
 
Minutes* 

 
Senate Consultative Committee & 

Twin Cities Campus Assembly Steering Committee 
Thursday, December 3, 1998 

2:15 – 3:45 
Room 238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Sara Evans (chair), Jason Anderson, Linda Brady, Gary Davis, Mary 

Dempsey, Ryan Falk, M. Janice Hogan, Nathan Hunstad, Michael Korth, 
Leonard Kuhi, Marvin Marshak, Judith Martin, V. Rama Murthy, Martin 
O’Hely, Gita Uppal, Matthew Tirrell, Mark Uszenski 

 
Absent: Jesse Berglund, Stephen Gudeman, David Hamilton, Roberta Humphreys, 

Fred Morrison, Brandon Lacy, Deanne Nordberg, Kelli Rusch 
 
Guests: Vice President Carol Carrier, Assistant Vice President Stephen Cawley, Vice 

Provost Craig Swan; Professor William Flanigan (representing the Assembly 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics) 

 
Others: Jude Poseley (Office of the Executive Vice President), Maureen Smith 

(University Relations) 
 
 
[In these minutes:  Enteprise Systems Project; protocols; NCAA certification of the 
intercollegiate athletic programs] 
 
 
I. The Enterprise Systems Project 
 
 Professor Evans convened the meeting at 2:45 and welcomed Dr. Carrier, Mr. 
Cawley, and Dr. Swan to talk about the Enterprise Systems Project (ESP). 
 
 Dr. Carrier opened the discussion by explaining that the ESP is a massive project 
occurring over the next few years that is very expensive and the focus of major changes in 
the University’s infrastructure, including student services, human resources, and grants 
management.  The financial system will be “interfaced” with the new systems. 
 
 There are a number of reasons the new systems are being installed:  the Year 2000 
problem, inefficient processes, data systems that are not common, and too much paperwork.  
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Other Big Ten schools are making similar changes, and some are using the same PeopleSoft 
products.  There are conversations with the other institutions about the systems. 
 The Committee was then presented with a series of slides about the new system.  
The visitors to the meeting made a number of points as they presented the slides, as follows: 
 
 --  The University is trying to be smart in implementing the new programs by providing 
training as the programs are made operational.  Training is a priority at all levels, and being 
provided as the programs are being rolled out, so people do not forget what they have 
learned. 
 
-- There is much underlying technology to the systems that are being adopted, as well 
as expensive servers and databases.  The technical environment appears to be running well. 
 
-- The new way of providing service will be a one-stop shop, a single point in the 
virtual world, available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  At present 20% of the work done is 
self-help and 80% requires assistance; the goal is to reverse that ratio, so that computers can 
handle simple transactions and people can solve problems and advise.  The one-stop shop 
can also be physical (located, for instance, in Fraser Hall) as well as a web address.   The one-
stop now has a student focus, but there are also things there for faculty.  There is also a need 
for a faculty one-stop on the web (creating a physical location would be more difficult for 
faculty). 
 
-- There will be a session for program administrators to inform them about what the 
best practices at the University are, in order to provide better service. 
 
-- Much of the system is already operating (although there is much more to come in the 
future).  Financial aid and registration will be brought up shortly, so that students can 
register via the web in April.  Shortly thereafter, in spring, 2000, human resources, benefits 
administration, and payroll will be brought up. 
 
-- This requires that there be thought given to how people do their jobs.  If the same 
forms all pass through the same hands, nothing will have been accomplished.  Rethinking 
business processes has been part of the effort. 
 
-- With respect to individuals, there will be much more information available to them, 
and they will be able to do much more from a desktop computer.  Students can register, 
transfer between colleges; faculty can structure courses, write grants, and review or change 
their benefits--all at any time they wish.  The faculty and students should hold the 
administration’s feet to the fire to make sure they deliver service more broadly.  Specifically 
on grants management and finance, tools can be built in to the system so that benefits and 
items spread over a multi-year contract can automatically be calculated, so ORTTA will not 
need to check them all. 
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-- Program planning tools, and information for all, must be at the heart of the project.  
Some information will remain on a need-to-know basis (e.g., that protected by law as private 
data), but the idea is that much more information will be available to everyone, no matter 
where they are in the University. 
 
-- The system tools will enable all to do their jobs better.  The project will not be 
finished on a specific date, and the system will be continually adapted.  Things that are seen 
not to work right will be fixed.  The idea is service to the University community, not 
administrative convenience. 
 
-- If there are things that people want to do, but are unable to do, on the web, they 
should let Vice Provost Swan know (swan@umn.edu).  Things that are useful or helpful, or of 
interest to faculty, should be put on the table.  Student views were solicited through a series 
of meetings and focus groups. 
 
-- The University is spending a lot of money on this project; has any thought been 
given to how departments will finance implementation at the local level?  If they do not have 
PCs, they will need to buy expensive equipment.  For any single unit, the costs will be small 
in comparison, but across the University, it will be a lot of money.  The deans have no idea 
where to find funds.  Mr. Cawley agreed there is a real cost involved, and the cost item was 
taken to the deans as part of the discussion of the tax on payroll.  The deans took the 
position that the $4 million implementation cost at the local sites should not be held by the 
administration nor should it be part of the tax; the money was to be left in the college 
budgets and the units would cover the expenses as part of normal upgrades.  If so, Professor 
Murthy said, the deans should be reminded that such a conversation took place; some 
believe the central administration has money. 
 
 There may also be a misperception of the number of desktop computers that will 
need to be changed.  Many faculty may not need to make changes, because the web 
information will be enough.  PeopleSoft will perhaps need to be on 1000 of the 25000 
desktops at the University. 
 
-- The grants management system is pushing much more work on to departments, 
Professor Kuhi observed.  Large departments can hire people; for small departments, this 
increased workload is a problem.  Things have gone in the right direction, but while there 
has been a shift in the work, there has been no corresponding shift in resources. 
 
-- Why is PeopleSoft costing so much, when it is also being installed at other Big Ten 
universities?  What these universities are installing cannot be that much different; are they all 
being charged a lot of money to do the same thing?  One must distinguish between the cost 
of the software and the cost of other changes the University is making with respect to 
PeopleSoft.  The systems are very complex and difficult to install, and what Minnesota does 
will be different from what Wisconsin or Michigan do.  Of the $40 million projected cost, 
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only $2-3 million goes to PeopleSoft; the rest is for other vendors and for labor, including 
contracts with local firms.   
 
 Professor Evans thanked Drs. Carrier and Swan and Mr. Cawley for joining the 
meeting. 
 
II. Protocols 
 
 The Committee next took up three protocols.  One established formally a Business 
and Rules subcommittee, to review and set Senate and Assembly agendas.  One established a 
procedure for the disposition of resolutions adopted by Senate committees.  These were 
both adopted unanimously, and will be part of the operating procedures of the Committee. 
 
 The Committee also approved revisions to the “Protocol on Senate Committee 
Involvement in Central Administrator Searches.”  The proposed changes were approved 
unanimously, including granting a license to FCC to draw on its former members to 
participate in interviews of finalists for senior officer positions. 
 
 At this point Professor Evans adjourned the Senate Consultative Committee and 
convened the Assembly Steering Committee.  She thanked the representatives from 
Crookston, Duluth, and Morris for attending, and excused them. 
 
III. NCAA Certification 
 
 Professor Evans now welcomed Professor William Flanigan to the meeting, to 
discuss the process of NCAA certification of the intercollegiate athletic programs. 
 
 Professor Flanigan began by noting that the NCAA began a certification process five 
years ago; Minnesota fell into the last year of reviews.  The process required a self-study, 
which began last spring and was conducted through the work of four committees.  The final 
draft report is to be discussed by the University community.  It may not provoke a great deal 
of discussion, he observed. 
 
 Professor Flanigan informed the Committee about aspects of the certification 
process. 
 
-- There will soon be an announcement that material is available on a website 
maintained for the certification process.  There is an obligation to make available material 
both inside and outside the University. 
 
-- NCAA goals are:  (1) to bring athletics, at all institutions, under the control of the 
administration and to make the president as fully responsible as possible (NCAA rules barely 
recognize faculty governance, although the certification process is being totally run by faculty 
at Minnesota); (2) to find wrongdoing, a failure to comply with NCAA, Big Ten, or 
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institutional rules (they are looking for violations that are not customary at Big Ten 
institutions); and (3) to routinize procedures such as accounting and compliance (they 
already are at Minnesota).   

Other goals, as with any certification process, are to help the object of certification 
get what it wants in the way of help, in this case for the athletic programs.  The NCAA 
process requires that a university have a 5-year plan to show how deficits from an athletic 
program will be covered.  Since most athletic programs have a deficit, this applies in most 
cases. 

 
Minnesota presents an unusual situation, in that it has two separate athletic 

departments for men and women (there are almost no others in the country; only Iowa in 
the Big Ten also has separate departments).  The NCAA process is for THE athletic 
department, run by men; it has no vision of separate programs.  The men’s program here can 
support itself on its own revenue; the women’s program cannot.  With respect to the 
certification process, there  is thus some awkwardness. 

 
As the process has evolved, the NCAA has come to insist that an institution have a 

gender equity plan, and it has delayed certification (for a few months, anyway) to institutions 
which did not have one.  The NCAA now insists that the institution submit a budget plan to 
support gender equity, which is a tougher task for most schools, because they may have 
ambitious plans, but no way to pay for them. 

 
There is a gender equity and minority equity plan that needs to be University policy, 

Professor Flanigan said; it must be adopted by the Board of Regents in order for the 
University to be certified.  In the case of the gender equity plan, some elements are legal 
expectations held by the Office for Civil Rights, worked out by the lawyers for the 
University and OCR.  The result is that the University needs a 5-year budget plan to cover 
the expenses of women’s athletics.  The President has a group working to clarify the budget 
picture of the two departments and to get authoritative projections.  The President will then 
have to identify how to cover shortfalls.  The certification process is driving this effort, but it 
would have needed attention in any event because of the involvement of OCR. 

 
As part of the process, there was interest in doing studies about the life of student-

athletes as students.  Initial work on such studies was begun last spring, but halted because it 
has been held that scholars doing research for administrative purposes could not protect the 
confidentiality of questionnaires or data.  This varies with state law, and some scholars are 
technically doing their research in Canada.   Professor Evans inquired if it would be worth 
pursuing with the legislature a change in the law, so that administrators can obtain the 
information they need. 

 
Professor Flanigan reported that the graduation rates of athletes at Minnesota are 

higher than the rates of the larger student body--but Minnesota’s graduation rates are so low 
that this is not a great accomplishment.   
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Professor Flanigan described the schedule of the certification process, and said that 
he expected no problems for the University.  The only difficulty might be identifying budget 
support for the women’s program for the next five years. 

 
 Professor Evans thanked Professor Flanigan for his report, and adjourned the 
meeting at 3:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
  


