
CIVIL SERVICE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE  

MINUTES OF MEETING 
May 24, 2012 

 

TC:  B1 Morrill Hall 

UMD: 173 Kirby Plaza 

 

 [In these minutes: chairs’ reports; subcommittee reports; seniority communication 

appointments; floating holiday; civil service award; committee goals] 

 

[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 

University of Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported 

in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, 

the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 

 

PRESENT: Don Cavalier (chair), Amy Olson (chair-elect), Susan Cable Morrison, John 

Patton (for Teresa Schicker), Susan Rafferty, Pat Roth, Chris Stevens 

 

REGRETS: Carolyn Davidson, Rick Densmore, Karen Lovro, Rahfat Hussain, Lisa 

Mason, Tom Sondreal, Sharon Van Eps,  

 

OTHERS: Bill O’Neil, and Terri Wallace, CSCC-elect members 

 

Don Cavalier called the meeting to order, welcomed those present, and called for 

introductions.   

Chair’s Report  
Mr. Cavalier referred the Civil Service Consultative Committee (CSCC) members to 
the Civil Service Senate Year-end Report to the Board of Regents (BOR).  

Chair-elect Report 
Amy Olson reported on her attendance at the University Senate meeting and stated 
that she delivered the CSCC statement on the Senate Consultative Committee’s (SCC) 
resolution on the proposed constitutional amendment defining marriage.  She noted she 

was the only individual at the meeting who spoke in opposition to the resolution. 

 

Ms. Olson also reported on her attendance at the BOR Budget Forum.  She stated that she 

raised the issues of time off for transplant and bone marrow donors and the inequities in 

the parental leave policies for Civil Service and P&A employees. 

 

Ms. Olson asked that each CSCC member consider which subcommittee they would like 

to be a member of and contact her with their choice. 
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She also raised concerns about the results of the Job Family Project’s review of the 

Alumni Relations division.  She noted that following the analysis only one position was 

classified as civil service and the rest were classified as P&A.  She stated further that the 

position descriptions were very brief and did not recognize employees’ multiple roles.  

She stated that members of the University of Minnesota Alumni Association and division 

directors rejected OHR’s draft proposal, and Mary Luther, director compensation and 

classification, OHR would be meeting with them. 

 

Pat Roth asked if the classification of most employees as P&A was related to the possible 

movement to exempt and nonexempt employee groups.   

 

Susan Rafferty noted that the Job Family Project has many objectives and OHR must 

remain flexible for what may come.  She stated that one possible explanation for the 

classification as P&A of many employees in the alumni relations group, is the nature of 

their work.  She explained that one of the elements that defines a P&A position is the 

level of discretion exercised by the employee, and in Alumni Relations group, there seem 

to be very few supervisors and many “solo operators” who have a great deal of discretion 

in their everyday work.   

 

Mr. Cavalier noted that job classifications are quite complex and recommended that all 

CSCC members read the report: Retaining and Attracting Talent:  The Future of U of M 

Employees, 

www.umn.edu/ohr/prod/groups/ohr/@pub/@ohr/documents/asset/ohr_90797.p
df - 31k - 2008-04-01 

 

He also noted that civil service employees at Crookston held a meeting and were bringing 

a grievance to the Crookston Office of Human Resources regarding new employees 
being hired at higher salaries than existing employees, and supervisors and HR 
professionals lacking knowledge of the Employment Rules. 

Subcommittee Reports 
Advocacy- Susan Cable Morrison reported that she was contacted regarding one 

advocacy issue, but it is still in progress. 

 

Communications – Ms. Olson indicated that the e-InTouch was not sent out in May, but 

she would be doing an end of the year wrap up.  For future e-InTouch communications, 

she suggested that one CSCC subcommittee be highlighted each month and that one 

outstanding civil service employee should be recognized monthly.   

 

Compensation and Benefits – Karen Lovro was unable to attend and via e-mail referred 

committee members to the Subcommittee’s report in the BOR Year-end Report. 

 

Professional Development – Ms. Roth updated the CSCC on the Subcommittee’s 

progress on the Strength’sFinder™ assessment project.  She stated the first session was 

held May 22 and 77 people attended it.  She sent an e-mail to those who were unable to 

attend and asked them to sign up in June instead.   
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Ms. Roth indicated that the session was well received, Jeff Stafford did an excellent job, 

and she received a great deal of positive feedback.  She shared some of the participants e-

mails.    

 

Ms. Roth stated over 80 individual are registered for the June session and 37 individuals 

are registered for the ITV session (30 from Duluth, five from Morris, and two from 

Rochester).  She noted Crookston was unable to participate because many of the Civil 

Service employees have nine-month appointments and the session date also conflicted 

with registration.  She stated the Subcommittee is planning to offer additional sessions in 

August and October. 

 

Seniority Communication 

Ms. Rafferty stated that she and Ms. Lovro have been working on a method for creating 

greater transparency about civil service employee seniority, and it was decided that a 

primer on the topic would be provided using UM Connect.  Ms. Rafferty provided the 

CSCC with power point slides that would accompany the UM Connect presentation and 

indicated that an OHR employee who is an actress would likely read the script 

accompanying the slides.   

 

She explained that civil service seniority is very complex under the Civil Service 

Employment Rules particularly regarding bumping rights, but that discussion with CSCC 

during the last year demonstrates that employees want to know where they stand and they 

want transparency in the process.  She noted two complexities in providing answers to 

these questions.  First, individual circumstances often vary, so caution must be exercised 

in providing broad answers, and second, the President has asked OHR to examine how it 

categorizes employee groups and the civil service and P&A categories may be changing.   

 

Ms. Rafferty went on to discuss the objectives of providing a primer.  She stated, it 

breaks down a complex issue by outlining the different types of seniority, describing the 

circumstances when seniority comes into play, and illustrating seniority in different 

situations.  She noted the primer is not as comprehensive as some might envision but it is 

practical in light of the possible changes in employee group classifications.   

 

She stated the primer would be placed on the OHR website where the civil service 

seniority unit list is located and that it could be in place quickly.  Ms. Zugay asked if 

there could also be a link from the Civil Service Senate website.  Ms. Rafferty responded 

that there could and that there could also be links on other relevant areas of the OHR 

website. 

 

Pat Roth asked if the primer could be viewed at any time.  Ms. Rafferty responded that it 

could, and Ms. Roth suggested that there should also be a link in the e-InTouch.   

 

Ms. Rafferty, next, reviewed the slide defining job classification and Mr. Cavalier asked 

where v-class fits in.  Ms. Rafferty explained that v-class was not a job classification but 

is more akin to a benefits classification.  Ms. Roth explained that v-class is considered a 

step-up, and in lieu of overtime employees with a v-class designation receive vacation.   
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Ms. Rafferty continued her discussion of the slides.  Ms. Zugay suggested that they 

include a link to the Civil Service Employment Rules.   

 

Bill O’Neil asked what message would be provided to employees with the distribution of 

the primer.  Ms. Rafferty responded that she is still working on the script for this, but it 

would indicate that the primer is in response to questions OHR received from civil 

service employees through the CSCC about their seniority rights.   

 

She then asked the committee for input on how widely the primer should be distributed 

and how it should be communicated.  Several committee members expressed concern that 

the primer could generate questions about whether lay-offs are impending.   

 

Ms. Cable Morrison suggested that the communication indicate that questions about 

seniority have been an on-going issue.  

 

Mr. O’Neil suggested that the primer might be more effective if it was presented as part 

of a series of topics on which OHR is creating greater transparency.  Ms. Rafferty 

responded that she sees the value in this idea but there is not currently a plan for a series.   

 

Ms. Roth suggested, and the CSCC agreed, that the primer should be sent out from the 

CSCC with the message that the CSCC has received questions from civil service 

employees about civil service seniority, and has collaborated with OHR to provide 

answers to these questions.   She emphasized that the primer was a collaborative with 

OHR but that this issue was brought to the CSCC and the work occurred because of 

questions raised by civil service employees.  Ms. Rafferty agreed with Ms. Roth’s 

framing of the communication. 

 

With regard to distribution, Ms. Rafferty indicated that OHR would send the 

communication and primer to the HR community.  Ms. Roth suggested that it could be 

utilized by the HR pros.  

 

Ms. Zugay asked if the Brief could be used to inform civil service employees that primer 

is available on the Civil Service Senate website.  She also asked if it would be 

appropriate for inclusion in the New Employee Orientation materials provided by the 

CSCC.  Committee members thought these might be possible avenues of distribution, but 

raised questions about the exact information to be conveyed in each of these formats. 

 

Ms. Roth indicated that she also liked the idea of a series of communications on “hot 

topics” for civil service employees, and Ms. Rafferty agreed that this was a good idea. 

 

Appointments 

A quorum was not present so the CSCC was unable to vote on representatives for the 

Senate Committees and the Office for Conflict Resolution Hearing Panel member.  Ms. 

Zugay indicated she would facilitate an e-mail vote. 
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Floating Holiday Selection 

CSCC members reviewed the 2016 and 2017 calendars and selected the dates of 
Friday, December 23, 2016 and Friday, March 18, 2017 as the floating holidays for 
civil service employees on all campuses.  Some questions arose about the floating 
holiday selection including whether it applies to all campuses, what the dates of 
spring break are in 2017, and when classes end in fall 2016.   Ms. Zugay indicated 
she would find out the answers to these questions following the meeting and e-mail 
committee members. 
 
Civil Service Award 
Ms. Olson provided the CSCC with a document outlining the pros, cons, and logistics 
of the CS Senate providing a recognition award for civil service employees or a civil 
service unit.  Ms. Olson indicated she had discussed this issue with Carolyn Davidson 
as a possible use of the Staff Development Fund, and she outlined the following 
questions for committee consideration. 

 What is the purpose of the award? 
 What are the criteria for the award? 
 Is the award sustainable? 

 
She then called for discussion of the issue.  Several committee members thought the 
award was a good idea, but expressed concerns about its sustainability, having 
sufficient applicants, whether supervisors would provide the nominations, and 
eligibility criteria.   
 
Ms. Roth noted it would be important to discuss this use of staff development funds 
with Vickie Courtney, director, Senate Office.  She also noted that the coordinate 
campuses already have awards for civil service employees, and questioned whether 
this award should only be for the Twin Cities.   
 
Susan Rafferty commented that recognition is very important but it does not need to 
be monetary.  She also suggested in determining the type of award to be given, the 
CSCC consider areas it is familiar with and can control.  She suggested the award 
could recognize participation in civil service governance, improving the work place 
for civil service employees, or providing a voice for civil service employees.   
 
Several alternatives for recognizing committee members were suggested.   Ms. 
Olson suggested the CSCC could promote and support civil service employees for 
existing awards such as the CSBU Award or the President’s Award for Outstanding 
Community Service.   Terri Wallace agreed with this suggestion.   
 
Ms. Roth stated she liked the idea of highlighting an outstanding civil service 
employee on a monthly basis in the e-InTouch.  Ms. Olson also suggested 
recognizing civil service employees at Civil Service Senate meetings when they have 
won an award.  Mr. Cavalier stated he supported recognizing individuals rather than 
units.   
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Ms. Olson stated she would take the CSCC’s suggestions back to Ms. Davidson for 
further discussion by the Staff Development Subcommittee. 
 
Goals Review 
Mr. Cavalier asked the CSCC to review the CSCC goals document and consider how to 
use it going forward.  He then asked Ms. Olson to discuss her work with the 
subcommittees during the past year.   
 
Ms. Olson indicated that it was her intention for each of the subcommittees to 
conduct an internal review in 2011-12 and to establish clear charges and goals.  She 
noted that the Staff Development and the Compensation and Benefits 
Subcommittees completed their reviews.  She stated that the Advocacy 
Subcommittee began the process and had made progress in ensuring that its 
members were providing consistent information and support for the individuals 
who contacted them.  But she stated she was unsure of the current status of the 
review and asked Ms. Cable-Morrison to comment on this. 
 
Ms. Cable-Morrison stated that it was helpful to have the roles of the advocacy 
subcommittee defined and she has been referring employees to their HR 
professionals.  But she noted sometimes employees are distrustful of their local HR 
professional as a resource because that individual may also be working with the 
manager on the question of how to handle discipline of the employee.  Ms. Cable 
Morrison noted that she sees this as a conflict of interest.   
 
Ms. Rafferty responded that there is an available solution.  The employee can be 
referred for assistance to an OH consultant who works with different departments.  
She also noted that the development of the new HR service teams would help with 
the situation Ms. Cable-Morrison described. 
 
Ms. Cable-Morrison commented that the OCR is another resource, but it often has a 
backlog of cases. 
 
Mr. Cavalier returned to the topic of the goals document and stated he would like 
the subcommittees to review their stated goals on a quarterly basis and suggested 
that the chair-elect ensure that this takes place.  Ms. Olson and Ms. Cable-Morrison 
responded that monthly reports already take place.  Mr. Cavalier indicated the 
subcommittees could do a better job of reporting and should focus on reporting 
progress on their goals.  Mr. O’Neil stated in his experience quarterly or every other 
month reports are more effective then monthly reports. 
 
Ms. Rafferty suggested making the goals document a “living document” by adding a 
status column to it and making it a Google Document.  She explained that would 
allow each of the subcommittees to update it as goals were accomplished and it 
would be available for all CSCC members to review.   Several of the CSCC members 
agreed that this approach could work well. 
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Mr. O’Neil commented with regard to the advocacy “conflict of interest” issue, that 
many problems arise from conflicts between an employee and their supervisor, and 
these might be avoided be providing soft-skills training to supervisors.    Ms. Cable-
Morrison responded that there are many programs available for training 
supervisors but they are not well utilized. 
 
Ms. Rafferty commented that many new soft-skills programs are being developed 
and OHR is moving in the direction of placing these on-line. 
 
New Business 
Ms. Olson reminded the CSCC that Staff Appreciation Day was August 22 and asked 
if any CSCC members would help her staff the table.  It was suggested that Ms. Olson 
send out a sign-up sheet asking CSCC members to contribute an hour at the CSCC 
table.  Ms. Olson indicated she would request a table for the event and send out a 
sign-up sheet. 
 
Ms. Zugay asked for feedback on the previous years retreat location.  The Como Lake 
Pavilion and St. Paul CEC center were recommended as alternate locations 
 
Hearing no further business, Mr. Cavalier adjourned the meeting. 

 

       Dawn Zugay  

University Senate Office 

 


