
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, January 22, 2009 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, Susan Berry, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, 

Shawn Curley, William Durfee, Janet Fitzakerley, Michael Hancher, Kathryn Hanna, 
Judith Martin, Michael Oakes, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 

 
Absent: Dan Dahlberg, Caroline Hayes, Brian Isetts, Marti Hope Gonzales, Nelson Rhodus, 

Martin Sampson 
 
Guests:  Lori Anne Vicich (Human Resources); Michael Volna (Controller) 
  
[In these minutes:  discussion with the President from 12/18/08; (1) staff day; (2) committee business; (3) 
update on the Enterprise Financial System] 
 
 
Discussion with the President from the December 18, 2008 Meeting 
 
 Professor Hoover next welcomed the President to the meeting.  The discussion touched on several 
topics. 
 
-- The President meets monthly with the team in charge of the Enterprise Financial System.  He said 
he is asking that the systems be simplified and the costs be driven down.  He expressed the hope that in a 
year this will not be a big issue.  Professor Martin suggested close scrutiny of the clusters and how well 
they are working; there is a sense that they are not.  The President said the University lacks coherent 
models for running many business operations of the University and the practices vary by academic unit, 
but not everything needs to be done at the local or the college level.  He agreed there is need for work on 
what should be central and at other levels of the University.  Professor Dahlberg suggested 
communicating with faculty, because some may not understand that the reason staff members in their 
department are not doing their jobs is because of the system, not because the staff are untrained or 
unwilling.  To that Professor Durfee added that it is important to describe what is being done as helping to 
drive down business costs in the future.  The President said he does not want any more shadow systems 
(which units develop for good reasons, when the University's system does not do what they need it to do), 
and said that if there are key issues the Committee believes he should pay attention to, it should let him 
know.  He added that Mr. Volna stepped into the process midway and has his head in the right place, and 
they must keep their eye on getting the bugs out and not create business models that will create headaches 
down the road.  Professor Gonzales noted that EFS is taking a toll on town-gown relationships because 
people outside the University are not getting paid.  The President said that with the old system, the 
University had about 10,000 vendors.  Now any purchase less than $600 does not require creating a 
vendor (IRS rules apply to purchases over $600).  And, he is committed to implementing further 
simplification and efficiencies in the EFS system. 
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-- The President and the Committee discussed for some while the state and University budget 
situation.  Professor Hoover inquired how the Committee might help in the consultation process to put 
together guiding principles.  The President said that for the rescission this year [$20 million, as it turned 
out], the cuts will probably be across-the-board; they must be made too quickly to engage in any kind of 
thoughtful analysis leading to more targeted reductions.  There will need to be serious conversation about 
difficult topics coming up; the Committee can help with those.  There is much that cannot discussed, 
however, until the University has some real numbers to deal with.  Professor Balas urged that the 
Committee not spend time on the one-time cuts and that it not miss the opportunity to deal with the big 
issues and to look inside the institution.  The President pointed out that it is not as if the University has 
not done this before; it has done a lot of self-examination, and cutting programs does not save a lot of 
money.  Professor Martin said that given the size of the deficit, perhaps the legislature should rethink the 
proposition that there should be an institution of higher education within 35 miles of everyone in the state. 
 
 There will ultimately be a recovery, the President said, but health-care costs will eat up a lot of 
state money in the future; the University and society will be better off with an economic recovery—but 
the budgets will not return to previous levels.  Future entitlement program costs are the elephant in the 
room, consuming significant and increasing levels of discretionary funds available to government and to 
higher education.  
 
* * * 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the January 22, 2009 meeting at 1:20 and welcomed Professor Susan 
Berry from the Medical School, who is replacing Professor Kahn while he is on sabbatical. 
 
1. Staff Day 
 
 Professor Hoover then welcomed Ms. Vicich from Human Resources to discuss staff day. 
 
 Ms. Vicich explained that they are proposing to do something different for staff day.  The 
Athletic Department would like to have an open house for all employees, so they decided to partner with 
athletics, get rid of civil service/bargaining unit staff day, and replace it with a day for all faculty and 
staff.  They are looking for support from all employee groups (but are not asking for money because TCF 
is providing funding).  The event will be August 25 and will provide a "sneak peak" of the new stadium 
with tours, food, and prizes.  This event will cost less than staff day has in the past and will include 
everyone, and will probably run from 2:00 – 6:00.  If the Committee endorses this plan, they would like 
to have a faculty member to serve on the committee planning the event. 
 
 The Committee agreed that it wished to support the plan and suggested that the Advisory 
Committee on Athletics might be an appropriate group to ask for a volunteer. 
 
2.   Committee Business 
 
-- The Committee voted on recommendations for the chairs of committees who serve ex officio on 
this Committee and for the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee.   The Committee also endorsed 
several individuals for appointment to the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee. 
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-- The Committee voted on who it wished to ask to serve as chair of the Conflict Resolution 
Advisory Committee (the group that advises Ms. Chalmers on the conduct of the Office for Conflict 
Resolution). 
 
-- The Committee discussed the proposal for parking on football game days and expressed 
considerable concern about a number of issues.  It was agreed that the Committee should have a 
conversation with Vice President Brown about its concerns. 
 
-- The Committee elected Professor Gonzales chair for 2009-10. 
 
-- The Committee approved unanimously the February 5 Faculty Senate docket. 
 
-- The Committee approved unanimously proposed amendments to the bylaws of the Nominating 
Committee.  The changes provide, first, that the Nominating Committee will suggest one name per 
vacancy on the Committee on Committees to the Faculty Consultative Committee.  FCC may approve the 
slate or change it, and then submit it to the Faculty Senate Twin Cities Faculty Delegation for a vote.  At 
present the Nominating Committee must find two individuals willing to run for election to the Committee 
on Committees, with the election held on the floor of the Faculty Senate by the Twin Cities Faculty 
Delegation.  Current practice has meant finding two individuals for each vacancy, something that has not 
been easy.  There was also a sense that the "election" by the Faculty Senate Twin Cities Faculty 
Delegation did not have much meaning.  The second change is that the Committee on Committees (rather 
than FCC) will identify candidates for the Nominating Committee; in this case, there will continue to be 
at least two individuals identified for each vacant position, with election to be held on the floor of the 
Faculty Senate by the Twin Cities Faculty Delegation.  The Committee on Committees will forward the 
names to FCC, which may approve or amend it and then forward it to the Faculty Senate Twin Cities 
Faculty Delegation. 
 
-- The Committee voted unanimously to recommend to Vice President Brown that the "Statement 
on University Responsibility to Researchers," adopted at the December Faculty Senate meeting, should be 
considered a policy, even though it is a general statement, and the title changed appropriately, so that it is 
listed on the University's policy website. 
 
-- The Committee agreed to assist in identifying members for Mr. Volna's Strategic Purchasing 
Project, a work group to be appointed to identify places where policies should be changed after it receives 
information on University spending.  The policy changes would be brought to this Committee for review. 
 
[Later in the meeting, after Mr. Volna departed:] 
 
-- The Committee was asked if it wishes the chair to make reports to the Board of Regents three 
times or four times per year.  The Committee advised that it wishes the chair to make reports four times 
per year. 
 
-- The Committee agreed that there should be a small task force, similar to the one it appointed to 
address questions of metrics and measures, to deal with issues that have been raised (e.g., by the 
Governor) about online education.  Professor Clayton had written to Professor Hoover asking how the 
issues would be addressed; Professors Chomsky and Hanna both suggested that the task force deal also 
with the concerns expressed during the discussions about intellectual property issues that can arise in 
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connection with the development of materials for online courses.  Professor Hoover said that she and 
Professor Durfee would appoint a group to work on the topic.  Professor Durfee added that the group 
must be neutral and must recognize that in addition to the concerns about cost and pedagogy, there are 
benefits and values from such courses. 
 
3. Update on the Enterprise Financial System 
 
 Professor Hoover turned to Mr. Volna to provide an update on the Enterprise Financial System 
(EFS). 
 
 Mr. Volna distributed copies of three documents ("Summary of Selected Fixes & Enhancements 
Scheduled for Monthly Releases," "Monthly Post-Implementation Status Report," and a table showing 
financial report usage).   He began his comments by saying that they are now at the point when not much 
"breaks" in the system and they are spending a lot more time changing or enhancing it; the report on 
selected fixes and enhancements reports on those changes.  They are largely done with the system 
problems and are now tackling things people are telling them they need.   
 
 As far as the report-usage data goes, "the people have spoken," Mr. Volna commented:  they want 
information in UM Reports, not EFS reports.  The remaining reports being tested will be put into UM 
Reports, and then there will be eleven core sponsored and non-sponsored reports in both PeopleSoft and 
UM Reports.  They will next look at what other reports and financial information people need and 
determine the best way to meet those needs.  In response to a comment, he said he has not heard that 
people are having difficulty getting Consolidated Endowment Fund (CEF) reports but that he would look 
into it.  He also reported that PI access to web-based reports is based on one's X.500 ID and password so 
faculty do not need access to PeopleSoft in order to have access to UM Reports.   Mr. Volna and 
Committee members discussed a number of other problems that have arisen (related to reports on 
sponsored research in a department, abbreviated names in reports, and encumbrance reports).  Professor 
Hanna reported that when using the purchasing card for student club events, she ends up paying more for 
certain items because she cannot purchase them at low-cost retailers such as Costco or Sam's Club.  Mr. 
Volna asked if that was because the purchasing card prohibited it or if it was because the merchant did not 
accept credit cards for payment. 
 
 Professor Yust raised a question about clusters:  is Mr. Volna meeting with them to see how they 
are working?  Activities were clustered for the sake of efficiency, something she endorses, but in larger 
units it seems that cluster accountants are not as familiar with things as the staff accountants who used to 
reside in departments.  The cluster staff may also not be able to catch improprieties as quickly as 
department staff.  How will the cluster staff regain the familiarity that department staff had with local 
financial affairs?  There are places where clusters are working well and others where they are not, Mr. 
Volna commented.  Some of them were created in units that were very decentralized, so centralization of 
some functions in clusters has been a problem.  In some cases, the clusters perform very narrowly-defined 
tasks while in others they are doing more because they chose to cluster more functions than were required 
as part of EFS.  He said that they will be looking more closely at how the clusters are performing and the 
data they need to function well.  There are about 45 clusters.  Mr. Volna noted that since the clusters have 
resulted in new roles and responsibilities, and require different lines of communication, some of the 
clusters are still working through those issues.  Quarterly meetings are now being held with central 
business units and cluster directors to facilitate communication and sharing of best practices. 
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 Professor Martin recalled that Mr. Volna had said earlier that if the clusters were not working 
well, they would rearrange things.  Is that still true?  It is true that they will work with clusters on 
adjustments that will improve things, Mr. Volna affirmed, and there have already been changes made in 
two colleges.   
 
 Professor Balas asked if there is a reticence to decentralize their responsibilities.  Mr. Volna said 
they are not willing to allow general ledger transactions to be decentralized in departments because they 
are more finicky and there is more risk to the University; they want those transactions in the clusters 
because it is easier to train the staff and monitor the transactions—but he is willing to discuss 
compromises if the risk proves to be less than first thought and monitoring functions are effective.  There 
is a trade-off in efficiency and risk, Professor Durfee observed; who decides and how is it decided?  The 
President has asked for more efficient processes while the Auditor, Gail Klatt, has cautioned that the 
University also needs to be careful.  Mr. Volna said that once the system is operating he is not opposed to 
revisiting decisions that were made earlier.  They relied on experts for the initial decisions in order to 
reduce risk; after a year, if there are no problems, they can begin to relax controls where there is no value 
added.  They will continually assess whether they can relieve the burdens on people—but right now it is 
too early to decide. 
 
 Professor Martin asked Mr. Volna if he had any sense of the cost of the system fix over the cost 
of the system originally.  The budget for post-implementation was $2.5 – 3.0 million, Mr. Volna reported, 
and they had to add about $2.25 million to it.  Professor Martin said that at some point she may ask those 
on the DDD list to provide an estimate of the costs at the unit level—including frustration and other 
"immeasurables" because she would like to have them on the record.  Mr. Volna said the Executive 
Committee has asked that there be regular surveys to identify functional needs and that the needs be 
tracked over time.  Professor Oakes urged that they seek out survey-research experts so that they develop 
a legitimate and useful tool; this could involve something as simple as consultation with colleagues inside 
the University who are experts.  Mr. Volna agreed, and added that one big question will be how to distill 
what they learn from the many people who would respond into useful information and, ultimately, system 
requirements.  
 
 Professor Hancher made a note about the employee self-service website (which has dated 
information for Reimbursements/Payments) and the difficulty of getting non-sponsored research reports 
for FY09.  He then commented that the Committee had been surprised by the level of difficulty in 
implementing the new system and the extent of the aggrieved responses.  One becomes wary about the 
University's ability to plan for the next big thing.  Mr. Volna agreed that this conversion was very difficult 
for the University and for him personally.  The University had 15 years of systems that were home-built 
and finely-tuned.  When a new system is rolled out, it is impossible to roll out on day one everything that 
everybody had before, and some things go away.  They felt it was necessary to build a system that would 
work but they did not comprehend how dramatic the changes would be.  This will be the biggest change 
that happens in his career, he said, although it will be necessary to do upgrades every 24-36 months.  
There will be incremental changes between the upgrades, and they expect to see "increased functionality" 
so that people will be back to where they were before the change was made. 
 
 Professor Yust said that Mr. Volna has phenomenal knowledge about system change.  Other 
systems at the University will change, but his knowledge will disappear when he leaves the institution.  It 
is frustrating that things happen at the University but no one retains the knowledge of it.  Where should 
his advice about changes be housed?  Mr. Volna said he has been at the University for 17 years, and if he 
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had to do the EFS process over again, he would work on changing the culture, on preparing people for the 
change.   
 
 Professor Wambach asked if it would have helped to roll out EFS with one small set of units in 
order to try it out.  It would have been possible if there were enough money available, Mr. Volna said.  To 
run a pilot in a few departments requires running both systems at the same time, which is expensive.  
Doing so would also have extended the project by a year—and they were spending about $1.6 million per 
month (mostly on people/salaries, including paying departments for people they borrowed to work on 
EFS).   
 

Mr. Volna added that the system has a lot of flexibility, but for departments that want to do things 
differently, once a choice has been made, everyone must do things the same way.  Choosing to retain 
multiple ways of doing things has downstream effects.  Chancellor Lehmkuhle at Rochester, who has had 
experience with these systems earlier in his career, has observed that they are a problem in higher 
education because they are designed to be rule-bound—they work well in a corporation, but in an 
institution which may buy the same thing from eight different vendors, they do not work so well.  The 
question for the Strategic Purchasing Project, mentioned earlier in the meeting, is how much people are 
prepared to give up their culture of buying in order to save money.   

 
Professor Oakes suggested that Mr. Volna could leave something for the University in terms of 

his knowledge and learning about system change.  Mr. Volna responded that culture change is 
enormously important.  But the first things that get cut when a project is expensive is training and change 
management—the "people stuff."  When a change like this happens again, the next President and Provost 
must get the message that they cannot cut that part of the project budget that helps people prepare for 
change.  Professor Martin commented that there are enough people still around who went through 
managing the change to semesters that a similar reconstruction could be prepared and set of lessons drawn 
from that experience as well. 

 
Professor Curley said that a few faculty use the system a great deal and they learn what they need 

to know.  Most faculty, however, do not use it a lot—and they do not receive a lot of information on how 
to do so.  That second group needs a follow-up because that is the majority of the faculty.  Mr. Volna 
recalled that they had made a conscious decision, when the system went live, to focus training on the 
finance people, not the faculty.  They did not want faculty bogged down in the transition, but they have 
always intended to come back to help faculty with what they need.  Professor Durfee said that the job aids 
help; Mr. Volna said he would provide information on how to find them.  [They can be found at the 
Training Services Web Site at http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/trainingservices/index.html and then clicking on 
Download a new UM Reports manual (pdf) under “New Reporting Aids."] 

 
Mr. Volna said, in response to a comment, that they have also slimmed down the number and 

length of some of the training courses, recognizing that they contained more than what people needed. 
 
Professor Hoover thanked Mr. Volna for his report.  She adjourned the meeting at 3:30. 

 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


