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CIVIL SERVICE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE  
MINUTES OF MEETING 
APRIL 25, 2013 
 
[In these minutes:  Office for Conflict Resolution Update, Chair’s Report, Subcommittee 
Reports, Job Family Study Update, Changes to the Background Checks and Verifications 
Administrative Policy] 
 
[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:  Amy Olson (chair), Thomas Sondreal (chair-elect), Susan Cable Morrison, 
Carolyn Davidson, Bill O’Neill, Alethea Oertwich, John Paton, Teresa Schicker, Chris 
Stevens, Terri Wallace, Patti Dion 
 
REGRETS: Adam Hauge, Lisa Mason, Sharon Van Eps, Don Cavalier 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Matt Bowers 
 
GUESTS:  Office for Conflict Resolution representatives Carolyn Chalmers, director, and 
Mari Magler, assistant director; Office of Human Resources Consulting Team Manager 
Sheila Reger; and Office of Human Resources Assistant Department Director Susan 
Rafferty 
 
I).  Amy Olson called the meeting to order and welcomed those present. 
 
II).  Ms. Olson welcomed Carolyn Chalmers, director, and Mari Magler, assistant director 
from the Office for Conflict Resolution (OCR).  Ms. Chalmers began by noting OCR is a 
resource for civil service, professional and academic, and faculty employees at the 
University on employment-related matters.  She noted that OCR is a systemwide office 
and most of the work they do is informal in nature.  Last year, OCR handled about 100 
matters, and approximately 33% of these involved civil service employees.  She then 
took a few minutes and summarized the kinds of cases that were handled in 2012.  So far 
in 2013, there have been four petitions (two are from the same person).  Ms. Chalmers 
then distributed some promotional materials, which OCR uses to advertise the services it 
provides.  
 
Ms. Chalmers reported that about four or five years ago the Student Conflict Resolution 
Center created a working group to prevent bullying or hostile behavior in the workplace, 
and OCR participates in this effort.  The group has developed a number of tools, e.g., 
how to prepare for and have a difficult conversation.  A lot of the group’s emphasis 
focuses on graduate students.  She encouraged members to visit the Working Better 
Together website - http://wbt.umn.edu/.   
 

http://wbt.umn.edu/
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While a lot of people come to OCR to get help with individual issues, there are also 
issues that are systemic in nature.  Ms. Chalmers took a few minutes to highlight some of 
the system issues that OCR is seeing:   

• Problems related to the JEQ e.g., the length of time it takes to complete, process    
is onerous and burdensome, lack of clarity around appeal process. 

• Poor communication as it relates to lay-offs, transfers and reorganizations. 
• Lack of consistent coordination of information provided to employees between 

the unit and central administration.  
 
In Ms. Chalmers’ opinion, there should be more clarity and transparency as it relates to 
these systemic issues.  Ms. Wallace observed that on a fairly frequent basis information is 
not disseminated down to employees, which is problematic.  To that effort, Ms. Chalmers 
suggested that the committee may want to work on clarifying Civil Service Employment 
Rules and/or form letters for its constituents.  Ms. Chalmers noted that she believes the 
CSCC should be regularly communicating with civil service employees about the Civil 
Service Employment Rules and various related processes. 
 
Ms. Chalmers also offered for OCR to provide training to members of the Advocacy 
Subcommittee so that these individuals could serve as advisors in the OCR process.  She 
encouraged CSCC members who were interested in being volunteer advisors for the OCR 
to contact her.  Ms. Olson stated that the Office of Human Resources (OHR) has more or 
less told the committee that there are plenty of resources available to employees so that 
the Advocacy Subcommittee does not need to get in the middle.  She added that since the 
Civil Service Committee became a Civil Service Senate its role has changed/evolved.  Ms. 
Cable Morrison, chair, Advocacy Subcommittee, stated that she has never agreed with 
this premise.  In her opinion, the Advocacy Subcommittee plays an important role.  She 
also noted that she does not believe the CSCC is well represented in the Senate structure, 
and that the CSCC has a more perfunctory role.  The CSCC needs to be more vocal.  
When the Civil Service Committee decided to become a senate, it was agreed that it 
would retain its autonomy and that has not happened.  Ms. Olson stated that the CSCC 
has not gotten to the point of identifying an issue(s) to take through the Senate structure 
yet, but that the committee is working this.  She added that the committee has discussed 
the possibility of changing the name of the Advocacy Subcommittee to better reflect what 
it actually does.  
 
Mr. O’Neill stated that the volume of OCR petitions seems relatively low when compared 
to the size of the University.  He asked Ms. Chalmers her opinion on what the CSCC and 
OHR could do to better communicate the rules to civil service employees.  Ms. Chalmers 
stated that it is her understanding that OHR is in the process of a major reorganization, 
which she believes is a good thing.  She added that she would like the institution to focus 
on viewing its employees positively rather than negatively.  She thinks that as part of the 
OHR reorganization that there is an opportunity for central to make employees feel more 
engaged, appreciated and trusted.  Ms. Chalmers stated that she would like to hear what 
OHR believes it can do to influence an organization this big, complex and entrenched in 
order to get its employees more engaged.  Ms. Dion stated that OHR has hired Brandon 
Sullivan to lead its employee engagement efforts, which is a new undertaking for OHR.  
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She suggested inviting him to an upcoming CSCC meeting to provide information about 
employee engagement. 
 
Ms. Olson thanked Ms. Chalmers and Ms. Magler for attending today’s meeting. 
 
III).  Next, Ms. Olson provided a chair’s report.  Ms. Olson reported that she would be 
sending members a packet of information with the issues she has received related to 
expanding the current civil service parental leave benefit.  She noted that before sending 
this information she would redact the personal information from the communications she 
has received.  Ms. Olson reminded the committee that Civil Service negotiates for its 
benefits.  Ms. Wallace added that Human Resources is in the process of working on 
language to clearly articulate the differences between the parental leave benefit for P&A 
and Civil Service employees to help people fully understand the issue.  The 
Compensation and Benefits Subcommittee plans to take up this issue.   
 
Ms. Olson turned to Ms. Wallace, chair, Compensation and Benefits Subcommittee, for 
her report.  Ms. Wallace stated that Mary Luther shared information about merit pay 
increases with the subcommittee, and informed members that the Morris campus uses 
both merit and across-the-board programs and that this will not be acceptable in the 
future.  All units across the University are being required to move to merit pay in 
determining pay increases for employees.  Ms. Luther also updated the subcommittee on 
the redesign of the IT job classification system.  Ms. Wallace reported that IT employees 
will find out on Monday, May 8 whether their position has been reclassified or not.  Prior 
to this date, IT supervisors will receive training to prepare them for answering staff 
questions resulting from the reclassification project.  If a Civil Service position is 
reclassified as P&A, Civil Service employees will be given the option to stay in the Civil 
Service employee group in a no-new entry classification if their position meets the 
exemption qualifications required for a P&A position.  This provision, however, will not 
apply to future employment decisions that the employee or the University may consider.  
Lastly, Ms. Wallace reported that she plans to invite Dan Lu from OHR Operations to 
present at the next Compensation and Benefits Subcommittee meeting.  Ms. Olson 
requested that Ms. Wallace send her report to Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, as well as the 
IT job classification information she obtained so it can be shared with the committee.  
Ms. Dion added that later in the meeting she would speak about aspects of the redesign of 
the IT job classification system.  Ms. Wallace stated that it would be nice to get 
information out to Civil Service constituents for awareness purposes so they know what 
to expect as the job classification project continues to roll out over the next two years or 
so. 
 
Next, Ms. Davidson provided a Staff Development Subcommittee update, and noted that 
two more StrengthsFinder assessments will be held on May 16 and June 7.  Everyone on 
the wait list from last year was contacted to see if they were still interested in taking the 
assessment and 67 of the waitlisted people were still interested.  Given the problems last 
year with ITV connections to the coordinate campuses, the assessment is only being 
offered on the Twin Cities campus.   Ms. Dion noted that an OHR consulting manager 
recently went to the Morris campus and worked with the human resources director so that 
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Morris could offer the assessment to its interested employees.  If Duluth, Crookston 
and/or Rochester are interested in offering StrengthsFinder, OHR will work with the 
human resources directors on each of the campuses to make it happen. 
 
Moving on, Ms. Cable Morrison provided an Advocacy Subcommittee update, and 
reported that there were three issues during the past month.  She briefly outlined the types 
of issues that come to the Advocacy Subcommittee to give members a sense of the kinds 
of matters it handles.   
 
Finally, Mr. O’Neill provided a Rules Subcommittee update, and reported that every 
month the subcommittee will be reviewing a portion of the Civil Service Employment 
Rules.  He stated that the subcommittee plans to put procedures in place for how rule 
questions get escalated. 
 
Ms. Olson thanked the subcommittee chairs for their reports.  She then stated that the 
committee would take a short break before reconvening to talk about the job family 
classification project with Ms. Dion. 
 
A few minutes later, Ms. Olson reconvened meeting.  Before launching into the job 
family discussion, Matt Bowers, an observer at today’s meeting, stated that becoming a 
senate does not mean that the CSCC has to give up its autonomy.  It is important to 
remember that the CSCC and Civil Service Senate (formerly Civil Service Committee) 
and its subcommittees were established to serve Civil Service constituents.  The 
committee needs to keep its connection with its constituents and not just focus on 
process.  Ms. Olson agreed and stated that in her opinion the Advocacy Subcommittee 
should change its name to better reflect the type of service it provides. 
 
IV).  Next, Ms. Olson turned to Ms. Dion and her colleague, Sheila Reger, OHR 
consulting manager, to provide information about the recent IT job family study from 
which a number of issues have arisen.  Going forward, stated Ms. Dion, the goal is to 
avoid as much confusion, unhappiness and lack of information that has plagued the IT 
job family study as possible.  
 
As background information, Ms. Dion referred to a report that came out a number of 
year’s ago, Retaining and Attracting Talent:  The Future of U of M Employees, which 
was a joint effort by Civil Service and P&A staff to look at how work at the University 
was classified and the terms and conditions of employment for each employee group.  A 
number of recommendations came out of this report in April 2008, and one of the 
recommendations was for the University to revisit its job classification system.  Based on 
the study’s findings, it appeared that job classifications were arbitrarily being assigned 
because in many cases the work between the two employee groups was very similar.  
Over time, the distinction between what constituted a job to be classified P&A versus 
Civil Service became less clear.  According to Ms. Dion, decisions about how a job 
would be classified were being made at the local level without oversight/input from 
central OHR.  As a result, job classification decision-making is being moved under the 
auspices of OHR rather than allowing these decisions to be made at the local level.  
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Given the recommendation coming out of the report to review the job classifications, the 
University has defined 18 job families, but there are still hundreds of job classifications 
within both the Civil Service and P&A employee groups. 
 
What was recently done with the IT job family study is not a new process and has been 
done with other job families, e.g., finance, communications.  Fourteen job family studies 
still need to be conducted, e.g., administration, athletics and recreation, business 
development, campus operations and protection, grant administration, research, student 
services.  The goal is to complete all of the remaining job family studies by July 2015.  
OHR has issued a request for proposal (RFP) to identify a consultant to work on this 
project.  Initially, the University planned to do the job family study internally, but it 
became clear with time that the University did not have the resources to get this project 
done in two years.  Ms. Reger added that six consulting firms responded the University’s 
RFP, and a vendor will be selected soon. 
 
Ms. Dion went on to explain in detail the job family study process and how the people in 
each of the job families are identified.  The goal is to have as broad of job classifications 
as possible.  A lesson learned from the IT job family study, stated Ms. Dion, is that there 
needs to be better communication about the initiative and what employees can expect 
over the next couple years.  Ms. Wallace suggested putting information in the next e-In 
Touch newsletter about the importance of having accurate and thorough job descriptions 
and that more detailed information about the job family study will be forthcoming. 
 
Another piece of the job family study, noted Ms. Dion, is to achieve commonality in 
employees’ official titles (not working titles).  For example, in the P&A classification, 
there are a number of employees with a director title but they do not supervise anyone, 
nor are they responsible for a budget, etc., and this has caused consternation among 
employees.  OHR wants there to be continuity in the official job titles, e.g., what 
constitutes a director. 
 
In response to a question about vacation if a Civil Service employee were to move to a 
P&A position, Ms. Dion explained that Civil Service employees are able to carry over 80 
hours of vacation, and the remaining balance will be paid to employees.  She added that it 
is her understanding that for legal reasons, the balance cannot be deposited into a Health 
Savings Account (HSA), but it would be if an employee’s employment were to be 
terminated.  Regarding a question about putting the remaining vacation balance into the 
Optional Retirement Plan (ORP), Ms. Dion stated that she did not know, but would look 
into it and report back. 
 
Ms. Dion went on to explain that a result of the job family study is that some positions 
will be mapped to another employee group, e.g., Civil Service to P&A, P&A to Civil 
Service, Civil Service to Bargaining Unit.  Ms. Olson asked if there will always be a 
Civil Service employee group.  Ms. Dion stated that as it relates to the most recent IT job 
family study, a Civil Service employee whose job is reclassified as P&A, will not be 
forced to change to P&A; however, that Civil Service position will be given a no new 
entry designation, which means that when the employee leaves his/her position, the 
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position will be reclassified as P&A.  Also, as part of the IT job family study, Civil 
Service employees who choose to move to P&A will be allowed to keep their same 
retirement plan, Minnesota State Retirement System (MSRS).  Likewise, if a P&A 
position is mapped to Civil Service, they can keep participating in the Faculty Retirement 
Plan (FRP).  Ms. Reger clarified an earlier comment and noted that if a Civil Service or 
P&A position were to be reclassified into a labor represented position that employee must 
move into that classification. 
 
Ms. Davidson reported hearing concerns that the level one and two positions were going 
to be Civil Service and this portrays them as lower level positions than levels three and 
four, which are going to be classified P&A.  This implies that Civil Service are less than 
P&A.  Ms. Dion acknowledged this comment. 
 
Besides the job family recommendations coming out of the report, the recommendation 
was made to further define what work is being done centrally (e.g., HR, finance, 
communications) versus at the local level.  A work group has been set up to further 
develop this recommendation.  Once complete, the information will be communicated to 
employees.   
 
In 2008, noted Ms. Dion, senior administration decided to only move forward with the 
job family recommendation, and the other recommendations coming out of the report 
were deferred.  Therefore, it is for this reason that the roles and responsibilities piece has 
not been addressed until now.  Additional recommendations coming out of the report 
included, but were not limited to 1) training, particularly as it relates to HR issues such as 
classification, compensation philosophies, implementation of annual salary plans, and 2) 
terms and conditions of employment.  With that said, OHR is exploring possible 
alignment of certain terms and conditions of employment for Civil Service and P&A 
employees.  An obstacle for having good career paths for employees are the differences 
that exist between University policies and benefits. 
 
Ms. Dion concluded her remarks and solicited questions from members.  Member 
comments and questions included: 

• Has OHR learned lessons from the four completed job family reclassification 
studies that have taken place?  Yes, stated Ms. Dion, changes have been made in 
the process as a result of lessons learned, e.g., how information is gathered and 
disseminated.  Additional changes will be forthcoming resulting from lessons 
learned during the IT job family study.  It will be important for OHR to clearly 
communicate to employees the process, timeframe, etc. 

• Should members be encouraging their coworkers to get an up-to-date and accurate 
job description?  While this is not necessarily a wrong message, stated Ms. Dion, 
she is concerned that some employees may misinterpret it and take the 
suggestions to an extreme.  In her opinion, she believes it would be better if OHR 
communicated this message directly to supervisors. 

• If a Civil Service person is reclassified and their current salary falls below the 
salary guidelines for the re-classed position, will they automatically be bumped 
up?  And, can employees negotiate a salary in the range or will they be increased 
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to the minimum?  Ms. Dion stated that employees who are below the minimum 
salary classification they are moving into must be brought up to at least that 
minimum salary.  An employee can always try to negotiate but the final decision 
is ultimately up to the supervisor.  In this situation, the department must bring the 
employee up to the minimum, and, if the employee wants more money, this would 
have to be negotiated with his/her supervisor. 

• If a Civil Service employee moves into a P&A position, do their years of service 
follow them?  Ms. Dion stated that this remains an unanswered question at this 
point.   

 
Before moving on to the next agenda item, Ms. Dion and Ms. Reger encouraged 
members to visit 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1b6wKJp9JPtZI_MkJ_b2BEKhgdItjFZyXwxAIGnE
W5VU/edit?usp=sharing, the IT Job Family Study Q&A to get answers to their 
unanswered questions.  Ms. Olson thanked Ms. Dion and Ms. Reger for the update. 
 
V).  Next, Ms. Olson welcomed Susan Rafferty from OHR.  Ms. Rafferty stated that she 
is here to provide information concerning changes to an administrative policy, 
Background Checks and Verifications.  She distributed copies of the most current draft of 
the policy, and highlighted three of the major changes as it relates to the policy: 
 

• The University, as part of a consortium of higher education institutions, has 
contracted with a new background check vendor and a contract is in the process of 
being negotiated. 

• An emphasis on making sure background checks are being used appropriately and 
looking at factors concerning how criminal convictions should be looked at. 

• Changes related to the Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA). 
 
The goal is have more consistency across the University in conducting background 
checks and verifications.  She added that given the Penn State scandal, the University 
wants to take all the necessary precautions as it relates to protecting minors that come to 
campus.  As a result, the policy stipulates that “Employees and other individuals, 
included non-employees engaged by the University, who work with minors must 
satisfactorily pass a background check upon employment or involvement in a program for 
minors, and every three years thereafter (see administrative policy Safety of Minors).” 
The cost to the University is estimated to be approximately $50,000 and is expected to go 
into effect as of June 2013. 
 
In response to a question about whether employees who were hired before background 
checks were required would have to have a background check conducted now, Ms. 
Rafferty stated that she did not have a precise answer for this question, but noted that it 
would be worthwhile to explore this further. 
 
Whose responsibility is it to conduct background checks, the department or central, asked 
a member?  Ms. Rafferty stated that this information will be in procedures for this policy 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1b6wKJp9JPtZI_MkJ_b2BEKhgdItjFZyXwxAIGnEW5VU/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1b6wKJp9JPtZI_MkJ_b2BEKhgdItjFZyXwxAIGnEW5VU/edit?usp=sharing
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and are still be worked out with the new background check vendor.  Any offers of 
employment must be contingent on satisfactorily passing the background check. 
 
A member asked what happens if a current employee transfers to a new position, but does 
not pass the required background check.  Ms. Rafferty stated that situations like this 
would need to be looked at on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Will OHR have the ability to flag an application if an applicant does not satisfactorily 
pass a background check allowing him/her to work with minors, asked a member?  
Currently, stated Ms. Rafferty, the system does not have that ability, but with the 
Enterprise System upgrade that is underway that may be a possibility in the future. 
 
VI).  Ms. Olson called on next year’s incoming chair, Tom Sondreal, to give his chair-
elect report.  Mr. Sondreal stated that in light of time he would send out his report and 
request that at the next meeting time be set aside to talk about his ideas for next year in 
more depth. 
 
VII).  Before adjourning, Ms. Olson requested that the subcommittee chairs send her a 
brief summary of what their subcommittee accomplished this past year.  In addition, she 
asked members in general to send her a summary of what members think the CSCC 
accomplished this year and priorities for next year.  Ms. Olson stated that she would be 
using this information to craft a year-end report and for Mr. Sondreal to use to plan for 
next year. 
 
Hearing no further business, Ms. Olson adjourned the meeting. 
 
       Renee Dempsey 
       University Senate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


