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CIVIL SERVICE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE  
MINUTES OF MEETING 
APRIL 24, 2014 
 
[In these minutes: Wellness Presentation; Chair, Chair-elect, and Subcommittee Reports; 
BAC Nominations; Vice President Brown; CSCC Charge and CS Senate By-law Changes] 
 
[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:  Tom Sondreal (chair), Bill O’Neill (chair-elect), Gordon Fisher, Lynn Hegrenes, 
Angie Kavaloski, John Paton, Kevin Prigge, Terri Wallace, Patti Dion 
 
REGRETS:  Carolyn Davidson 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Ray Muno 
 
GUESTS:  Vice President of Human Resources Kathryn Brown; Will Durfee, chair, Faculty 
and Senate Consultative Committees; and Hattie Lindahl, wellness program administrator 
 
I).  Tom Sondreal convened the meeting, welcomed guests and called for a round of 
introductions. 
 
II).  Following introductions, Mr. Sondreal turned to Ms. Lindahl to provide the committee 
with an overview of the Wellness Program.  Ms. Lindahl proceeded to walk the group 
through the slide presentation that had been distributed prior to the meeting.   
 

 Wellness Program objectives: 
o Improve the health and wellbeing of University employees and their 

dependents. 
o Enhance the reputation of the University as a good place to work. 
o Control health care costs for UPlan members and the University. 

 
 Wellness Points: 

o There are two options: 1). 300 points (employee only) and 2). 400 points 
(employee and spouse or same-sex domestic partner), which turns into 
dollars.  

o You have to earn the full points to see premium reductions. 
o You can earn from October 1 to August 31 and would then see those 

reductions on the second pay period in January of the following year. 
o The Wellness Points Chart, which lists the activity and the points you can 

earn for each activity can be accessed on the web: 
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(http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/wellness/wellnesspointsbank/chart/index.htm
l) 

 
 Wellness Programs: 

o Points Based Programs:  Includes the Wellness Assessment, Biometric Health 
Screenings, Health Coaching (phone-based and on-site coaching), Fitness 
Programs (Step it Up! Walking Program, Bike Commuting, Fit Choices, 
Wellness My Way, Flu Shot and No Tobacco Use Pledges, and Healthy Living 
Online Program). 

o Reimbursement Programs: Includes Fit Choices, Weight Watchers/Create 
Your Own Weight, Group Strength Express.  

o Other Wellness Programs: Flu Shots, 24/7 Nurse Line, New Treatment 
Decision Support Program, and the Farmers Market (this is the 10th 
anniversary of the farmers market on the Twin Cities campus). 

 
 Employee Assistance Program: 

o Handled by the Sand Creek Group. 
o Covers all U-Plan eligible employees. 
o Offers consultation and referral services to address any personal or work 

related concern 24-hours/day. 
o 8-sessions per situation (first four free). 

 
 External Vendors and Internal Partners: 

o Managed through Employee Benefits.  
o External vendors include StayWell, Medica, Optum, Fairview Specialty. 
o Internal vendors include Boynton Health Service, Center for Spiritualty and 

Healing, Twin City and Duluth Recreation Centers, Parking and 
Transportation, and the College of Pharmacy. 

 
 Wellness Advocates/Wellness Collaborative: 

o There are 120 wellness advocates across the University campuses. 
o These advocates assist with Wellness Program activities within their 

department. 
o Goal to get a Wellness Advocate in every department. 
o The Wellness Collaborative meets once a month and is made up of vendors 

all across the University to work together on health initiatives. 
o The National Wellness Institute is coming to the University this June. 

 
More information about the Wellness Program can be found on the Human Resources 
website at http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/wellness/wellnesspointsbank/index.html. 
 
III). Following Ms. Lindahl’s presentation, Mr. Sondreal turned the discussion to the chair’s 
reports.  He said that since the last meeting he has had a discussion with Carolyn Chalmers, 
director, Office of Conflict Resolution (OCR), regarding an earlier presentation she had 
made to the committee where she pointed out that a large majority of the cases that came 

http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/wellness/wellnesspointsbank/chart/index.html
http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/wellness/wellnesspointsbank/chart/index.html
http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/wellness/wellnesspointsbank/index.html


 3 

to OCR last year were from Civil Service employees. He learned that since her presentation, 
the 2013 report had come out and the numbers had evened out among employee groups.  
Of the 136 consultation matters in 2013, 33% were faculty, 32% were P&A, 25% Civil 
Service, 6% were undergraduate students, and 4% were retirees.   Most of the questions 
raised by Civil Service employees were related to termination of employment, termination 
from lay-offs and restructuring. 
 
Mr. Sondreal also noted that he had followed up with Stacy Doepner-Hove, chair, 
Committee on Committees (ConC), regarding the ConC report on the CSCC because he was 
unclear about what the next steps were. He understood from their conversation that the 
final report would be coming out at the next University Senate meeting.  Professor Durfee 
spoke up and clarified that the ConC report of the consultative committees was final and 
that the next steps were up to the individual committees. 
 
Mr. Sondreal then turned to Mr. O’Neill to give a report on the Rules Subcommittee.  Mr. 
O’Neill said that he had been working with Patti Dion to finalize any changes that needed to 
be brought forth to the Regents regarding the Civil Service rules.  He still needed to clarify if 
there were wording changes that could be done without the Regents approval.  
 
Next, Ms. Wallace, chair, Compensation and Benefits Subcommittee, said that the report of 
the committee was not yet complete, but she hoped to have it out soon.  She did note that 
Jackie Singer came to the recent subcommittee meeting and provided information about 
MSRS.  Additionally, the subcommittee talked more about merit and performance. 
 
Because there was no Advocacy Subcommittee report, the committee turned to the next 
item of business.  
 
IV). The committee discussed the nominations for the Benefits Advisory Committee (BAC).  
A spreadsheet was provided to the committee listing five people that had applied for the 
one open Civil Service seat on the BAC, which was currently held by Karen Lovro.  It was 
noted that the committee needed to put forth at minimum two names for the BAC 
Committee of Selection to consider.  A discussion followed and a motion was made by Mr. 
Sondreal that the names of Angie Kavaloski and Terri Wallace be forwarded.  The motion 
was seconded and a voice vote was taken.  All were in favor. 
 
V). Mr. Sondreal then turned to Professor Durfee, chair, Faculty and Senate Consultative 
Committees (FCC & SCC), and asked if he had any feedback for the committee following the 
Committee on Committees report.  Professor Durfee thought it would be helpful to mention 
some of the things that the FCC and SCC were thinking about that more broadly dealt with 
consultation and governance. He thought these principles applied to all senates and their 
committees. He said that there are a number of people who feel there is an opportunity to 
rethink how things operate.  There has been an examination of the number of people hours 
that go into the governance operation and a question as to what is the most effective way to 
use people’s time.  He noted that FCC is shifting to a mode where the leaders of the 
committees collaborate with the appropriate administrators to find out what the issues are 
that they can work on together and then set-up the agenda instead of just having 
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administrators report to the committee. Also, he noted that there is repetitive activity going 
on in the committees, which is a substantial concern to administrators who have to attend 
various committee meetings to say the same thing.  Professor Durfee closed with a 
suggestion for the committee to set aside time to talk with administrators that the 
committee works with to figure out the best ways they can interact.   
 
VI). Mr. Sondreal then asked Ms. Dion if she had an update from Human Resources (HR).  
Ms. Dion noted that HR is moving forward with the finance job family.  That was one of the 
units that they were planning to hold until the end, but then with the alignment they saw 
with Purchasing and Audits they decided to move forward.  They have started doing pre-
sessions with employees.  Previously they were sending the forms out and communicating 
by email and then when they were nearing the end they would hold employee sessions to 
answer questions.  Now, they are holding these sessions at the beginning before employees 
complete their position description so that they can ask any questions at the beginning in 
order to better understand the process.   
 
In regards to employee engagement, Ms. Dion said that there is a mixture across the 
organization in terms of how quickly collegiate and administrative units are moving when 
it comes to sharing the results with employees and then moving onto action planning.  
 
Ms. Dion said that they will be sending out a communication soon to all employees 
indicating the importance of the performance review and telling them that if they do not 
receive one to contact their HR lead or unit leader.  A committee member noted the 
importance of these reviews, especially with merit pay coming up. Ms. Dion said that the 
target date for units to have all of their planning done so they can then communicate to 
their employees the plan for merit pay is this fall. 
 
Ms. Dion also noted that they are looking at the impact of the minimum wage law on 
employees at the University.  Under this law, in August of 2014, the minimum wage would 
be moved to $8.00, and then in August of 2015 it would move to $8.50, and in 2016 to $9.50.  
She said that it appears that the majority of people who would be impacted at the 
University are students.  
 
VII). Next, Vice President Brown was introduced and she said that she had no prepared 
remarks as no questions were submitted to her prior to today’s meeting, but she was happy 
to answer any questions that the committee had.  A discussion followed about the HR job 
family, performance evaluations and the idea of a professional group.   
 

 In regards to a question from a committee member about the job family he was 
placed in, Vice President Brown said that what they are trying to do is to put people 
in the job family that is most aligned with the majority of what people do. They first 
ask if a person is doing 50% or more of their time doing a particular kind of work. If 
that weren’t clear, they would ask if you were to replace this individual what would 
they advertise for.  What would their primary focus be?   
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 HR is trying to be very clear about what a particular job family is and what it means 
to be in that job family.  They want people to be in an appropriate classification for 
their work, have a pay range that is market competitive for the work that they are 
doing, and give them some visible progressions in their career. 

 The institutional goal is to be able to better describe the number of people doing 
different types of work. 

 In regards to another question about the job family, VP Brown said that there should 
be a sufficient level of generality and the average person should be able to 
understand them.  The specific tasks an individual may do aren’t what will really set 
their job class rather it is more the general scope and scale of the work that they do.  

 In response to a comment regarding performance evaluations, VP Brown said that 
performance evaluations are useful. Responses to the employee engagement 
surveys show that employees value interaction and feedback from their supervisor 
whether it is formal or informal.  She noted that the employee and supervisor 
relationship is important because employees get most of their information from 
their supervisors. 

 The topic of a professional group was brought up and VP Brown told the committee 
that there is a small group of Civil Service and P&A leadership looking at the idea 
and what the big issues are. Her preference would be that the group gets farther 
down the road and that they have some possible answers to questions before a 
broader discussion takes place. 

VIII). Next, Mr. Sondreal turned to Mr. Fisher, a member of the committee participating via 
conference phone, who was prepared to talk about his findings regarding changes to the 
CSCC charge and the CS Senate by-laws, but due to technical difficulties, Mr. Fisher’s call 
was lost.  Unable to reconnect the call, Mr. Sondreal then went through the list of Mr. 
Fisher’s suggested changes.  He noted that the duties and responsibilities in the CSCC 
charge were broken down into consultative, steering, and executive.   
 

 Under consultative: Mr. Fisher noted sections, B, C and D, and asked the question if 
the committee is or should be doing this.  Depending on the responses he thought C 
and D could be eliminated. 

 
 Under Steering: Mr. Fisher recommended combining sections, B, C and D into one to 

read, “To receive and evaluate proposed topics, determine appropriate agenda, and 
coordinate the flow of information of projects between constituency, CS Senate, and 
related governing entities.” 

 
 Under Executive: Mr. Fisher suggested that in Section B the word primary be added 

before the word deliberate to more accurately reflect the roles of the CSCC.   
 
Next, the topic and discussion turned to the subcommittees.  Currently the subcommittees 
of the CSCC are Advocacy, Compensation and Benefits, Communications, Employment Rules, 
Legislative Network and Staff Development.  
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In regards to the Legislative Network Subcommittee, this is something that the committee 
is not doing much of.  There are other entities on campus that are responsible for 
communicating with legislators.  Mr. Fisher recommended abolishing this committee. 
 
Regarding the Advocacy Subcommittee, the committee has been discussing for quite some 
time whether it should continue to do this. Right now their advocacy is pretty much taking 
calls from constituents and then directing them to the Office of Conflict Resolution and the 
Office of Human Resources.  A member stated that she tried to make the committee more 
active in learning so they have answers to questions they received. 
 
In regards to the Staff Development Subcommittee, Mr. Sondreal asked the committee if 
they thought they should continue with this.  He noted that the last thing that the 
committee did was to offer the StrengthsFinder to Civil Service employees.  A committee 
member said that she doesn’t think the StrengthsFinder is the way to go because it doesn’t 
hit enough people and unless you are with enough people who have done it you are not 
using the skills you learn. She suggested the committee team up with other people and 
perhaps promote and co-sponsor an event or a speaker. 
 
Ms. Dempsey, staff to the committee, pointed out that one of the problems with these 
subcommittees is they either have no members and/or chairs so they are not really 
functioning.  A committee member then said that when she started on the committee she 
wasn’t given an option.  She was told that service on a subcommittee was mandatory.  
Another committee member said that it should be a requirement for service now. 
 
Mr. Sondreal, after listening to the discussion, said that what he believes he is hearing is 
that as far as subcommittees, the only one that they are looking at possibly disbanding is 
the Legislative Network Subcommittee.  With the others, he said, would like to give them 
another year to see what they can do to get members to serve on them. 
 
Mr. Sondreal asked the committee that as far as what Mr. Fisher put together, is there 
anything anyone sees differently or has comments on?  Hearing no comments he said that 
he will follow-up with Mr. Fisher and they will write out how they would like the bylaws 
written and then email to everyone and get their responses. 

IX). Mr. Sondreal then asked if there was any new business or old business. Hearing none, 
Mr. Sondreal adjourned the meeting.  

        Jessica Meyer  
        University Senate  


