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 [In these minutes: chairs’ reports; subcommittee reports; comparative compensation; 

pulse survey; Vice President Kathy Brown; committee appointments; resolution on the 
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[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, 

Carolyn Davidson, Karen Lovro, Lisa Mason, John Patton (for Teresa Schicker), Susan 

Rafferty, Pat Roth, Chris Stevens 

 

REGRETS: Rahfat Hussain, Tom Sondreal, Sharon Van Eps 

 

ABSENT: Rick Densmore, 

 

GUESTS: Kathy Brown, vice president, Office of Human Resources (OHR); Mary 

Luther, director compensation and classification, OHR; Jackie Singer, director retirement 

programs, OHR 

 

OTHERS: Bill O’Neil, Terri Wallace, and Thea Oertwich, CSCC-elect members; Amy 

Lewis, University Libraries Civil Service Committee 

 

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

introductions.   

Chair’s Report  
Mr. Cavalier referred Civil Service Consultative Committee (CSCC) members to his 

written report, which appears in the April e-InTouch.  He then highlighted the following 

items. 

 Amy Olson, College of Pharmacy, will be CSCC Chairperson on July 1, 2012. Tom 

Sondreal, Crookston will be Chair-Elect for 2012-2013  
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 The CSCC is encouraging the Office of Human Resources (OHR) to address the 

Job Family Study, the length of time it is taking to complete this project and its 

impact on civil service employees.  

 Mr. Cavalier encouraged subcommittee chairs to complete the work on their 

strategic plans by June 

 He asked subcommittee chairs to submit year-end reports to him for inclusion in 

the CS Senate year-end report to the Board of Regents, due on May 24, 2012 

Chair-elect Report 
Amy Olson reported that she attended the April 19 Senate Consultative Committee 

meeting.  The SCC discussed two resolutions that will come before the University Senate 

on May 3, the Resolution Supporting the Martin Luther King, Jr. Community Service 

Pledge Drive and a Resolution in Opposition to the Proposed Constitutional Amendment 

Defining Marriage as between One Man and One Woman.  She noted the SCC was in 

favor of the resolution, but that she and Ann Hagen, P&A Senate, had raised concerns 

about it including the timing with respect to the legislative session and its impact on the 

free speech rights of employees at the University. 

Subcommittee Reports 
Advocacy- Susan Cable Morrison indicated she had received a phone call from a 

constituent regarding the expectation that personal cell phones be used for work 

purposes, but this call did not generate any further action. 

 

Communications – Ms. Olson indicated that the e-InTouch had been sent out.  She noted 

that the link from the e-InTouch to the CSCC’s past minutes did not work, and she had 

received several comments regarding this.  Dawn Zugay, Senate Staff, explained that the 

minutes had not yet been posted to the Digital Conservancy and this should be remedied 

by the end of the day.  She stated she would provide a copy of the minutes to anyone who 

requested them. 

 

Compensation and Benefits – Karen Lovro reported that the Subcommittee had not yet 

met this month, but that it was working on its strategic plan.   She provided the CSCC 

with a draft copy of the plan and asked for input.  She noted that the Subcommittee’s goal 

was to provide open positive communication with the OHR, but the plan did not include 

any date-oriented goals.  Susan Rafferty noted that one important function of the 

Subcommittee, which was not mentioned in the plan, was reviewing the performance 

review documents.  Mr. Cavalier commented that he believed the goals set out in the plan 

were “measurable.”  Ms. Lovro stated she would bring the plan back to the CSCC after 

the Subcommittee had finalized it. 

 

Professional Development – Carolyn Davidson updated the CSCC on the 

Subcommittee’s progress on the Strength’sFinder™ assessment project.  She stated 

registration had opened and the response was overwhelming.  Over 400 individuals 

applied the morning registration opened.  The Subcommittee only has funds to offer the 

assessment to the first 200 people and the second group of 200 will be put on a waiting 

list.  She stated the Subcommittee is currently validating that the applicants are eligible 

and working out the logistics for the ITV session.   
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Ms. Davidson explained that because many of the applicants in the first 200 are not 

coordinate campus members, the Subcommittee is appealing to the coordinate campus 

chancellors to provide funding for employees from their campuses.  The Subcommittee 

will also ask central OHR for additional funding for the project.   

 

Chris Stevens reported that he had secured funding for the Duluth participants.   

 

Thea Oertwich noted that many of the Crookston applicants might not be able to 

participate because the ITV session conflicts with graduation and registration events at 

Crookston.   

 

Pat Roth noted that she had also approached the Senate Office about providing additional 

funding for the coordinate campus members, but the Senate Office indicated the 

Subcommittee should approach the coordinate campus chancellors and OHR for funding 

for professional development opportunities for these employees.   The CSCC briefly 

discussed the issue of whether the CSCC should be responsible for providing professional 

development funds for CS employees.  Ms. Davidson noted that the CSCC funds are only 

a supplement and were never intended to totally fund training.  Ms. Roth stated the 

conversation should continue about the larger issue of OHR providing development 

opportunities for CS employees.   

 

Ms. Olson commented that the project brought the CSCC to the forefront of many 

employees minds and resulted in a lot of good will. 

 

John Patton suggested that the StrengthsFinder™ training could be made available to a 

wider group of employees by using UM Connect or providing a webinar. 

Comparative Compensation 
Mary Luther, director compensation and classification, OHR, and Jackie Singer, director 

retirement programs, OHR provided a power point presentation titled Attracting and 

Retaining Staff Talent.  Ms. Luther explained how the University’s compensation and 

classification initiatives tie into the OHR’s strategic plan.  She stated they are designed 

to: 1) achieve and maintain compensation and recognition systems that are competitive to 

appropriate labor markets when combined with benefits and other rewards, 2) to provide 

classification and compensation systems that are transparent, easily administered, and 

equitable, and 3) to provide systems that recognize and reward meritorious performance.    

 

She then displayed a slide examining the comparable market data for cash compensation 

and benefits for three employee groups, bargaining unit, civil service, and P&A as 

compared to local, government, and University matches.   She explained that not all civil 

service jobs were included in the data only those for which OHR has comparable market 

data.  Ms. Luther stated the analysis shows that the U of M’s total cash compensation for 

civil service compared to the market is 94.4%, which is within the market competitive 
range (+ or - 10%). 
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 Ms. Luther next discussed OHR’s Total Compensation Project.   She stated the objective 

of the project was to understand how the University’s total compensation (pay and 

benefits) compares to five selected Twin Cities companies.  The benefits analysis was 

performed using a diagnostic tool that compares benefit programs’ value for the most 

prevalent plans offered to new hires.  She noted this resulted in the Minnesota State 

Retirement System receiving a low value because it is a defined benefit program and this 

is different than the types of plans used in the private sector.   

 

Ms. Luther further explained the results.  She stated that there are definite differences in 

the competitiveness of elements of the total compensation package.  Overall, the medical 

benefits are above market for academic and non-academic employees.   

 

For non-academic staff a defined benefit plan exists. However, the lack of an employer 

contribution to a defined contribution plan combined with lower base pay results in 

generally lower total compensation.  For academic staff, the defined contribution plan is 

higher than market, but academic staff jobs in this study do not participate in formal 

variable pay programs, and this results in lower total compensation 

 

Total compensation for the majority of jobs in the sample are below the competitive 

range for the private sector.  Of the positions analyzed, there were four matches within 

the market competitive range (+ or – 10%) and six below.   

  

Academic staff benefits are 16% higher than the peer group average because of 

retirement benefit, medical benefits, and vacation benefits, Ms. Singer stated.  She noted, 

however, that the University’s contribution to the faculty retirement plan had been 

reduced last year. 

 

Non-academic staff benefits are 16% below the peer group average as a result of the low 

value given to retirement benefits.  Ms. Singer explained that retirement benefits for Non-

Academic Staff show lower in the study because the benefits are focused on career 

employees. In the private sector however, there is a significant trend towards account-

based plans.   

 

With regard to vacation and holiday benefits, Ms. Singer stated that at the University, 

they are higher than the average.  For academic staff, this is driven by a greater number 

of days at lower levels of service due to a “flat” vacation schedule.  For non-academic 

staff, this is driven by the overall number of vacation days and in particular, the number 

of vacation days at high levels of service.   In comparison, private sector vacation 

benefits typically vary by service level. 

 

Ms. Lovro asked why there is a difference in the value assigned to nonacademic and 

academic staff when they both have the same health care benefits.  Ms. Singer responded 

that the value varies depending on what percentage health care benefits are in the total 

compensation package. 
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Ms. Olson asked what it means if a University employee’s compensation is significantly 

lower or higher than the market average.  Ms. Luther responded that market data should 

be used to show the range of pay that is appropriate for a position.  Many times 

individuals want to look at one number, the market median, and say that all employees 

performing similar work should be at that pay.  Market data is only a guidepost for 

managers and the University.  Individual pay should be assessed keeping in mind the 

quality of the market data match, the specific scope of work, performance and 

competency of the individual, and the full range of market data. Ms. Luther went on to 

state that it is the University’s goal to provide competitive compensation. 

 

Ms. Davidson asked if OHR is considering changing the vacation and holiday benefits for 

nonacademic employees.  Ms. Luther responded that the total compensation plan is 

always under review.  Ms. Singer emphasized that in evaluating the compensation plan it 

is important to consider the total package and not to cherry pick particular areas.   

 

Ms. Lovro asked if OHR was surprised by the findings.  Ms. Singer responded that they 

were surprised by the low value given to the civil service retirement benefit. 

Pulse Survey Update 
Susan Rafferty updated the CSCC on the 2012 Pulse Survey.  She stated the survey is an 

anonymous online survey that polls the satisfaction and engagement of University 

employees.  The focus of the 2012 survey is on building effective reporting, and she 

stated significant improvements have been made in reporting data to the administration.   

 

She next noted further improvements to the 2012 survey.   

 There is one survey instrument  

 It provides real time response rates, enabling users to see which units have 

responded   

 The Office of Institutional Research built the new database, which allows more 

rapid turn around.  For instance, the deans can now see satisfaction levels of 

different employee groups   

 Statistical importance and ad hoc reports for departments have also been added 

 It preseserves longitudinal comparison 

 The questions are aligned with the American Association of Data Exchange and 

have more benchmarking capability 

 Some questions on work-life balance have been added 

 Employees less than 50% FTE are now included in the survey 

 Development of OHR service teams will support units in doing more with the 

responses 

 

Ms. Rafferty also stressed the confidentiality of the survey.  She stated the reports are 

made in aggregate and employees’ supervisors do not see the individual responses.   

 

Ms. Olson asked if the units would identify the issues raised in the survey.  Ms. Rafferty 

noted that in the past she has done this, but going forward there would be more resources 
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for this type of work, and it would be important to find out the root causes of the 

concerns identified in the survey. 

 

Ms. Rafferty stated the survey is open until May 11, and asked CSCC members to 

encourage their colleagues to take the survey. 

Discussion with Vice President Kathy Brown 
Mr. Cavalier welcomed Vice President Brown and committee members introduced 

themselves to her.  Vice President Brown stated she had received the list of questions 

submitted by the CSCC, but she would like to begin with an overview of significant OHR 

developments.   

 

She stated one of the “biggest drivers” is the planned upgrade of the HR enterprise 

system.  The University’s version of PeopleSoft is being phased out and will no longer be 

supported, she stated.   The upgrade would be more in line with the delivered People Soft 

product, would need fewer modifications, and would result in reduced costs.  For 

instance, the upgrade to the enterprise system would improve business processes by 

allowing individuals to be tracked by their primary appointment. 

 

Vice President Brown next discussed the workforce analysis study.  She stated this study 

reviewed all the jobs at the University and sorted them into three categories. 

 Direct mission work, such as faculty 

 Direct mission support, such as financial aid and academic advisors 

 Operational support, such as finance, space management, and OHR 

 

She went on to state that the workforce analysis relates to the Job Family Study, and 

helps to better define classifications and better describe what individuals do and how the 

University is spending its money.  With the new enterprise system and the new 

classification work, OHR will be able to make better comparisons among employees in 

different units and make better data driven decisions.  She stated this will help employees 

by letting them know their classification, pay range, where they can advance within a pay 

range, and the skills required to move to the next position up the ladder.  

 

She noted another benefit of this work to employees is that it allows them to plan their 

career and assess opportunities.  It will also provide information on comparable pay and 

classification for comparable work.   

 

With regard to a timeline for the completion of these projects, Vice President Brown 

stated that by 2014, OHR would like to have a better job classification system and 

enterprise system in place, but there is no definite date for turning on the new enterprise 

system, and work remains on the Job Family Study.  Vice President Brown then opened 

the floor for questions. 

 

Mr. Cavalier related a circumstance in which a coordinator who is civil service doing the 

same job as a manager who is P&A, but the manager is being paid substantially more.  

Vice President Brown responded that the Civil Service system started around World War 
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II and its rules have not taken into account changes in the type of work civil service 

employees do or the way in which they work.  Likewise, these changes have not been 

fully incorporated into OHR’s policies.  She stated better definitions of hourly and 

salaried employees are needed, but it will not happen overnight. 

 

Ms. Lovro stated two concerns raised by members of the Compensation and Benefits 

Subcommittee are that employees will be limited in their ability to move from one 

position to another because the criteria for movement will be overly rigid, and meeting 

the criteria may require restructuring of an individual’s current position and that may not  

be feasible.   

 

Vice President Brown responded that employees would have the opportunity for 

progression over time because there are always cost of living increases in the salary 

bands.  And if an employee’s existing unit does not have a promotional opportunity, 

employees may have to look outside of their existing units.  She stated the challenge is 

for units to do a better job of assessing what work they have and what job classes are 

needed to do the work. 

 

John Patton asked if jobs are tightly defined, and departments are not large enough to 

allow an employee to progress, could the unit give a retention increase or re-class the 

position.  Vice President Brown stated it is hoped that the salary ranges are appropriate 

for the work being done, and the rules should taken into account the described situation.   

 

Mr. Cavalier asked about the circumstance of salary compression.  Vice President Brown 

responded that if the market has shifted and new employees are being brought in at a 

higher salary than existing employees, there should be an equity adjustment to meet the 

market standard. 

 

Ms. Olson raised the circumstance of supervisors and HR professionals lacking 

knowledge of the Employment Rules.  Vice President Brown recognized that supervisors 

are not as well trained and skilled as OHR would like them to be and it is important to 

improve the quality and knowledge of HR staff.  She noted that one of HR’s strategic 

planning goals is empowering employees and managers to know what is required to 

manage.  

 

Ms. Davidson commented that although many civil service employees at the University 

are long term employees, in the new market place employees do not tend to stay as long 

in one position.  She asked Vice President Brown if OHR is taking this employment trend 

into consideration in its strategic planning. 

 

Vice President Brown stated OHR wants to have system that works well for all 

employees.  The job classifications should be clear for those who are more likely to move 

from job to job, but it should also have work rules that accommodate people across the 

life span of their work.   
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Ms. Olson commented that the civil service survey showed that the civil service work 

force is aging.  Vice President Brown responded that work needs and wants are different 

for older employees.  Benefits tend to be more important for older employees, and 

younger employees are more interested in salary.  She stated the University is a large 

employer that must address differing worker needs and skill sets in a world with changing 

works laws and technology, and the University must be nimble enough to meet these 

changes.   

 

Ms Davidson next explained the need for professional development opportunities for 

civil service employees and the Staff Development Subcommittee’s pilot project to offer 

the StrengthsFinder™ assessment to 200 civil service staff, the overwhelming response to 

the project, and the need for additional funding for coordinate campus employees.  

 

Ms. Roth explained further that the CSCC was asking for assistance to broaden the 

current pilot project so more civil service could participate, but was also asking for a 

larger conversation with OHR about professional development opportunities at the 

institutional level.   

 

Vice President Brown stated that professional development adds value at a personal and 

individual level, and she offered to have a conversation with a workgroup from the CSCC 

about the options for providing professional development opportunities for civil service 

employees.  She did not commit to providing additional funds for the pilot project and 

noted that there were mixed opinions among the Organizational Effectiveness staff about 

the benefits of the StrengthsFinder™ assessment.    

 

Mr. Patton asked Vice President Brown how merit reviews could be implemented when 

an employee has multiple appointments and supervisors.  She responded that she could 

not solve individual circumstances, but conceptually, each employee should have a 

primary supervisor and a primary appointment.  She stated further that OHR must do a 

better job of helping managers understand their job duties, and employee’s can seek 

assistance from HR officers or the individual one level up from their manager. 

 

Ms. Rafferty noted that there is a process for implementing merit pay and a performance 

review system must be in place before there is a movement to merit pay. 

 

Vice President Brown thanked the CSCC for providing her with a good sense of the 

reality individual employees are experiencing and she stated she looks forward to future 

conversations with the group. 

Appointments 
The CSCC received applications for the Civil Service positions on the Senate Committee 

on Finance and Planning (SCFP), Disabilities Issues Committee, Social Concerns 

Committee, Research Committee, and Retirement Subcommittee. The CSCC reviewed 

each of the applications and made the following appointments.:David Peterson was 

appointed to the Disabilities Issues Committee 

Kara Kersteter was re-appointed to the SCFP 

H. Peter Cao was appointed to the Social Concerns Committee 



 9 

Brian Johnson was appointed to the Research Committee 

Joseph Jameson was re-appointed to the Retirement Subcommittee 

 

The CSCC reviewed Eric Eischens application to be reappointed to the position of 

panelist on the Office for Conflict Resolution Office Hearing Panel and voted to 

reappoint him.   

SCC Resolution on Proposed Minnesota Constitutional Amendment on 

Marriage 
Ms. Olson provided CSCC members with copies of the SCC Resolution on the Proposed 

Minnesota Constitutional Amendment on Marriage, and relayed the SCC’s discussion 

about the resolution including the fact that the Senate had a history of taking actions on 

“social/political” issues.   

 

CSCC discussion of the resolution followed.  Some concerns raised about the resolution 

included:  1) the resolution had not been well vetted in the Social Concerns Committee 

prior to moving to the SCC, 2) the resolution seemed to be telling employees to vote in a 

particular manner, 3) the resolution encroaches on individual’s rights to free speech, and 

4) it could reflect negatively on the University, and impact the University’s relationship 

with the Legislature. 

 

Mr. Cavalier asked whether the CSCC wanted to vote on the resolution.  Ms. Lovro 

proposed drafting an alternate statement:  “The CSCC supports treating all people fairly 

and equally with no discrimination, but is not in support of the resolution as written.”  A 

majority of the CSCC voted in favor of the statement proposed by Ms. Lovro.   

 

Hearing no further business, Mr. Cavalier adjourned the meeting. 

 

Follow up:  Following the meeting, the CSCC statement on the SCC resolution was 

redrafted to state: 
The CSCC firmly believes in the equal rights of all individuals and strongly supports the 

intent of the Senate’s Resolution.  While the CSCC also believes the proposed 

amendment to the State’s Constitution is unjust, it is concerned with the resulting 

perception left by the language of the Senate Resolution as it is currently written. 

 

The CSCC unanimously supported the redrafted statement and Ms. Olson read it at the 

University Senate meeting on May3, 2012. 


