained Ms. Van Voorhis, which she talked about in some detail.  
She then went on to talk about what is working well with the system and mentioned the 
following: 

• MyU portal. 
• Payroll. 
• Paperless timesheets and time-off requests. 
• Financial transactions. 
• Tertiary systems successfully connected after the go live date. 

 
In terms of what is not working so well, Ms. Van Voorhis mentioned the following: 

• Dislike of new look and feel of the system by users. 
• Pop-up blockers. 
• Class search component does not deliver needed information. 
• Recruiting Solutions. 

 
Professor Lanyon asked about the recruitment piece of the system and expressed concern about 
applications being lost.  Amy Kucera, director, Office of Human Resources – Operations, 
assured Professor Lanyon that regular testing cycles are conducted to ensure there are no 
problems.  Vice President Brown said that Recruiting Solutions is a new module for the 
University, and, unfortunately, the current version does not have a number of the features the 
University feels it needs and wants.  This module is a work in progress and is being tested 
regularly. 
 
Professor Luciana commented that she is surprised to hear that payroll has been working well 
because she has heard of a number of payroll issues.  Vice President Brown said what is meant 
by payroll being successful is that payroll has been successfully delivered each pay period since 
the upgrade.  She admitted that there have been some problems, but most have been resolved or 
are in the process of being resolved.  It will likely take a full year to go through an entire cycle to 
make sure everything is working as it should.  Professor Konstan agreed that a lot of work has 
gone into making sure people did not suffer undue hardship as a result of payroll problems, but it 
is unclear how much time and work has been created at the local level to resolve problems that 
have arisen as well how much additional work has been created, e.g., B versus A term 
appointments, approving timecards.  To claim that payroll is working may be a stretch because 
some of the everyday tasks in the unit level are still too hard.  Vice President Brown agreed and 
said that it will take time to work through the problems and part of the solution is educating 
people at the local level about how to use the system. 
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Related to Professor Konstan’s point about issues around approving timecards, said Professor 
Grier-Reed, many people approve time just before the pay period deadline and the weekly 
default is not well aligned with this behavior leading to errors where people think they have 
approved all time for a pay period, but in reality only approved time for one week – the default 
option.  The new system’s default does not take into consideration the human factors.  Vice 
President Brown thanked Professor Grier-Reed for the feedback and said all the issues that are 
received are being put into a queue to be addressed. 
 
Is there a user-group or test group working with the system to uncover glitches, asked Professor 
Zaheer?  Yes, said Vice President Brown, there is a super user-group comprised of people from 
various units and colleges across campus, including the system campuses.  Regular meetings are 
held with these individuals who are involved in prioritizing the issues that are the biggest pain-
points for users. 
 
Next, Ms. Van Voorhis highlighted the upcoming priorities for MyU, which include: 

• System stability and production support. 
• Compliance technical maintenance. 
• User feedback and planning for future enhancements. 
• Re-establish MyU governance. 
• Distributed content process investigation. 
• Resource constraints. 

 
Associate Vice President Volna highlighted the Finance priorities: 

• Work with FinMAC to refine PCard functionality. 
• Build capacity to support payroll accounting. 
• Work study. 

 
Ms. Kucera highlighted the Human Resources priorities: 

• Continue to work with the super user advisory group to identify and prioritize issues for 
resolution. 

• Continue to enhance and forward a close partnership with the finance team to build 
capacity to support payroll accounting. 

• Continue to enhance the Recruiting Solutions module through Oracle updates and 
usability testing results. 

 
Ms. Van Voorhis highlighted the Student/Academic priorities: 

• Class search functionality. 
• Registration issues. 
• Spring term contingency planning. 
• Implementation of GPAS, a graduate degree audit, but not part of the upgrade. 

 
Regarding end of term processing (grades due December 30), the way PeopleSoft works, 
explained Ms. Van Voorhis, is that the default is the mid-term roster instead of the final term 
roster.  This issue was just discovered and will undoubtedly be a pain-point for faculty.  In 
talking with other schools around the country, said Ms. Van Voorhis, they delete all the mid-term 
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grade data from their systems.  The University, therefore, needs to decide if it wants to lose this 
data or archive it. 
 
Ms. Van Voorhis also reported that the University just learned that Campus Solutions (student 
component) will have to do an upgrade to 9.2 by December 2018.  This upgrade is necessary 
because other institutions have not been keeping current on their feature pack, which is a 
problem for federal Financial Aid.  The good news is that the University is current in this area so 
this upgrade is not expected to be a big issue. 
 
Another issue that is being fixed is in the advisee tab.  Instead of all the milestones being listed 
the advisees will be condensed and if faculty want to see the milestones they can simply click on 
the link. 
 
Will there be a communication of some sort about the end of term processing issue, asked 
Professor Ng?  Yes, said Ms. Van Voorhis, a communication has already been prepared and will 
be sent out shortly.  Additionally, because not all faculty read their emails, the faculty “go to” 
representatives will be made aware of the issue.  Finally, the help desk is always staffed and can 
answer these questions.  Because most faculty do not know who their “go to” person is in their 
unit, Professor Konstan suggested that this information be distributed to faculty as well. 
 
Ms. Van Voorhis then spent a few minutes talking about the University community involvement 
as it relates to the upgrade.  The community participation has been helpful throughout the 
upgrade process. 
 
In terms of looking forward, Ms. Kucera noted the following: 

• The Executive Oversight Committee (EOC) will continue to meet to address issues that 
arise. 

• A collaborative, cross-functional, two-year technology planning process is also in place. 
• Common standards and operating procedures will be established to make sure the 

institution is aligned across its workstreams. 
 
Professor Konstan commented that he is unable to find his training record and requested this 
issue be put in the queue to be looked at.  Vice President Brown said this is an issue that is being 
addressed currently.  Currently, the University does not have the PeopleSoft learning 
management module but it is analyzing whether it needs this module or not.  The University has 
a stand-alone system that it had hoped would be able track this information, but it has not been 
able to do this.  While other universities have reported that this stand-alone system has had 
significant improvements over the years, unfortunately, the University does not have this 
version.  As a result, the University is in the process of figuring out what it needs, and what 
software might address these needs. 
 
Before adjourning, Professor Lanyon asked how responsive PeopleSoft is to the University 
needs.  Ms. Van Voorhis explained that PeopleSoft has a Product Advisory Group that listens to 
the needs of institutions, but, unfortunately, sometimes it does not seem like they are moving fast 
enough to address these needs/issues.  Interim Chief Information Officer Bernard Gulachek 
explained that this is the reason the University previously customized the PeopleSoft modules in 
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the past.  He added that there will likely be instances where the University will decide to do 
some customizations, but it will not be to the extent that it was before.   
 
Professor Lanyon on behalf of the committee thanked the guests for their presentation. 
 
5.  Adjournment:  Hearing no further business, Professor Lanyon adjourned the meeting. 
 
University Senate 
Renee Dempsey 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


