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Present: Marti Hope Gonzales (chair), Melissa Anderson, Nancy Carpenter, Chris Cramer, Shawn 

Curley, Janet Fitzakerley, Kathryn Hanna, Emily Hoover, Brian Isetts, Walt Jacobs, Jeff 
Kahn, Martin Sampson, Kate VandenBosch, Cathrine Wambach, Becky Yust 
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Sullivan; Executive Vice Dean and Assistant Vice President Mark Paller (Medical 
School/Academic Health Center); Vice President Richard Pfutzenreuter (Budget and 
Finance), Michael Volna (Controller) 

  
Other: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Regents Board Chair Allen and Vice Chair Cohen; (2) Academic 
Health Center reorganization and merger of clinical services with Fairview; (3) update on Enterprise 
Financial System] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Regents Allen and Cohen 
 
 Professor Gonzales convened the meeting at 1:05 and began by saying she was delighted to 
welcome Regents Allen and Cohen to the meeting.  Their presence, she remarked, highlights the cordial 
relationship between the faculty and the Board of Regents at the University of Minnesota, a situation to be 
envied by others.  She began the discussion by asking what the Board's reaction is to the report on 
financing the future of the University.  The faculty members who participate in governance and pay 
attention to these matters understand that there is a rocky road ahead; she asked if Regents Allen and 
Cohen could talk with more specificity about the plans. 
 
 Regent Allen said that his reaction is that it is a great long-term planning report and a great start.  
The Board has been seeking such a report for awhile, he reported, and it is great to have it.  After it was 
presented to the Board, there were headlines in the paper about the University facing a $1-billion deficit 
in 2025, which was fine because it indicates where the University will be and that it can take short-term 
and long-term actions to prevent the deficit.  The University may never have a deficit but this kind of 
planning "keeps us on our toes," he said.   
 
 There are three things that need continued work, Regent Allen told the Committee.  One, they 
have talked a lot about projections but not much about process.  There is a real value to repeating this 
exercise regularly and having it routinized.  Second, there needs to be a way for the Board of Regents to 
have a role in identifying some parameters.  Third, most of the work done is on how to do the budgeting; 
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another cut at the problem can be from the financial results viewpoint, as has been done in debt planning.  
Those two analyses need to be set side by side.  He said, however, that it is a great start. 
 
 Regent Cohen agreed that this is an important project to begin.  As they look ahead, it will be 
important to add more details in order to address the financial realities and what must change.  The report 
recognizes the fiscal world the University lives in and what it can and cannot do.  The University can say 
to the legislature, "here's a new contract with you," which it may or may not accept.  The University can 
also point out that that agreement must be kept if the state wants higher education of a certain quality.   
 
 Is there an implicit or explicit timeline to make progress on confronting the financial challenges, 
Professor Gonzales asked?  The Board decided to have this overall presentation and then a series of the 
pieces (one of which was presented in September, about tuition and financial aid).  Next the Board will 
look at fund-raising in November, and the question will be what can be done to bring in more money that 
is not designated; it is easier to get money dedicated to specific purposes than it is to obtain fungible 
dollars.  Money designated for financial aid is in effect undesignated because it is used for tuition, which 
is quite fungible.  After hearing about these separate pieces, the Board must then decide on proposed 
scenarios for solutions. 
 
 One clear implication of the report is that the University needs a narrower scope, Professor 
Anderson commented.  Does the Board of Regents share that opinion?  The Board has not addressed it, 
Regent Cohen said.  She said they hope to hear from many University constituents about where the 
institution has an important or significant advantage and should continue to build, where it needs to 
maintain programs although perhaps not build them, and which programs are not as crucial.  The Board 
will hear from the administration, faculty, and students, and then consider what steps must be taken.  
Regent Allen concurred.  He referred to a book, Good to Great, about companies that got to be great and 
how they stayed there:  They knew what they were and concentrated on that activity.  The University 
cannot be everything. 
 
 The question is how to balance strengthening the core activities and what it is good at with the 
diverse University missions, Professor Carpenter commented.  It is clearly a balancing act, Regent Allen 
agreed.  That is why the task force effort needs to become routine and identify a number of scenarios so 
the institution can decide which ones to pursue.  There are also decision-tree processes one can use to 
decide on priorities; those could help identify the best mix of disciplines given the resources available to 
the University.  Unless such a process is used on a routine and rigorous basis, he said, the decisions will 
be based on who makes the best argument at the time. 
 
 When the University closed the Waseca campus, there was an assumption that other campuses in 
other higher-education systems in Minnesota would also close, Professor Hanna said, but that did not 
happen.  What communication is there between the governing boards of the University and MNSCU in 
order that the two systems can focus their mission and not step on each other?   There is communication, 
Regent Allen said; Board members have seen a report on all the courses offered at the University and at 
MNSCU schools and the two systems try to avoid duplication when they can.  There is not a lot of 
conversation about planning goals for the future, however.  The missions of the two systems are clear, but 
there can be mission creep, and there may also be gaps.  Regent Allen said he did not believe there was as 
much action at the state level as there might be, so the differentiation comes from the systems defining 
their own roles (the University, MNSCU, and the private colleges).  Each is responsible to its own 
institution, but they are also responsible to the students and residents to provide the best mix of higher 
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education for the state.  One ray of hope is that former Board of Regents Chair David Metzen is now 
Commissioner of Higher Education, Regent Cohen added; he knows the University and is coming to 
know MNSCU, so he may be able to work with the systems to do what is best for the state. 
 
 Professor Yust returned to the topic of the task force.  She noted that Regent Allen had said the 
Board wished it had had such a report sooner.  Is that in relation to the "budget cliff" that appears to be 
coming or to the change in presidential leadership?  How does the Board see these two events?  The 
report has nothing to do with either one, Regent Allen responded; he said he believes that any institution 
of this size should look out farther.  The University has tended to look at the next two years, and perhaps 
the two years after that—but that is not long-term planning.   
 
 Professor Yust asked Regents Allen and Cohen what their thoughts are about the presidential 
change.  It will happen, Regent Allen observed.  The Board leadership is looking at how to go about the 
search and the timeframe.  Before they do so, he said, they would like to hear the Committee's ideas and 
will want to bounce ideas off the Committee as well.  Regent Allen assured the Committee that the Board 
will not undertake the search without consulting it.  They understand shared governance, he added.  And 
they are vigorous proponents of it, Regent Cohen affirmed. 
 
 As someone who works in what is traditionally considered a unit that helps carry out the land-
grant mission, Professor Hoover commented, she said she would like to know what the Board believes the 
land-grant mission means to large universities such as this one.  Regent Allen said it has become more 
important.  The University has a president who takes it very seriously, and the Board will need to be sure 
that the new president is also committed to it.  Why is it more important?  For over a century, land-grant 
essentially meant agriculture, he said, and agriculture remains part of the land-grant mission, but it is a 
different ball game now (e.g., issues surrounding the production of ethanol and the availability of medical 
care in small communities).  The situation changes but not the purpose, which is to seek the good life for 
people in large cities and small towns.  Regent Cohen said she wrestles with the question and agreed that 
it is a balancing act.  The University's three missions—research, education, and land-grant—are all 
crucial; the question is the right proportions and how to allocate funds accordingly.  Regent Allen 
observed that the counties are facing very tough times; some retain their strong commitment to land-grant 
activities while others do not.   
 
 Provost Sullivan said there is a connection between Professor Hoover's question about what 
"land-grant" will mean in the future and the financing-the-future questions.  If the University is 
committed to the land-grant notion, there are four clear pillars in the 1862 Morrill Act against which the 
University can measure how well it is doing:  financial access for students, applied and translational 
research, a broader curriculum (broader than the traditional classical liberal arts curriculum), and 
economic development/outreach.   
 
 There has been an urban agenda as well, Professor Jacobs pointed out; the University has been 
involved in the Northside Initiative and the University District Alliance.  The University's relationship 
with the African-American community has sometimes been acrimonious; is it now pulling back from the 
urban agenda?  That goes to the question of balancing, Regent Allen said.  The University has streamlined 
the delivery system for some outstate activities and actually added some activities (health centers, for 
example).  He said it is his sense the University has a considerable commitment to urban issues.  The 
question is whether there will be the necessary resources.  That issue can be another criterion for a new 
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president; it will be important to have all the criteria on the table.  He has always found CURA to be a 
great resource, he added. 
 
 Professor Anderson said that the latest federal report shows the University to be among the top 
20 institutions in expenditures of federal funds, and in the top ten among public universities.  The 
research mission, however, is subject to a "double cliff," because researchers are supported by stimulus 
funds through federal grants, as well as by stimulus funds provided to the University.  Has the Board 
talked about the research enterprise?  They have talked with Vice President Mulcahy, Regent Allen said, 
and will again in December, but there is also the larger question of technology transfer and what the 
University is getting back to help keep research going.  Research may have to support itself to some 
extent, with state funds increasingly going to health care and the elderly.  The new reality may be that the 
University will not receive as large a percentage of the state budget as it has in the past, so it may have to 
rely more heavily on tuition, technology transfer, and a larger share of a smaller federal pot.  The 
University will have to decide, for example, how much money to allocate to technology transfer and 
evaluate how much it receives back in return. 
 
 Professor Sampson asked if the Board sensed any increased pressure on the University's 
autonomy.  They have, Regent Cohen said.  Everyone is aware of the news surrounding alcohol in the 
stadium, but the larger issue of autonomy was the subject of discussion at Board's retreat.  They intend to 
appoint a working group to look at the question.  It is on their minds, she said.  There is a tendency to 
think about diminishing autonomy at the state level, Regent Allen said, but the federal government wants 
to do the same thing because it always wants more information on how institutions spend their money.  
This is also a time when politicians can make sound-bite headlines by raising higher-education issues.   
 
 Professor VandenBosch asked if it might be to the University's advantage that there are increased 
demands on state funds for health care and the elderly, because the University can make the case that it 
develops the workforce to support needs in those areas.  Regent Allen said the Private College Council 
has pointed out how there will be a shortage of skilled individuals and also a smaller number of students. 
Furthermore, tax revenues will go increasingly to support health and other costs of an aging population.  
Institutions and students will be more on their own to find resources. 
 
 Professor Gonzales asked the guests "what keeps you up at night?"  Regent Allen mentioned 
several items:  light rail and protecting University facilities with a partner that is not fully engaged in the 
effort; the Academic Health Center and Fairview and the need to streamline and cut costs; in the long 
term, where will the University obtain the revenues it needs; the need to decide the things the University 
must do if it is to be what it claims to be (e.g., what are the liberal arts without physics?).  With respect to 
the last point, Regent Allen said that some activities at the University cost less than the revenue they 
generate.  Others cost more.  There is sometimes talk about cost accounting; it is possible, but it must not 
be done where it should not and the institution should not waste its time trying.  The question is the fabric 
of the entire institution.  With respect to obtaining revenues, if one talks about higher tuition (and tuition 
at the University is not yet high but it is moving in that direction), the University is providing tremendous 
support for students and many are paying less than they did in the past.  Students from higher-income 
families are paying more; Regent Allen said he can live with that.  But one can ask if high tuition and 
high aid is the best way to go to educate the most students.   
 
 Regent Cohen said she has always known the University is impressive, but has learned even more 
since she has become a member of the Board of Regents.  One thing she worries about is the attraction 
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and retention of superb faculty, given the experience that they provide to undergraduate, graduate, and 
professional students.  Another is the Medical School and the Academic Health Center and their 
relationship with University of Minnesota Physicians (UMP) and Fairview Health Services.   
 
 Regent Allen said he could add two additional items to the list.  He came out of a financial 
background at a small college, and the faculty always said he was trying to hold the budget down; what he 
told them was that he was trying to pinch pennies so that he would have dollars to spend on faculty ideas.  
Second, in terms of public relations, the University has great science, health-science, and agriculture 
departments that get wonderful acknowledgement in the media, but one does not hear about an important 
part of the University, the liberal arts; those fields do not get the TV stations and news media excited.  
Professor Jacobs told him that the Council of Chairs in CLA is working on a plan to address the problem 
Regent Allen sees.   
 
 Professor Jacobs then asked about light-rail:  He noted that a group of Asian-American small-
business owners have filed a suit on the Central Corridor.  Can the University think about joining with 
their concerns?  Regent Allen said there might be benefits to both sides to sharing thoughts and 
information but he surmised that the lawsuits must proceed independently.  The University's hope is that 
the suit will never come to trial and the issues will be settled ahead of time.  Provost Sullivan observed 
that if the newspaper article was correct, the business owners have filed a complaint with the Federal 
Transportation Administration, as did an African-American group earlier.  The University's suit is in state 
court.   
 

Professor Curley said, apropos the shortcomings of public relations, there is not a general 
understanding about the value of the University to the state.  Is there anything the Board can do to help?   
What they need to do is something they do, Regent Allen said:  group sessions with thought leaders in 
different communities and getting out among groups.  Everyone is busy; one looks at sound-bite news and 
reads articles of interest but not columns about the good things the University has done.  The next best 
thing is for University leaders to get out to thought leaders in the communities.   
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Regents Allen and Cohen for joining the meeting.  Regent Allen said 
that they appreciate all the work the Committee does.  He said he has been impressed by his experience 
here.  He came from a small college, where there is the opportunity for a great relationship between all 
the faculty and administrators, but he saw a smaller percentage of the faculty there than he has at the 
University.  This is a University that works very hard at academic supporting the administration and vice-
versa in trying to make things better.  He said the Committee members should take pride in what they do.  
Regent Cohen echoed Regent Allen and thanked the Committee members for all the work they do. 
 
2. Academic Health Center Reorganization and Merger of Clinical Services with Fairview 
 
 Professor Gonzales now welcomed Executive Vice Dean of the Medical School and Assistant 
Vice President Paller to the meeting.  She said the Committee would like to hear about reorganization of 
the Medical School/Academic Health Center and also noted that the original reorganization with Fairview 
Health Services did not go perfectly, in the view of many faculty members.  What are the potential 
downsides of the proposed merger of clinical services (UMP) with Fairview?  They have heard optimism 
about what could happen as a result of the merger; have they given thought to the potential downsides? 
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 Dr. Paller began by explaining that there has been reorganization within the Academic Health 
Center and a proposed integration of clinical services with Fairview; one is internal and the other external.  
He said he was glad the Medical School is on the radar for Senate committee, because it hasn't been in the 
past.  The Academic Health Center reorganization continues, and he noted that he still has his old job, 
Assistant Vice President for Research, until a replacement is named within the next two months. 
 
 The Senior Vice President for the Academic Health Center is now also the Dean of the Medical 
School.  Senior Vice President Cerra, however, realized that the combined position is too large a job, so 
his new position has been created, Executive Vice Dean.  The Senior Vice President and Dean will do the 
strategic visioning; he (Dr. Paller) will be responsible for operations.  Within the Medical School, he has 
been told by department heads and faculty members that things are going well (he meets with them 
monthly).  There is not a problem with who is responsible for what and who is in charge of what, in part 
because of his longstanding relationship with Dr. Cerra.  There are concerns in the other AHC colleges, 
the deans have told him, because instead of six equal voices at the table, now the Dean of the Medical 
School is also their boss.  In reality, most of the decanal responsibilities have been delegated to him 
(promotion and tenure, relationships with other deans), so he meets with the other deans and Dr. Cerra is 
their boss. 
 
 One Committee member said the question is whether things are working well because of the 
people in the roles rather than because of institutional structure.  He expressed concern about the point 
because, he noted, there will be major changes at the highest levels of the University in the near future.  
Dr. Paller agreed; he said that while he cannot speak for the President and the senior vice presidents, there 
is the question of whether the new structure is to be permanent or if it should be evaluated in the future.  
He would tend to favor the latter, he said, but it is the people in the positions, not the structure, who make 
the system work. 
 
 In practical terms, the name has changed, Professor Kahn said, but is Dr. Cerra doing what a dean 
would do?  He is not, Dr. Paller said.  Dr. Cerra is very involved in Medical School strategic planning and 
in external relationships, particularly with Fairview. He (Dr. Paller) also plays a role in those matters but 
they are not his principal responsibility, while budgeting, for example, is.  Dr. Cerra can direct him just as 
he can any other dean, because he has delegated responsibility to the deans.   
 
 What is gained in the restructuring, Professor Kahn asked?  There is the same total amount of 
work being done, Dr. Paller said, it is just divided up a little differently.  In his role as Assistant Vice 
President for Research for the AHC, there was a lot of overlap with the responsibilities of the Medical 
School Vice Dean for Research, Dr. Moldow.  Dr. Moldow is on phased retirement, so the positions can 
be combined.  There had been potential conflict between Medical School and AHC centers.  Now they 
will report to a single research officer, who will report to Dr. Cerra for the AHC and to him for the 
Medical School.  The result is that they have eliminated a salary line and avoid duplication of effort. 
 
 On the second issue, the goal is more integration with the hospital.  The merger of clinical 
services is still an idea being worked on, with more details being developed, so that the three parties (the 
Board of Regents for the Medical School, the Board of Directors of UMP, and the Board of Directors of 
Fairview) can be comfortable with the proposal (or not).  This is not a done deal, Dr. Paller assured the 
Committee, but they are getting to the point where they can ask the three boards of directors if they 
should continue to work on the proposal. 
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 There are several important goals they seek to achieve, Dr. Paller told the Committee, some 
relevant to the clinical mission and some to the academic.  On the clinical side, there can be improvement 
in the delivery of care by having one organization rather than two.  Things are done on a collaborative 
basis now, but collaboration is not built into the structure.  They have, for example, different paces for 
strategic planning.  There would be a single academic system, with no difference between community 
hospitals and the University of Minnesota Medical Center—the same standards would apply across 
hospitals, there would be the same educational opportunities, the same clinical opportunities.  The current 
system is not heavily provider influenced but the new one would be.  They will be able react more rapidly 
to changes in health care with an integrated system; when everyone is working together, the system is 
faster than when two different parties must be brought to the table. 
 
 On the academic side, there will be more opportunities for clinical and translational research and 
more opportunities for education, Dr. Paller said, and the merged organization will be better for clinicians 
from across colleges.  They will be able to push harder for a team approach.  There will be some increase 
in revenues, which can be applied to the academic mission (it will not be a windfall, but it will help a 
little), and with state dollars in question, it can help stabilize budgets.  Those who are involved on the 
University side (there are six people central to the process, two from Fairview, two from UMP, and two 
from the University, he and Dr. Cerra) would not support the merger without adequate protection of the 
academic mission.  They will also insist on adequate protection of the University's name, because the 
proposal is for the new organization to be the University of Minnesota Health System.  Other top-five 
medical schools own their own system; when the University sold the hospital, it went from being the 
University Hospital to Fairview, and the University's Medical School temporarily lost its identity 
(although now it is the University of Minnesota Medical Center, Fairview).  That is a trivial example of 
how identity is important in attracting students and faculty, Dr. Paller said.  Fairview sees the value of the 
University's name, representing quality and cutting-edge research, and it benefits the University to have 
its name on the system. 
 
 The downside is that if they do not do it right, or can't implement it, there are other health-care 
providers that will step in, so there is a risk to the University.  Dr. Paller said he did not believe that 
would happen, but there is a risk.  They are working on governance and structure; there will be a Board of 
Directors composed of members drawn nationally who have academic health-care experience, as well as 
drawn locally.  This will move the University toward its peers. 
 
 Who owns the hospitals at Johns Hopkins and Michigan, Professor Hanna asked?  Dr. Paller said 
that at Johns Hopkins it is a separate but university-owned entity; at Michigan, the University owns and 
runs it.  Case Western Reserve is part of a chain but is very highly linked to it and academically oriented.  
At Pittsburgh, technically the hospital is separate and run separately, but is so focused on the academic 
mission that most do not know they are separate.  That structure has allowed the University of Pittsburgh 
to get into the top 15 medical schools, with hospital dollars behind it.  At Washington University the 
hospital is totally separate but closely associated with the academic mission.   
 
 Would Fairview change the name of all its hospitals, Professor Hanna then asked?  Dr. Paller said 
that is not determined yet.  Southdale probably would because it is already so closely linked to the 
University.  It is the experience with Southdale that led to the consideration of integration.  Does Fairview 
really want to take on the University name, as a non-profit, Professor Hanna asked?  It does, Dr. Paller 
said.  It is also one of the few making money, Professor Isetts added.   
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 Of which entity will a faculty member be an employee in the new system, Professor Hanna next 
asked?  The University, Dr. Paller said.  The situation is complicated because of federal rules, but right 
now a faculty member who practices medicine must be a part of UMP and receives two paychecks, one 
for clinical work from UMP and one for education and research from the university.  They envision that a 
similar arrangement could remain in place; the structure of UMP will be embedded in the new 
organization, legally separate but functionally integrated.  The University's faculty will not be Fairview 
employees under any scenario. 
 
 And Fairview employees will not be University employees, Professor Gonzales asked?  They 
could be, Dr. Paller said.  There is a large group practice of cardiologists at Southdale that was purchased 
by UMP.  All are practicing, and it is from that experience that the model for the integration comes.  The 
integration would not affect faculty status at the University but the University could affect practitioners. 
 
 What else besides UMP will go into the new entity, Professor Kahn asked?  That is it, Dr. Paller 
replied.  The University would not own the clinics.  The process is very complicated because of the 
lawyers and the politicians:  Medicare reimbursement depends on whether a clinic is hospital-based or 
free-standing, and it turns out to work better if a hospital owns the clinic.  The University does not want 
to give up control of the clinics, so will contract with Fairview so that UMP directs the clinics.  That can 
be accomplished across the system and obtain the benefits of an academically-oriented structure.  The 
University's clinics have education built into them at all levels, something that is not the case in all the 
Fairview clinics, but as they are renovated, the new organization would ensure that they can deliver 
education.  
 
 Professor Yust referred to a handout that had been provided to the Committee.  One slide had a 
proposed organizational structure for the new entity, another the structure of the AHC.  Dr. Paller 
explained that the CEO and the Chief Operating Officer in the new organization will have the ability to 
insert the academic structure across all functions.  He noted also that Veterinary Medicine will probably 
not play a big role in the new organization, but that for the other AHC colleges it will be of tremendous 
value.   
 
 Professor VandenBosch inquired if the new structure would have an impact on the future of 
Veterinary Medicine.  It will not, Dr. Paller said.  It is never involved in the care of human patients but its 
role in research and education is very strong and will continue, and it has its own clinical operations.   
 
 The new organization will not affect academic research, Professor VandenBosch then asked?  It 
will not, Dr. Paller said, but if there are more patients, so more clinical work, there will be more 
opportunities for clinical research.   
 
 How will the new organization affect relationships with other health-care organizations, Professor 
Hanna asked?  That is on the list of theoretical risks, Dr. Paller said, and it depends on how things are 
managed.  The University has always said it has a preferred clinic affiliation with Fairview, but with 
respect to education and research it has always maintained that it is statewide resource that will work with 
all systems.  The University has a tremendous research relationship with Mayo; they agree to compete 
clinically and be primary partners in research.  With respect to other health-care systems in the state, they 
have developed a Community-University Board with representatives from all systems that is working 
extremely collaboratively to develop the research capability for the Clinical and Translational Science 
Institute (CTSI).  They see the University as a neutral place where all can work together and test models 
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of health-care delivery, and then take them back to their own organizations—and are doing so even 
though they know the University is having discussions with Fairview.  They see value in doing research 
with the University, and the University cannot deliver all the education it needs to do with Fairview alone, 
so it needs to maintain good relationships with the other systems. 
 
 Professor Yust asked why Mayo has not developed a relationship with Johns Hopkins, for 
instance, because there must be advantages in research to such a relationship.   Because the University 
and Mayo are so close, they received state support, Dr. Paller said.  The two can work together on 
research while competing for patients, and the research partnership is excellent.  The University does not 
have only a single partner for research and education. 
 
 Professor Sampson asked how the merger would affect the financial model of research in the 
Academic Health Center.  There should be a few extra million dollars to the Medical School, Dr. Paller 
said, to support the academic mission.  They do not receive enough from tuition and research to support 
education, and this will help.  If the organization generates more revenue, part of it will come back to the 
University.  The amount involved will not be the answer to all the problems, but it should not be a trivial 
amount. 
 
 Professor Gonzales asked what other entities in addition to Fairview would join the organization.  
It is only Fairview, Dr. Paller said.  A lot of unaffiliated doctors admit patients to Fairview facilities and a 
number of them may want to join the new organization.  Given the historically good relationships with 
Fairview on education and research, there will not be as much culture clash as there could be, Professor 
Gonzales observed, but someone must be the tail and someone the dog.  That Fairview is willing to enter 
the discussion indicates its support for academic medicine, Dr. Paller responded.  As it has become more 
familiar with the University, the more it has supported it.  Other organizations see the University as a 
higher quality level and want to see them branded with the same brand:  cutting-edge research and the 
best doctors. 
 
 What does the University get out of the merger, Professor Gonzales asked?  An entire system that 
can be used for education and research, Dr. Paller said.   
 
 Professor Anderson asked about the timeline.  They will not push it too fast, Dr. Paller said, and 
the process will take the next couple of months.   
 
 Professor Yust recalled that the personnel issues were not handled well when the University sold 
the hospital to Fairview.  How will this merger avoid those problems?  In that case, individuals went from 
being University employees, with different benefits, to hospital employees, with benefits that were 
sometimes not as good.  In this case, they see no change in employee status.  So this will not affect 
University employees, Professor Yust asked?  Dr. Paller said that Fairview employees would be more 
influenced by the work of the University. 
 
 Professor Gonzales thanked Dr. Paller for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Update on the Enterprise Financial System (EFS) 
 
 Professor Gonzales now turned to Vice President Pfutzenreuter and Mr. Volna to provide an 
update on the EFS system. 
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 Mr. Volna began by reporting that Professor Gonzales had provided him with problems identified 
by one of the Committee members.  He distributed copies of a handout with the FY2010 EFS work plan 
but said he would not go through it and said that instead he would talk with the Committee about three 
items:  the plans for this year, what they are doing about reporting, and what they are doing about 
training. 
 
 Mr. Volna said he recognizes that EFS has been a tremendous challenge, more than they 
expected.  They spent a lot of money and did a lot of planning, communication, and training, and thought 
they had covered the waterfront, but the organization is larger than they realized and the system takes 
different strategies than they thought. 
 
 The work plan for the FY 2009-10 started taking shape last year.  He met three times with the 
Committee on Finance and Planning and once with this Committee and heard loud and clear that the 
system is difficult, time-consuming, counter-intuitive, and annoying.  They started asking users what was 
needed to fix it, and developed a list of 95 items to be addressed.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said they were not 
sure these are the highest-priority items, but that is the list they are working with.   
 
 About 20% of the items on the list have been taken care of, Mr. Volna reported.  But since they 
developed the list, they have also learned about problems that were not on it, including some comments 
from Finance and Planning, so they need to keep adding to it.  Every month from September to May there 
will be a monthly list of fixes; they are scheduled through the year and they add to the list as needed.  
Encumbrances will be taken care of by October 31.  Once encumbrances are corrected, the data that are 
reported should be accurate, but there could be additional challenges if people have a problem 
understanding the reports.  He said they have worked with a number of groups explaining the reports and 
been told afterwards that sessions were very helpful, so they have realized that they need to do a lot of 
one-on-one work with departments.  People are not dumb but there are things in the reports that they have 
not seen before so they don't understand them.  They need to multiply the assistance they are offering, 
including to the coordinate campuses.   
 
 Professor VandenBosch said that Mr. Volna had mentioned many of her frustrations, but another 
one is the efficiency of the system, because so many hands must touch each transaction.  She said she 
understood that more resources are not available to put into workflow issues now, as he reported to 
Finance and Planning, but at a time that departments are cutting staff, not addressing the workflow 
demands is a problem.   
 
 Mr. Volna said that people have asked for many things and a lot have asked for the workflow and 
approval features that were in the old system, but it would take about 16,000 hours of labor to take out the 
approval processes that are in all of the PeopleSoft modules and rebuild what the University had before.  
They will not be able to do that because those processes are so complex and integrated into the new 
system, but have decided to adjust the system to respond to problems.  He agreed that there are too many 
controls, and they have agreed to revise the "separation of duties" rules built into the system; in one case 
they have already cut the number of "matching conditions" that apply to a purchasing transaction from 13 
to 5, which is the same number as in the old system.  They cannot gut and rebuild workflow and 
approvals in the new system, he said, but they can make changes and see how it works, and then decide 
whether to obtain a third-party package to manage it or wait to see what is in the upgrade that is coming 
might do to improve the workflow. 
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 Professor Hanna referred to some of the original reasons for implementing the new system, and 
said it was her understanding that one of the reasons for the new system  was that it breaks out in more 
detail how the University spends money.  The big reason for the change was that CUFS was no longer 
supported by anyone and the institution could not risk that it would break down, Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
explained.  In talking with units about what was needed in a new system, some wanted to "keep track of 
blue stethoscopes versus pink bandaids," something he was not keen on doing.  Keeping track of so many 
things requires a longer account string, and the University now has over 100,000 accounts (compared to 
about 45,000 – 50,000 with CUFS).  CUFS accounts had about 25 numbers, Mr. Volna said, which they 
truncated to 13 (because some numbers "defaulted" and so the units could not control them).  In this case, 
they let users have their say on account strings, and they did not want to set up new accounts, so they 
gave units full flexibility—and ended up with 39-digit account string.  [Note:  subsequent to the meeting, 
a review of PeopleSoft account strings clarified that the required number of digits for a non-sponsored 
account string is 20 or 27 digits, depending on certain variables, and 29 digits for a sponsored account 
string.] 
 
 So the University is better able to understand what it spends, Professor Hanna asked?  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said he believed the institution tracks at too fine a level; it does not add value to do so.  And 
there is a lot more data integrity to worry about, Mr. Volna added.  People need to get more data entered 
right for it to be reliable, but they responded to the request that people needed more data.   
 
 Professor Yust asked about encumbrances and payroll.  Mr. Volna explained that in the 
interaction between EFS, payroll, and the chart of accounts, the concept of "department" is not defined 
the same, so they use "combo codes" to create the "cross-walk."  In the old system, if payroll bombed, 
they got used to cleaning it up within a day and most people didn't notice.  It will take some changes and 
refinement of procedures to get to that same point with EFS.   
 
 Professor Anderson asked Mr. Volna how many people are working on EFS.  He said there are 
130 in his area and the Office of Information Technology has another 30-50.  So about 150 people are 
required for the care and maintenance of the system over the long haul.  He has 50 people devoted full-
time to the list of 95+ items right now.   
 

When will he stop hearing that people don't know how much money they have, Professor 
Anderson followed up?  When they get encumbrances fixed and when people are confident they 
understand the numbers, Mr. Volna said.  It is apparent that after the books were closed for last year, 
people valued the site visits and there conducted to assist with closing the books, so they have concluded 
that more training would benefit users, and they will bring in the number they need if the 150 staff are not 
enough. 

 
Professor Cramer said that faculty members managing grants just want to log in with an X.500 

ID, hit a key, and find out their account balances and monthly expenditures.  They can't even get close to 
that right now.  Mr. Volna talked about 16,000 hours of labor to rebuild the system, Professor Cramer 
recalled, but when one thinks about the number of hours faculty have spent on the system, that is not a 
large number.  Will they ever get to the point he says faculty need?   The information is in the system, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said; they just need to get it out to the faculty.   
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Professor Hanna noted a reference to purchasing cards and not replacing the system.  How many 
are out and what are the problems with them?  There are about 3000 purchasing cards out, Mr. Volna 
said, and they account for about $56 million per year in expenditures, with an average per-transaction 
expenditure of about $250.  The main problem is the process to get a report out of the system and 
understanding it.  It is very difficult, and it is quirky in how it approves transactions.  Enhancements to 
the purchasing-card system will be completed by December.  Users said they would like to start over with 
a new system, but they are now doing all they have been asked to do so that users can evaluate if the p-
card modifications to the system will be good enough that it does not need to be replaced. 

 
Professor Curley said he understood that ultimately the system is supposed to save money.  Is that 

an insurmountable goal, taking into account that a lot of functions have moved into colleges and 
departments, so they must think not only about central costs but also costs in departments and colleges.  
Mr. Pfutzenreuter said it is a fool's errand to think that technology saves money.  Every new system is 
more complex, with more and more information available.  One doesn't see a drop in costs.  He said he 
would like to see that but expressed doubt it would happen.  Part of the problem is that people were not 
willing to make hard choices:  why are there so many funds?  People want to track everything.  In terms 
of moving work to colleges and clusters, he assumed that money would move with the work, but it didn't. 

 
Mr. Volna said he has tried never to say that EFS would save money.  The new system is more 

supportable, is supported by a third-party vendor, provides more tools, and brings the University in line 
with industry standards. 

 
One comment that the Committee has heard a number of times is that the system should be 

scrapped and the University should start over, Professor Wambach commented.  This is an interesting 
scientific problem:  They keep trying to make the system work, and keep tweaking it; when do they reach 
the point that they decide it will never work?  There is no bright line, Mr. Volna said, and that is a policy 
decisions.  There are things they still need to do, but there are places in the University where the system 
works; if they can get it more streamlined and the problems fixed, it will work, and then the question is 
what does the institution do with people who just can't make the change to the new system?  With 
PeopleSoft they developed templates for standard delivered reports, Professor Wambach recalled.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said that with CUFS, the University developed its own reports, and it might come to that 
again with EFS.   

 
Reporting is the next big push, Mr. Pfutzenreuter told the Committee, and they will get where 

they need to be.  Mr. Volna said there is a group working on defining the requirements for data warehouse 
and ad hoc reporting; that will be done by November or December and reporting will be added to the 
work plan for the year.  At the end of the day, Mr. Pfutzenreuter concluded, it is all about reporting:  if 
people cannot get a usable report, what is the rest of the system for? 

 
Professor Gonzales thanked Messrs. Pfutzenreuter and Volna for joining the Committee, and 

adjourned the meeting at 3:40. 
 

      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


