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Senate Committee on Finance and Planning  
Tuesday, November 1, 2011 

2:00 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Russell Luepker (chair), Jon Binks, Sarah Chambers, Will Durfee, Susan Hupp, Kara 

Kersteter, Cody Mikl, Fred Morrison, Paul Olin, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Gwen Rudney, 
Michael Rollefson, Ann Sather, Arturo Schultz, S. Charles Schulz, Michael Volna, Aks 
Zaheer 

 
Absent:  Catherine Fitch, Lincoln Kallsen, Kathleen O'Brien, Terry Roe, Karen Seashore, Thomas 

Stinson 
 
Guests:  Interim Vice President Ann Hill Duin, Douglas O'Sullivan (Office of Information 

Technology), Joe Kelly (Office of Human Resources), Amelious Whyte (Office of 
Student Affairs); Dean David Wippman (Law School), Interim Dean Sri Zaheer (Carlson 
School of Management) 

 
Other: Jon Steadland (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) update on EFS and enterprise systems upgrades; (2) meaning and implications of 
"privatization" of colleges; (3) salary instructions for 2012-13] 
 
 
 Professor Luepker convened the meeting at 2:00 and welcomed Professor Hupp, a new member 
of the Committee. 
 
1. Update on EFS and Report on Enterprise Systems Upgrades 
 
 Professor Luepker turned to Vice President Pfutzenreuter to begin the discussion of enterprise 
systems. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that Mr. Volna would provide an update on the Enterprise Financial 
System (EFS) and then Interim Vice President Duin would discuss upgrades to the enterprise systems 
generally.  He recalled that about a year ago he and Vice President Mulcahy sent a letter to the University 
community about concerns about EFS.  They organized the issues into three buckets:  (1) reporting, 
especially for sponsored projects; (2) a punch list (fixes and what people wanted EFS to be able to do); 
and (3) a review structural/foundational decisions that were made when the system went live.  They have 
asked a user-based group to look at (3).  They have been working on EFS ever since the letter went out 
from Vice Presidents Pfutzenreuter and Mulcahy, with most of the emphasis on (1) and (2), in which they 
have invested additional resources.  They have also been at work on (3). 
 
 Mr. Volna said that on (1), they conducted a number of focus groups with faculty and users and 
compiled a list of reporting deficiencies and things that were not working well.  Two major points came 
out:  There was no data warehouse, so they rebuilt one so that there is easier access to data—which also 
makes reports run faster.  That step allowed them to start rebuilding and create new reports.  There are 
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now seven new PI reports available with links to underlying transaction details, including payroll detail.  
The responses to the reports have generally been positive but there are still a few things that people want 
to see in them and they have put those items on their list.  The next phase will be cleaning up the existing 
reports. 
 
 The other issue was performance; the time required to pull down needed data was way too long.  
Now, unless one is generating a report for an entire college or the AHC or something of similar 
magnitude, or unless every finance person at the University gets on the system at the same time, the goal 
is that reports will be produced in 60-90 seconds.  They have pretty consistently been meeting that goal, 
Mr. Volna reported. 
 
 They have been maintaining reports in dual environments and will look at the usage of each in 
both environments, Mr. Volna said.  They may not retain both because most users are migrating to the 
UM Reports and not using the PeopleSoft reports.  Before they do, however, there is much consultation 
needed to learn about how and why people use certain reports, Mr. Pfutzenreuter added. 
 
 When they built the seven new reports with the databases, they only applied the new data 
structure to the new reports.  So the plan will also be to modify the older reports so they can run using the 
new data tables.  The goal is get all reports cleaned up before additional new reports are created, reports 
that people want.  After that, they will consider the future of UM Reports. 
 
 The last point was not in any of the three buckets, Mr. Pfutzenreuter commented.  They added a 
pilot project to assess a new tool, originally called Business Intelligence, now UM Analytics, and have 
100 users in a pilot project who are "kicking the tires" on this new tool.  There will be a decision down 
the road about whether to replace UM Reports, but that is a ways off—UM Reports will not go away 
soon.  They are happy with what has been done so far, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, and now must go to the 
next steps; they want to take the improvements for PIs for sponsored research and import them for non-
sponsored research. 
 
 Professor Morrison said that when the University moved to EFS, it was with the assumption that 
the vendor would do these things for us.  Is the University moving away from that approach and back to a 
customized system?  They are only pulling data and running reports, Mr. Pfutzenreuter; the core 
transactions are still being processed within the system.  But the University has made some modifications.   
 
 Mr. Volna reviewed the work done on the punch list items, of which there were over 200.  They 
expect to get through about 80 by the end of January, in addition to the 15-20 they do every month, so the 
list is shrinking.  They will take the punch list to a user group for a quarterly review to be sure that it has 
on it what is needed.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter recalled that even when CUFS was turned off, there was a punch 
list—and punch-list changes do not mean the University is customizing the system. 
 
 As far as the structural/foundational questions are concerned, Mr. Pfutzenreuter reported, he has 
appointed a committee of users to make recommendations to him and Vice President Mulcahy; the group 
has made five thus far.  Some are simple and some are more complicated (e.g., related to combo codes 
and the Human Resources system's use of the chart of accounts). 
 
 Professor Zaheer asked if there is an online user-feedback system.  Mr. Volna said that there is an 
online tool to look for common issues but that he would have to ask about whether it has the capability to 
be an online feedback system.  Professor Zaheer advised that it would be useful to have the option 
available. 
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 Professor Durfee recalled that when EFS was put in place, there was a new allocation of 
employee responsibilities, development of cluster systems, and so on, that caused angst.  Will the 
structure committee look at those?  Their instructions, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, were to identify issues of 
top priority that would make the system easier to use.  The committee picks the topics.  Since those issues 
are not on the list, does that mean they are no longer a problem, Professor Durfee asked?  The committee 
will be making more recommendations, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said. 
 
 Dr. Duin next provided an overview of the system upgrades.  [This presentation was also made to 
the Faculty Consultative Committee earlier and will not be repeated here.  An excerpt from the FCC 
minutes with the information is appended.] 
 
 Mr. O'Sullivan reported that the University has hired Oracle [owner of PeopleSoft] to conduct the 
fit-gap analysis, which has been going on since January.  They are taking the current version of their 
product and comparing it to what the University has done with its version in order to see where there are 
functionality gaps, why, what has been done, why, and try to determine if the current version of the 
product could handle the University's changes.  Analysis to date indicates a potentially large change for 
the Human Resources and Student systems.  The Enterprise Systems Upgrade Executive Oversight 
Group, recently charged by President Kaler, will receive the final recommendations for all three systems, 
and after additional consultation, determine next steps and a potential phased approach for the upgrade.    
 
 Mr. Rollefson recalled that EFS cost about $50 million; will these upgrades rise to that level of 
cost?  They do not know yet, Mr. O'Sullivan said, but they will receive a set of options to consider that 
will range from minimum change to the maximum possibilities.  At this point the University is married to 
PeopleSoft, Mr. Rollefson commented, so is there a budget item for upgrades?  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said 
that Dr. Duin's office, the Office for Information Technology, has a certain amount of money for changes 
but not enough to accommodate upgrades of this magnitude.  He has said that there will be no decision 
before the University receives the fit-gap analysis.  But there will be a rush because of a number of 
circumstances, so they will need to start soon on making decisions.  There are not funds built into the 
budget for the upgrades.  Dr. Duin added that the financial system upgrade is on a different timeline from 
Human Resources and Student systems and the former may be a later phase. 
 
 Professor Luepker said there are PeopleSoft costs and internal University costs; do they have any 
idea of the magnitude?  $1 million?  $25 million?  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that the University pays 
licensing fees now that include upgrades.  Are they talking about upgrades or entirely new programs, 
Professor Luepker asked?  They are not considering new packages, Mr. O'Sullivan replied.  The 
University receives a very good price on PeopleSoft products; the cost is in the implementation.  The 
Human Resources system and EFS are industry norms and have a large customer base in both business 
and higher education; the student system has a much smaller customer base.  There are only two vendors 
of student systems, and Oracle is the leader—the other vendor's system is not as suitable for an institution 
the scale of the University, so it is locked into Oracle for the student system. 
 
 Professor Zaheer commended the goals for the PeopleSoft Upgrade Project that Dr. Duin had 
presented:  
 
-- Provide accurate, timely, comprehensive and accessible information; 
-- Enhance risk management; 
-- Streamline and integrate business processes; 
-- Reduce implementation, modification and support costs by using the packaged solution; 
-- Increase value to the University through increased functionality and enhancements; and 
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-- Provide flexible, adaptable, intuitive and reliable solutions. 
 
Are there any benchmarks, Professor Zaheer asked?  How will they know they are achieving the goals?  
That is an important part of the discussion with this Committee, Dr. Duin said.  They are also working 
closely with the Student, HR, and Financial business owners on this question.  Will they know, for 
example, if they are spending three times as much money on implementation than they should be, 
Professor Zaheer asked?  Is there a similar group doing upgrades that they can compare with?  Or is this 
process so customized that one cannot get a sense of the answers to these questions?  That is part of the 
Oracle examination, Dr. Duin said.  A recent report from Berkeley concluded that they would change 
organizational processes before they would change the enterprise system being delivered, in part due to 
increased functionality of the enterprise systems as compared to a decade ago.  They do track the time 
committed to the systems, she said, and in FY11 OIT spent $7.1 million on 66 FTEs for ongoing support 
of PeopleSoft systems.  Is that high?  Low?  Middle of the range, Professor Zaheer asked?  Mr. O'Sullivan 
reported that Minnesota has one of the most-modified systems, which requires a higher level of support 
(only Michigan has a higher level of modification, out of 86 institutions of higher education that use 
PeopleSoft systems).  And because the University is very distributed, that adds complexity.  In terms of 
the upgrade, most of the University's peers have Human Resources and Student systems and are waiting 
for someone to go first. 
 
 Professor Durfee said that the Committee has just heard in the report about EFS that things are 
happening at different times.  Will these upgrades happen transparently in the background or should user 
groups expect changes?  Perhaps some will see these minutes and worry about new systems.  That is why 
this meeting, and similar meetings, are important, Dr. Duin said.  They need to be as transparent as 
possible. 
 
 Mr. Volna said he has been concerned about the upgrade process vis-à-vis users; he does not want 
to go through again what he went through with EFS—nor do the users.  He said he wants as much 
consensus as possible.  He has seen a preview of the fit-gap analysis for the financial system and there 
will need to be decisions made about some key interfaces, where the financial system "talks" to the 
human-resources system or the student system.  (He said he did not know about the need for the student 
system to talk to the other systems.)  The student system has fewer users, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, and each 
of the systems has a different consultation strategy.  On the financial side, they must do a better job of 
engaging the users.   
 
 Professor Morrison asked about the extent to which they are prepared to look hard at current 
business practices that may not be what the University should have in a new environment.  The President 
has created a committee on operational excellence, and one question is whether much of what is done in 
human resources and student systems was functional in the 1930s when Vice President Willey was in 
charge—and the University keeps doing it that way.  Are there things that they could do that would be 
more radical?  Human Resources has wonderful terms for appointments, but could it use a calendar 
instead of Q,W,L,K, A, etc.?  Might there not also be changes on the academic side?  Student records 
seem to have a number of different sets; could they not be consolidated? 
 
 Mr. Kelly reported that on the Human Resources side, they are looking at all the business 
processes, codes, and so on—they are doing more than the fit-gap analysis and asking what the best 
practices are.  They just starting that process but are looking at everything. 
 
 Professor Morrison said his concern is that the fit-gap analysis will replicate the past, which it is 
not clear should be done.  The University should do some tough thinking about the processes it has.   
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 Professor Chambers inquired about the RFP.  The University will do the upgrade; might there be 
someone besides Oracle to do the implementation?  Mr. O'Sullivan said there could be; once the oversight 
committee decides the level of the upgrade, they will bring in an implementation partner—who could be 
involved in redesign of business practices.  It need not be Oracle. 
 
 Professor Luepker recalled that one question asked at the Faculty Consultative Committee 
meeting, and on which it was reassured, was whether everyone is working together on the upgrades.  
There was a concern that each of the systems was going its own way when there is need for a system that 
works together.  It is for that reason that the President charged the oversight committee, Dr. Duin said. 
 
 Professor Luepker thanked the Committee's guests for joining the meeting. 
 
2. Meaning and Implications of "Privatization" of Colleges 
 
 Professor Luepker welcomed Deans Wippman and Zaheer to the meeting to discuss 
"privatization" of colleges, a phenomenon reported on in the news media when colleges within a public 
university receive little or no funding from the state or from institutional funds. 
 
 Dean Wippman said he was glad to meet with the Committee, glad to see the word privatization 
in quotation marks on the agenda, and would prefer not to use the term at all.  The Law School is not 
privatizing.  It is pursuing financial self-sufficiency; the only change is a change in its revenue stream.  
“Privatization” implies a change in ownership and control, and that is not happening. The Law School is 
fully engaged in the University, participates in the cost pools, the Board of Regents approves its tuition 
rates, and he reports to the Provost. He said the term he prefers to use is financial self-sufficiency. 
 
 Dean Zaheer seconded everything Dean Wippman said.  The Carlson School is proud to be part 
of the University, receives many services from it, and benefits from relationships with other colleges in 
the University.  Nothing changes except how it is funded; the Carlson School must now rely more on 
tuition and private fund-raising.   
 
 The Law School and the Carlson School are simply further along the continuum, Dean Wippman 
commented; otherwise there is no difference between them and the other colleges.  The School of Public 
Health is not far behind, Professor Luepker commented.  The situation of the two colleges sets up an 
interesting circumstance, he said:  They raise money to pay the University to do a number of things 
(through the cost pools), and are on a course where they may pay all of those costs from other funds.  
Does that create an untenable situation? 
 
 Dean Wippman said the Law School is generally satisfied with the cost-pool system.  It must pay 
for the services it receives, and if not from the University, then it would have to be some other provider.  
Some universities see their law school as a cash cow, but that is not the case at Minnesota.  Dean Zaheer 
said the Carlson School has been paying its University costs from other funds for a long time.  Whether it 
receives $4.1 million or $0 in state funds is not a huge difference compared to the amount it pays into the 
cost pools (about $20 million).  It is already paying much more than what it receives in state funds, but it 
also benefits from what it pays to the University.  They do not see anything changing, she said. 
 
 Dean Zaheer related that was recently at a meeting of deans of large public state universities, and 
learned that a number of business schools have had their state support reduced to zero (Illinois, Florida, 
Michigan), but one would not know that from the discussions—one heard no talk among these schools 
about "privatizing."  The issue is not about privatization, she reiterated, it is about where the money 
comes from.  There are two questions that are raised if a college receives zero public support.  One, what 
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does it owe to the public?  That is a broader philosophical question—but there is no doubt that the 
Carlson School benefits from being part of the University, and benefits the University by being part of it.  
It has always been that way. 
 
 Mr. Rollefson asked the two deans where their schools stand on tuition levels—near the top of the 
CIC?  And if so, does that mean they have little flexibility on tuition?  Dean Zaheer said the Carlson 
School is not at the top in comparison with its peers.  It is fifth in the CIC, and even with a significant fee 
increase, it would remain fifth.  Illinois charges $19,500, Penn State $18,000, Michigan $15,500, and the 
University of Minnesota is at $12,800.  Dean Wippman said that, for better or worse, for law schools, the 
rankings that matter are those in U.S. News and World Report.  In those rankings, Minnesota is tied for 
20th. Of the top 25 schools, Minnesota has the third-lowest resident tuition (of 8 public law schools) and 
the third lowest non-resident tuition (of the top 25 law schools).  So they do have some flexibility. 
 
 Professor Luepker asked for the breakdown in the portion of income from tuition and from fund-
raising.  Dean Zaheer said that for the Carlson School, tuition is about $68 million out of a total budget of 
$92 million.  Philanthropy is also a significant part of the budget.  The state funds, as she noted earlier, 
are $4.1 million.  Dean Wippman said that tuition accounts for about 62% of Law School income; the 
state funds are about 6.7%.  There are no indirect-cost funds, Professor Luepker inquired?  Only very 
small amounts, both deans responded. 
 
 Professor Shultz expressed appreciation for the information from the two deans.  One question 
that has come up at these Committee meetings, he said, is whether the financial structure of the University 
allows them to meet their strategic plans and go where they want to go.  Dean Zaheer said that of course it 
would be better if they had more money from the state, but that will not happen, so they must look to 
other sources of funding.  From 2003-2010, he total number of students in the Carlson School has 
increased from about 4,000 to over 4,700 students; undergraduate enrollment specifically increased from 
1,693 to almost 2,200 over the same period with additional growth mandated by central administration 
through FY15. But the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty has remained constant.  They cannot 
keep balancing the additional demand on the backs of the faculty and must find alternative sources of 
funds to hire new faculty members.  They have done well as a school but they can do a lot better, Dean 
Zaheer concluded. 
 
 Dean Wippman said that the Law School does not have undergraduates so it has not seen an 
increase in the student population like the Carlson School.  He said the Law School is well-positioned to 
achieve its goals, even though state funding has declined from 22% to 6.7%. 
 
 Professor Durfee commented that one difference between the two colleges is that the Law School 
is largely professional while the Carlson School, also professional, has in addition an undergraduate 
program.  He said he sees those two as different animals.  As deans who could give advice to the 
University, would the recommend treating professional training programs differently (that is, eliminate all 
state funding) from undergraduate programs?  The Carlson School is a mixed case. 
 
 Dean Zaheer said that the Carlson School differentiates across programs.  The professional 
program tuition is set at what the market will bear and in effect receives no state funds; the state funds are 
directed to the undergraduate program.  The faculty are shared between the programs, but a close 
accounting analysis could make clear the difference.  To make the split really clean, it would be necessary 
to split the Carlson School, but that would be needlessly costly and create more overhead. 
 
 Professor Hupp asked if their philanthropy is targeted.  Much of it is, Dean Zaheer said, and 
almost all of the scholarship money is used for undergraduates.  They also raise money for professorships 
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and chairs, and many of the faculty teach across programs (graduate and undergraduate).  Dean Wippman 
said that fund-raising has not changed the mission of the Law School and there are three components to 
the Law School’s current fundraising campaign:  scholarships, strategic initiatives, and unrestricted 
support.  They receive many gifts that are targeted to the first two, but those gifts support Law School 
priorities. 
 
 Professor Shultz said he appreciated the fund-raising for scholarships and research and recalled 
that this Committee has had discussions about a strategy for philanthropy—what are they aiming for?   
University scholarship costs are high and the Committee has talked with Vice President Pfutzenreuter 
about whether they should be state costs or philanthropy costs.  If Law and Carlson, and perhaps Public 
Health, are relying more on fund-raising, are they planning correctly?  Are they looking at what 
successful schools are doing to get alumni to give money back?  That is a broad topic not tied to the 
funding model, Dean Wippman noted.  Professor Shultz agreed but said there are highly-ranked schools 
with an excellent reputation that he hoped could assist in strategic planning.  Dean Wippman said they are 
spending a lot of time on the subject, making a virtue out of necessity.  He has talked a great deal with 
other deans and Dean Zaheer about fund-raising and he also talks to the Foundation (as do all the deans 
quarterly).  All realize fund-raising is essential for the University and all colleges are on the same 
continuum—Law and Carlson are just further along. 
 
 Professor Luepker observed that both Law and Carlson are professional schools, the graduates of 
which generally earn higher incomes, while liberal-arts graduates tend not to produce graduates with high 
incomes.  Does the University face a trend:  Those that can raise money will do so and the other units will 
face declining state funding?  As one reads about the STEM disciplines, graduates in those fields also 
appear likely to get higher-paying jobs and will be better able to donate money.  Is the University on a 
path where there will be winners and losers?  The governor of Florida has urged getting rid of 
anthropology, for example. 
 
 That is a serious concern, Dean Wippman said.  The Law School and Carlson School are on the 
path they are because they have the capacity to raise tuition.  Some units can increase grant income.  
Some units can do neither. 
 
 Professor Morrison said that one reason Law and Carlson are further down the path they are is 
because in the last 7-10 years University retrenchments of state funds have been calculated as a 
percentage of a base that included both tuition and state funds. The Law School already had a higher 
proportion of tuition money in its funding mix and that continued to rise every year as tuition was raised 
to offset the loss of state support, so he Law School's cuts in state funding became higher every year. The 
result is that state funding has now shrunk to near zero, almost exclusively as a result of the 
retrenchments.  The question now is how other units will accommodate cuts of state money.  Law and 
Carlson were in a position to adapt, largely by increasing tuition even further.  This will be a problem for 
the other units that cannot increase tuition.  The problem is not created internally but because of 
reductions in state support.  Dean Wippman said that Professor Morrison was exactly right; the Law 
School could adapt but it cannot go lower than zero in state support (i.e., subsidize other units).  Dean 
Zaheer said the Carlson School has taken many steps to accommodate the cuts but every class is full and 
they must find money to increase the number of faculty members—academic quality will suffer if they do 
not. 
 
 Professor Luepker said he appreciated Deans Wippman and Zaheer joining the meeting. 
 
3. Salary Instructions for 2012-13 
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 Professor Luepker asked to go off the record for a discussion of salary instructions, should there 
be a salary increase for 2012-13.  Several points were emphasized in the ensuing discussion. 
 
1.    Great concern for those with low income and the importance of retaining lower-income individuals 
who often do extremely important work in departments. 
2.    The need for consistency and fairness in merit evaluation across the University. 
3.    The importance of honoring union contracts. 
4.    The potential for some fixed amount raise associated with increased health insurance costs. 
5.    The need to retain the best faculty who can be recruited with higher salaries. 
6.    The importance of having some method to deal with historical inequities. 
 
 Professor Luepker adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * * 
 
Excerpt from the Minutes 
Faculty Consultative Committee 
October 6, 2011 
 
2. Enterprise Systems Oversight 
 
Dr. Duin began by noting that there are three enterprise systems:  Campus Solutions (the student system, 
launched in 1998), Human Capital Management (the human-resources system, also launched in 1998), 
and Financial Supply Chain Management (the enterprise financial system, or EFS, launched in 2008).  
The two earlier systems received upgrades in 1999, 2000, and 2006; the most recent of which was a 
technical upgrade only.  These systems are widely used; in FY10 there were 1.8 million registration 
transactions, over 100,000 admissions applications processed, $638.6 million in financial aid distributed 
to 59,900 students, 905,000 pay checks generated for employees, and so on.  At present there are over 
3000 employees who regularly use the student and human-resources systems to do their jobs and over 
4000 employees who regularly use the financial system for their jobs. 
 
 Dr. Duin noted that all three systems are heavily integrated to provide a comprehensive system to 
support the student, human-resources, and finance business processes.  These systems have created 
efficiencies by reducing duplicate or legacy systems, centralizing processes where possible, and providing 
services that did not exist previously in a computerized form. There are a number of oversight groups in 
place—she noted several that include faculty and college representatives—that regularly provide advice.  
Looking across the system takes place at the executive level among the senior leadership, and they are 
now forming an executive oversight group that will be charged by President Kaler.  She said she would 
like Committee views about, and increased faculty participation in, system decisions that are both 
academic and administrative.   
 
 Dr. Duin noted challenges and opportunities that came with upgrades.  If one system is tweaked, 
it affects the others, and they have modified the systems through the years, adding to complexity.  There 
is continual maintenance required, both for security upgrades and in order to comply with changing state 
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and federal regulations.  The effort to upgrade the technology could also mean upgrading the University's 
business processes, which could be even more difficult.  The University received a customization report 
from Oracle (the owner of the PeopleSoft systems) indicating that Minnesota had the second-most 
customized student and human-resources systems (first was Michigan), that Minnesota was fifth in terms 
of customization of the financial system, although in the latter case most have been created as "bolt ons," 
or additions to the current system, versus customizations to existing PeopleSoft modules.  
 

To be fair, Dr. Duin said, Minnesota was one of the earliest adopters of PeopleSoft systems.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter pointed out that the student system was in beta when the University adopted it, and 
Minnesota is largely responsible for making it work the way it does.  Many of the University's changes 
have been incorporated in system upgrades, Dr. Duin agreed. 

 
Software has life expectancy and the University buys a lot of it, Professor Cramer observed.  Is 

there a budget line for replacement or upgrades that is saved until it must be spent?  There is not, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said.  There is a core level of central information technology—human resources, financial 
system, student system—that is status quo on maintenance.  When a big upgrade is needed, then the 
question is how to finance it.  Doing an upgrade is often expensive because it often means bringing in 
technical expertise from outside.  That is what is now coming.  The University has financed tens of 
millions of dollars for the three major systems through the enterprise tax:  They run a deficit to install the 
upgrades and then repay it with the tax.  The existing deficit, which covers all work since 1997, will be 
paid off in 2017—unless the University uses that strategy again, in which case the date it will be paid off 
will be pushed into the future.  His hope, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, was to pay it off and get rid of the 
enterprise tax. 

 
Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that they have consistently said "go vanilla" in adopting these systems, an 

approach about which he has mixed feelings.  The University wants to be vanilla, but then the systems 
don't work as well as they need to for the institution.  So the University fixes it, and then Oracle puts the 
changes from Minnesota in the next release.  It is said that institutions should not customize, but the fixes 
have been made regular. 

 
Professor Cramer commented that PeopleSoft does not really care about higher education because 

it is too small and specialized a market compared to its business customers.  If one were to invest 
University resources and found a Center for the Study of Software for the Educational Enterprise, and 
actually combine the scholarly work with the development of higher-education software—that could be 
marketed worldwide—would it not have a chance of being cost-effective in the long run?  If millions of 
dollars of employee time are spent patching inadequate software, why not invest in ground-up 
development?  Mr. Pfutzenreuter reported that there was a group of universities and colleges that were 
going to build their own system; the University rejected that approach because it already had the 
PeopleSoft student and human-resources systems and was not going to have a different financial system.  
If the University were going to replace all three systems at once—which would be a huge undertaking—
that would be a fair question. 

 
Professor Luepker said that the Committee heard earlier that there are issues about the three 

systems talking to each other.  Now the University is looking at newer systems.  Are they coming 
together so the systems talk to each other?  The integration is complex, Dr. Duin said, which gets to the 
role of the oversight committee.  The systems do talk to each other, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, but there are 
different opinions on how well they do so.  They have to use "combo codes" now so that the financial and 
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human-resources systems talk to each other, which is not efficient or easy.  There is a recommendation on 
how to improve the communication between systems.  That seems to be a critical issue, Professor 
Luepker said, especially since the systems all came from the same vendor.  The problems are because of 
choices the University made, not because of the vendor, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  Human Resources uses a 
different chart of accounts from the financial system, so there is a need for codes to enable the two 
systems to talk to each other.   

 
Professor Ben-Ner asked about the annual licensing fee.  They have said the University cannot 

move away from PeopleSoft; is there a way to get out of this hostage situation?  The Office of 
Information Technology (OIT) has tracked its employee time on the systems, Dr. Duin reported. This 
time which was about $7.2 million in FY11 (part of which is operating infrastructure and support for 
development work on the student and human-resources systems) represents a third of the cost (as the 
other 2/3rds is in other units)    She promised to provide the licensing fee information.  [For FY12, that 
cost is $1,548,755.  For FY13, it is expected to be $1,626,193.] 

 
Universities do such a different array of things than the usual public- or private-sector business 

that the software is ill-prepared, Professor Cramer commented.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter agreed that on the 
financial side, the University is decentralized but the system is not built for that kind of organization. 

 
Dr. Duin outlined the reasons for an upgrade now.  Support for the current versions ends in 

December, 2012; student and faculty expectations increase; social media combines activities into one 
page; increased use of cloud computing requires integration with standard systems; and the last upgrade 
was technical only, while business systems continue to change. They are engaged in a "fit/gap" analysis, 
which looks at what the system is now and how much change is needed.  Dr. Duin also noted the various 
groups with which they are consulting, including the vice presidents, functional and technical lead people, 
the senior leadership group, the Senate Committee on Information Technology, deans and chancellors, the 
Academic Technology Advisory Committee, the IT Leadership Alliance (collegiate and campus IT 
directors), and other work groups.   

 
Professor Bitterman asked who integrates all the consultation and makes the final decision.  Dr. 

Duin said she leads the effort, in concert with the oversight group, but President Kaler is the ultimate 
decision-maker.  Professor Ben-Ner suggested that there could be different fit/gap analyses and options 
provided to the President; there will be, Dr. Duin told the Committee. 

 
Dr. Duin outlined the next steps:  complete the fit/gap analysis this fall, including suggestions on 

directions the University should go, complete the planning phase by December, and issue an RFP during 
winter 2012 (for an implementation partner).  The implementation start is yet to be determined.  There are 
no fixed timelines, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said; the student system has the biggest needs, followed by human 
resources and then EFS.  The work could be phased in over a number of years.  

 
Professor Ben-Ner asked what the cost will be.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that after the fit/gap 

analysis and identification of the timeline, the cost will be a big item.  The University could go faster, 
which would cost more, and there could be mistakes.  They have learned from UC Berkeley that they 
must do enough outreach so that all the stakeholders are consulted.  In the 1990s the software was not 
developed; now the sense is that the organization should change, not the code. 
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 Professor Chomsky recalled that the Committee has asked repeatedly, about the Enterprise 
Financial System, what they learned in order to avoid the same problems in the future.  Consultation is 
good, but not enough; it would help to see some reflection of learning from the past.  The vision sounds 
fine, but very broad; the institution needs to get there, and useful consultation requires focus.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said he has thought a lot about that.  They did talk to many in the trenches about EFS, and 
maybe they talked to too many people and did not listen enough.  Perhaps it would be better to pick a 
dozen of the smartest people and listen to them a lot, and then go out to others. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


