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Meeting Minutes         

Meeting Title: BG@100 Executive Steering Committee (ESC) Meeting  

Date: June 26, 2006 

Time: 11:00 AM ET  

Location: McFall Chart Room 

Invitees/Attendees (* in attendance, # absent, + substitute, = by conference call) 
Names 

# Bruce Petryshak * Toby Singer 
# Linda Dobb * Cindy Fuller 
* Chris Dalton * Phyllis Short 
* Ron Lancaster * John Gleason 
* Gaylyn Finn * Ginny Pinkelman 
* Bill Gerwin   
 
Opening Statements 
Toby called the meeting to order at 11:00 AM. 
   
Toby stated an open house was held last week at the BG@100 building and a number of people attended.  
Toby stated Bruce is holding a Strategic Needs Group meeting every other week with directors. Recently 
the group expanded to include a core group of participants once a month who may be brought into the 
project.   
  
Approval of Minutes 
The minutes from the May 22 meeting were approved pending comments and approval from Linda.   
 
PeopleSoft Project Status Update 
John stated as of last week the project is 49% complete.  John has cautioned the team that with 7 months 
remaining they are in good shape but to plan for holidays, etc.   
 
In terms of the Plan; integrating the grants suite was successful and after consolidating the two plans still 
maintain the 49% completion.  The grants suite involves 5 different models; the projects, grants, contracts 
and billing and receivables.  A good amount of work remains to be completed, but making significant 
progress. 
 
General Ledger tables are set up and would like to move along a little quicker.  As a result of some 
changes in the project team, looking at bringing in a general ledger commitment control consultant in late 
July but no later than August 1.  John has a firm commitment for a consultant August 1.  John indicated 
there is a second consultant that is available July 1, and expects to have a resume for this consultant in the 
next day or two.   
 
In terms of Asset Management; a little behind in setting up tables, however the sufficient tables are set up 
to do loads of the converted asset data.  John reviewed some of this briefly last week and Scott is working 
on this.  Tables that are not completed relate more to the calculation of depreciation and the charging of 
depreciation to different accounts.  Depreciation right now is calculated once a year and there is 
discussion of modifying this to quarterly.  If depreciation is calculated monthly, the latitude to post 
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quarterly, annually or monthly will remain.  If posted monthly, can still only report on the specific reports 
required on a quarterly basis; PeopleSoft is flexible on how it reports this information.   
   
In terms of the Project Plan; customizations are a little behind.  99% of the customizations relate to 
purchasing and accounts payable area.  Bruce Blandino is concentrating on showing purchasing and 
accounts payable alternatives in lue of customizations.  John is concerned with documenting the 
alternatives to be sure there are resources to get them implemented. 
 
In terms of Interface Development; John believes they are up to speed.   
  
The Grants Team was successful with setting up approximately 50 core tables for modeling.  As the 
project plans were consolidated, John had a concern that grants should be in a position to see the impact 
of a purchase against a grant as it relates to flow and model.  If it can be integrated, John believes fewer 
hours will be involved.  John stated in the present system Fund Codes are set up for each individual grant.  
It was decided that Fund Codes will be set up for federal, state, local and other funds which reduce the 
number of funds. 
 
A meeting was held a couple weeks ago to iron out remaining paper document flow for purchasing; PO1, 
PO2 and any paper documents that are flowing through the existing purchasing environment.  Developed 
ways to eliminate these so there is no paper flow in terms of ordering in the future.  
 
Vendor data cleanup had a late start, but 30% through as of last week.  A vendor information sheet was 
developed. Mailing labels were sent out to last week and allowing vendors 30 days to respond. 
   
In terms of department codes; 2 different codes are undecided; department and location codes.  Since it is 
an enterprise implementation system it is nice to have common codes.  The team is exploring feasibility 
of a common set of codes for departments and locations.  If a decision is made to move forward, it will 
result in some work on the HCM side since both codes are in HCM.   John stated one concern is that 
HCM has a smaller inventory of codes.   An alternative is to come up with a code that is similar to the 
financial code.  Overall there is interest, but need to evaluate the work involved with HCM.   Bill stated 
the codes will synchronize between the two.    
 
John stated a demo/discussion on billing and receivables was held last Thursday for the potential use by 
the Library and Continuing and Extended Education.  If implemented, both will have to be looked at in 
terms of the impact on grants billing and receivables and the project plan prior to go live February 1. 
 
Addendum to Scope Document 
Bill stated there were several items in the original scope document that were brought to his attention for 
change.  The addendum is to correct some of the scope related documents. 
Page 3, Phase 1, General Ledger bullet point 1, the phrase “a 1 digit operating unit code to differentiate 
the main campus from Firelands” is deleted.  Prior to presenting the chart of accounts it was determined 
the single digit operating unit would not be used.   Ron stated this was not apparent to him during training 
and didn’t see this.  Bill advised that is correct, scope document is on the web and didn’t want confusion 
as it was in the document, but was not covered in training.  

Page 3, Phase 1, General Ledger, bullet point 2 regarding commitment control security, Bill stated there is 
some concern on the project team regarding security.  Security is different in AFIN than FMS.  To mimic 
what we have in FMS would involve a fair amount of effort on the project team.  If we went to the trouble 
of mimicking current AFIN security in terms of pages in FMS, query access without customizing security 
still allows everyone to see everything.   Bill will bring information items in the next couple meetings 
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regarding security that will involve major decisions.  This may include giving budget administrative 
people access to more of the budgets.  Once Bill has more information from the project team it will be 
presented to the committee. 
Page 3, Purchasing; John stated PeopleSoft has an e-procurement model; during fit gaps one of the 
alternatives to the requisition entry was the e-rec.  E-rec is more user friendly, but straightforward and not 
all of the features.  After reviewing this purchasing felt they needed more of the details.  Purchasing 
decided that it was more advantageous to use the existing requisition because of the ability to put more 
details in than e-rec provided.  Bill stated basically there are 8 items that caused e-rec to be a problem: 

1. No speed chart on requisition defaults.  
2. No customization of line structure. 
3. There would be additional clicks to get to line. 
4. Item categories have to be set up in a tree and maintained. 
5. 2 additional clicks to find vendor 
6. No standard comments field. The standard comments field is used for IUC, State 

of Ohio, and E & I text on purchase orders and for reports created for Purchasing. 
7. Difficult to change price on the e-pro requisition.  
8. Origin field is not editable. We are using the origin field to accommodate low 

dollar orders (LOW), blanket orders (BLK), construction (prevailing wage) 
orders (CON), and service contract orders (SCS). 

 

Bill stated purchasing would like this removed so it is not expected to have e-procurement in place. 
Page 4, Grants; changed “Post” award to “Pre” award.   

Page 5, Move up to Phase 1; the ability to request for quote functionality, which was determined not to be 
a big resource to do this.  Bill will work with Cindy and post the addendum to the web. 

Ron asked about the origin field and low dollar purchase orders, what are we doing with departmental 
purchase orders?  Is there still the ability for a department to go straight to purchase order for low dollar 
amount or is everything go through a requisition.  Bill stated everything will go through requisition and 
there will be a low dollar req.   Chris stated the purchasing card is another method to complete low dollar 
req.   Ron stated this is better than what we have now; currently training for two documents.  Bill stated 
by requiring everything to have a requisition will allow for a better job on the back end.    Gaylyn asked if 
there is a way to confirm before a purchase order is sent out.  Bill stated this goes back to the 
confirmation purchase order that is in AFIN and believes someone will enter the requisition.  Gaylyn 
asked if this will create a purchase order and Bill stated it can, but not necessarily sent.  Gaylyn stated 
there was some discussion about being able to sort out the ones that need to be sent verses the ones that do 
not need to be sent.  John understood that it was going to be discouraged ordering items before the 
requisition.  Ron stated that is not necessarily a good idea as purchasing would have to enter information 
for other departments that may be complicated.  John stated there are a couple alternatives; a unique 
origin code, and a message in the header of the requisition in header.  The problem is purchasing then has 
to look at every requisition and trying to avoid this and automate the process.   Bill suggested a script in 
modeling and review with purchasing to layout acquisition in the system.  

 
 

 
Information Item 
Bill presented Information Item FMS-A005; Discontinuing the use of paper requisitions, receivers and 
payment orders.   A meeting was held May 23, with the Business Office, Purchasing and the BG@100 
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group.  Bill stated it was a very productive meeting and a decision was made to eliminate paper 
requisitions, receivers and payment orders as the project moves forward.   Will need to communicate this 
to many offices and provide training.  Gaylyn stated the continuation of training is important.  Chris 
stated there are 12000-13000 payment orders a year and many people to train.  Gaylyn suggested 
financial people at the college level could possibly assist with training.  Bill stated a user productivity kit 
will be online, always available and will be kept up to date as the system is enhanced.  Ron likes the 
concept but if a large expenditure is being shared by multiple departments, no single department has the 
authority to approve.   Bill is reviewing the approval process.  Bill stated workflow is still slightly on the 
design side.  The original intent was to use our document imaging OnBase workflow, which is a parallel 
project.   In the next two weeks will know how OnBase workflow will mesh with PeopleSoft.  OnBase’s 
workflow is much more robust.  It is set up so that if approval does not come through, it will forward to 
the next designated individual with authority to approve.  By entering documents on line will eliminate 
taking documents around for signature; may have to monitor, but primarily automated workflow will take 
care of the steps electronically.   
Ron asked about expense transfers and Bill stated there is more to come; not entirely through modeling 
yet in general ledger.  The goal is not to have paper documents.  Bill stated the more people enter from the 
beginning the better the information will be at the other end.  Bill prefers as much information be entered 
in at the origin of starting a process, so people are used to workflow and recognize where in the process 
something is.   Workflow will allow for a quicker response if someone needs to investigate the status of a 
purchase order.   Online workflow will allow for better information without the paper path.  Ron stated it 
is not clear at this point whether expense transfers are online or part of the scope.  Bill wants to see this 
modeled first so he knows what workflow will be in terms of the online system.  Bill is pushing the team 
to get as many scenarios modeled through the system.  Bill will invite some budget administrators once a 
week for a couple hours to make sure modeling all scenarios, show them the system, allow them to enter 
some information and make sure the team understands how this is completed.   Ron stated in the previous 
system a model was licensed for travel, is there functionality here in regards to travel and Bill stated there 
is not.  Bill has some ideas, but not completely handled in the PeopleSoft system; possibly an electronic 
document to accounts payable for entry.  Gaylyn asked if the reason it was not picked up; due to not 
having it currently or characteristics of the system.  Bill stated Bruce will need to answer that question.   
Chris asked if the system self-corrects; does it alert the person who is entering the information.  Bill 
stated there is a name list and selecting data.  There will be pull-down menus with speed codes.     
 
HCM 8.8 to 8.9 Update 
Phyllis stated the reason for the upgrade is two fold; one is to take advantage of some of the app 
messaging in FMS; so they can communicate and be in sync; secondly and most importantly is that 8.9 
contains the campus solutions, which is the student administration and the HR functionality all in one 
database.  This will set the groundwork for the student piece by pulling this in before the student project.  
Phyllis stated Becca agreed along with project team to move forward with this now.  The project team 
includes Karen Woods, John Konecny, Merritt Obreiter and Yajing Hu.  Also included are some technical 
consultants from Ciber.   On the functional side; Donna Wittwer, Michelle Simmons, Larry Smith are 
working closely on the e-hire part and from the Grad College Eric Zahnle and Gail McRoberts.  The 
biggest change on the HCM side will allow the entering of people of interest in the system without being 
given a job.  Another change is in the recruiting side as well.  Most importantly is the idea of working 
with a team that is spread out and security.  Both have been challenging but working through the process.   
Phyllis stated the conversion weekend is August 4 & 5, which fell within payroll cycle.  This will 
probably require some individuals to work over that weekend.  Ron asked if this will change anyone’s job 
and Phyllis does not believe there will be too much overall change.  Phyllis stated training is being 
prepared.   Phyllis does not want to go-live with this upgrade and have another department code change in 
between August and February’s go-live.  
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Toby adjourned the meeting at 12:00 p.m.  
 
 
Next Meeting Date: July 10, 2006 

Next Meeting 
Location: 

McFall Chart Room 

Minutes Prepared by: Ginny Pinkelman 

 


