
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, February 26, 2013 

2:30 – 4:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Scott Lanyon (chair), William Beeman, Ben Bornsztein, Kathryn Brown, Sophia Gladding, 

Rishabh Mishra, George Sell 
 
Absent:  Arlene Carney, Dann Chapman, Randy Croce, Jennifer Fillo, Carl Flink, Joseph Konstan, 

Frank Kulacki, Amy Lee, Theodor Litman, Karen Miksch, Benjamin Munson, Joe Ritter, 
Pamela Stenhjem, James Wojtaszek 

 
Guests: none 
 
Other: Ole Gram (Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs); Christine 

Lepowski (Ph.D. Candidate from the Department of Organizational Leadership, Policy and 
Development)  

 
[In these minutes: (1) salary instructions; (2) update on Office of Human Resources activities; (3) postdoc 
membership on the committee] 
 
 
1. Salary Instructions 
 
 Professor Lanyon convened the meeting at 2:30 and welcomed Vice President Brown. 
 
 Vice President Brown observed that traditionally this Committee is consulted on the annual 
compensation plan, the instructions for which are to go out later in the week.  The 2013-14 plan provides 
for a compensation pool of 2.5%, but with a caveat:  If all goes wrong at the legislature and University 
funding is unsatisfactory, it may be necessary to reconsider the increase.  As in the past, individual units 
may add to the 2.5% pool to give larger increases, and each unit is required to provide a compensation plan 
(the academic unit plans will be reviewed by the provost; she will review the administrative unit plans, and 
the president will review the coordinate campus plans).  Any individual salary increase greater than 5% will 
require a business case justifying it. 
 
 The compensation plan also provides that all employees (who are not in a bargaining unit) are to be 
evaluated on the basis of merit starting in 2014-15.  The advance notice allows for a year to develop 
evaluation plans and for employees to be informed about them.  This change affects some Civil Service 
employees in particular, many of whom have traditionally received across-the-board increases (although 
some are already on a merit-based plan).  The president believes that merit pay is the appropriate way to 
reward people who are performing well.   
 
 Professor Beeman commented that faculty compensation, except for last year, has always been 
merit-based, so this is not a change.  Vice President Brown agreed.  She said the president felt that a modest 
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across-the-board salary increase was appropriate for everyone last year, given that two of the preceding 
three years had included no increase.  That was a one-off event, however, and increases will be based on 
merit going forward. 
 
 Typically there has been a provision for special merit for P&A employees, Professor Beeman said; 
will that still be the case?  It will, Vice President Brown said, and could be either a one-time award or an 
increase to the base salary. 
 
 Colleges may already have retention offers negotiated for more than 5% increases, Professor 
Beeman pointed out; what about those?  Retention offers for faculty members are not addressed in the 
compensation plan, Vice President Brown responded, and should proceed through normal courses of 
approval. 
 
 Professor Beeman next reported that in CLA, typically the increase has been divided between 
normal merit, special merit (for an especially productive year), and unrewarded merit (someone has not 
received an appropriate merit increase earlier or the person's work has been recognized as more important 
than originally thought or to address salary compression).  Are there problems with that kind of approach?  
There is not, Vice President Brown said; any such approaches are permissible, with the qualification that 
increases greater than 5% would still need justification. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said, apropos of the caveat, that the University won't know for quite a while what 
the outcome of the legislative session will be, so units should go forward?  Vice President Brown said the 
legislature is scheduled to adjourn May 20, although sometimes the University knows what the 
appropriation will be; the unpredictability of the revenue forecast and legislative action led the president to 
put in the caveat, but the sentiment among the senior officers is to deliver the increase. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that it seems, based on a number of studies, that salaries for women in some 
cases may not be equitable; does the compensation plan deal with that issue?  Gender-equity issues are not 
addressed in the plan, Vice President Brown said.  She said that there was a study of faculty salaries, and 
the provost has asked for a refreshed study with updated data; once that is completed, she will review them 
and consult about the next steps.  Is there any recommendation that the deans try to address gender equity, 
Professor Lanyon asked?  Vice President Brown said the memo on the compensation plan does call for 
equity to be considered; that is an ongoing expectation but the memo has no specific directions.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked if the plan is shifting from across-the-board increases to merit-based 
increases.  It is for Civil Service, Vice President Brown said, and noted again that about 30% of Civil 
Service employees are already on a merit-based plan.  The faculty and P&A staff have traditionally had 
merit-based plans for many years. 
 
 Vice President Brown said that she and Provost Hanson will send the memo jointly to all the 
appropriate administrative offices by the end of the week. 
 
2 Update on Office of Human Resources (OHR) Activities 
 
 Vice President Brown distributed copies of a set of slides and said she wished to provide an update 
to the Committee on the several activities occurring in the Office of Human Resources (OHR).   
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 Vice President Brown explained that all that they are doing is in the context of the president's 
operational excellence initiative, which has as its hallmarks working smarter, reducing costs, enhancing 
services, and reallocating "resources and efforts to the University's core teaching, research, and public 
service mission."  She noted the strategic direction for OHR, including the mission, vision, and values—
and affirmed that these are statements that they pay attention to as they do their work. 
 
 Vice President Brown outlined the strategic imperatives for OHR. 
 

Professor Lanyon commented that it seems that one challenge OHR faces is that there is increased 
efficiency if all units do things the same way versus the desire of units to do things their own way.  Do they 
see that conflict?  They do, Vice President Brown said; that is always a tension.  The University has 
systems for data and the tension comes about keeping records in a certain way.  Some of those choices 
could require costly changes to the PeopleSoft system, so the recurring question is what would benefit the 
system as a whole versus what is unique but still merits being kept in the system.  With the constant 
demand for the University to be more and more efficient, Professor Lanyon surmised, there will be less 
customization permitted.  Vice President Brown agreed that was likely, but pointed out that the new 
PeopleSoft system has such a significant number of features that it will provide what most units need. 
There may be some areas that will still have to be modified to address the University's business, but she 
agreed they will lean more heavily toward standardization. 
 
 Professor Beeman said that in a discussion with President Kaler, he was dismayed at the cost of the 
upgrade and the time it will take.  He recalled that the EFS upgrade was a horrible experience for everyone.  
That is an experience they hope not to duplicate, Vice President Brown responded. 
 
 Vice President Brown next reviewed a "bubble" chart indicating the different parts of OHR (the 
largest ones are Organizational Structure, the enterprise systems upgrade, Employee Engagement, 
Compensation, Payroll, Hiring, Benefits, and Employee Relations).   
 

She said, apropos of the upgrade project, that there are five elements to it (finance, human 
resources, student, reporting, and portal); in the case of human resources, it is essentially a complete re-
installation.  It is expected that the upgrade will "go live" in late 2014 or possibly early 2015, and the portal 
will be critical.  The plan is that the portal will contain information that a manager needs for making 
decisions.  In terms of the upgrade, this is change management, Vice President Brown said, and they are 
talking about the change and putting support in place for those who will be affected by it.  They are also 
relying on a high level of user participation in the upgrade—it is a very interactive process that one hopes 
will ease the pain of the change. 

 
Professor Beeman said that this explanation answered his question about the upgrade.  One 

problem with the EFS upgrade is that there were personnel changes during the process, a problem that may 
be impossible to solve.  Vice President Brown demurred and said there is a leadership group that meets 
weekly, chaired by Dean Robert Elde and that includes her, Vice Presidents Pfutzenreuter, Vice Provost 
McMaster, and Vice President Studham.  They review all changes to the system and are actively engaged in 
the process, so the team is strong and should be able to get through any transitions that might occur.  The 
project is in the planning phase right now; in the next phase they will decide how to address the issues that 
have arisen. 

 
Professor Beeman, drawing again on the EFS experience, said he could not emphasize enough how 

important it will be to overdo announcements for faculty and staff.  EFT hit like a bag of bricks.  If they tell 
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people far enough in advance what the dislocations will be, they can put up with them.  Vice President 
Brown said they are working on communication. 

 
Professor Bornsztein asked what emphasis will be placed on employee self-service in the project.  

He said he believes that service is well-used now.  Vice President Brown agreed that it is and that it will be 
a high priority in moving forward, and will be expanded in some ways.  They want it to be user-friendly 
and accessible; a mark of success in human resources is meeting the demand for self-service options. 

 
Professor Bornsztein also noted that the Academic Health Center has its own human resources staff 

who are not part of Vice President Brown's office.  Will her office offer training and workshops to bring the 
AHC human resources staff into the new system, or will there be local control?  Vice President Brown said 
that the president has put in place dotted-line relationships with human resources offices in the colleges to 
her office, and it is a two-way street.  The offices around the University receive help from her office and 
her office receives help from them.  She said they will work with the AHC human resources office to 
support them in the change. 

 
Vice President Brown next reported on the timeline for the "Spans and Layers" analysis that the 

legislature has requested.  "Layers" refers to the number of layers in an organization between the lowest-
level employee and the president; "spans" refers to the number of people who report to one individual.  
They will bring the report to the Board of Regents at the March meeting and then to the legislature by 
March 15.  They are looking first at information technology, the administration, procurement, and human 
resources. 

 
Vice President Brown turned next to the job families project and drew on the communications job 

family as an example.  In that case, about 10 Civil Service employee categories have been reduced to three, 
and about the same number of P&A categories have been reduced to four.  The salary ranges for each of the 
new categories are wide.  They have completed 3 of the 17 job families so far and intend to increase the 
pace so that they can complete them all within the next two years. (Some of the job families are larger and 
some are smaller.)  At present the University has 665 job classifications; they hope to reduce the number by 
about half.  The new classifications will be used to describe what employees are doing and will permit 
analysis of the number of employees in a category and whether it is appropriate.  Some of the positions 
eliminated in the P&A category, for example, are the "associate to" and "assistant to" jobs; these were 
catch-all positions that often were not even communications job titles, so people will be put into a 
communications job class that reflects what they are doing. 

 
The goal is for everyone to have a job classification that reflects what they do, Vice President 

Brown said.  Right now there are some catch-all categories, such as "coordinator," where if you've met one 
coordinator, you've met one coordinator.  They want to create a job classification system that helps 
understand what people are doing, how the University is spending its money, and how to manage the 
workforce.  The effort is not about cutting people, it is about labeling them so the institution knows what 
they are doing.  This also matters to employees, she said, because when someone starts in a career, the job 
family helps them see the other positions available, the skill sets needed, and the salary ranges—it 
empowers employees to make choices. 

 
Professor Beeman asked about the "associate to the dean" position.  Vice President Brown repeated 

her point about establishing job classifications that identify the work that people are doing that have broad 
salary ranges and that permit working titles.  The working titles are not helpful as a management tool 
because the administration needs to know what work is being done and, at the end of the day, be able to 
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benchmark the institution.  The positions should help attract and retain the best employees.  The system 
should be flexible enough to allow units to hire the people they need to get the work done and not stand in 
the way of what units want to accomplish. 

 
Professor Beeman said that in non-academic hiring, the title is one thing but the job description can 

be two pages long.  Is there a way to avoid overlap?  Vice President Brown said the job description is 
required in order to describe what people are doing.  It used to be, that if someone wanted to change jobs, 
they had to go through the JEQ process, which is being put to rest.  A comprehensive job description can 
help put people in the proper class, one tool to help with many functions, including helping those carrying 
out administrative functions in a unit. 

 
So with fewer job classifications, there should be fewer requests for reclassification, Professor 

Lanyon supposed.  Vice President Brown agreed, and said that with the broad salary ranges, people can 
receive increases without having to change job classification.  They don't need to change if their job has not 
changed very much but there does need to be room for salary progression.  And it will be possible to have 
working titles within classifications, Professor Lanyon asked?  It will, Vice President Brown said, but it is 
not necessarily a negative to have the same title for an extended period of time.  Unless one aspires to be a 
supervisor, one may be happy in the job.  Professor Lanyon agreed that many people will be happy within a 
classification but not with the same title, and progression is important.  Vice President Brown said that 
people can seek a new title as they progress; they are trying to set up a system with enough flexibility to 
compensate people for the work they do, clarify what they do, and clarify how they can progress in their 
career. 

 
Professor Beeman related the problem of an exemplary Civil Service employee who had reached 

the top of the salary range, so the department could not increase her salary.  She moved to another 
department.  Vice President Brown said that the salary ranges are designed to be competitive for the work 
being done and they will be adjusted to the marketplace.  When someone reaches the top of the range, but 
is doing the same work, the unit does not want to pay more than the market for the work being done.  An 
individual may decide to stay or try a different position.  There are instances where units have paid the 
person, and over time ends up paying more than what the work requires—they are paying the person, not 
for the work.  That is a common occurrence, and the new job classifications are a way to manage employee 
expectations as well as unit budgets and staff.  It is also possible to make one-time payments to recognize a 
job well done.  She said she hopes that the new salary ranges respond to the kind of problem Professor 
Beeman noted. 

 
Another problem that sometimes arises, Professor Beeman said, is establishing job requirements 

that are not realistic or related to the job.  They will look at that question, Vice President Brown said.  
Historically, all P&A positions required a baccalaureate degree; it may be that some employees have 
enough experience that it is equivalent to a degree (she clarified that she was referring to non-academic 
appointments).  The institution must be thoughtful about the required qualifications for any position. 

 
Vice President Brown reviewed the various units on the "bubble" chart and touched briefly on 

Employee Relations.  She reported that OHR has not added positions, and with attrition, has saved 
positions and reallocated the work toward strategic objectives.  With respect to Employee Engagement, in 
the past OHR has sponsored the Pulse survey, which was more about employee satisfaction.  They need to 
move to employee engagement:  Are people supported in their work, and fully engaged with the 
University?  She said she would return to the Committee at a future meeting to talk about the new survey. 
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Vice President Brown said that OHR is undergoing transformative change and reviewing 
everything it does in order to make it as effective and efficient as possible, as helpful as possible, and 
provide support to employees.  Professor Sell asked how many employees OHR has; Vice President Brown 
said 143, down from 146 when she started in the position 18 months ago.  She does not intend to increase 
the number and they will benchmark the office with peer institutions.  She said believes that for a system 
office, it is a reasonable number. 

 
Professor Lanyon asked if Vice President Brown had any sense about the amount of training 

human-resources staff would need to get up to speed when the PeopleSoft upgrade goes live.  They don't 
know now, Vice President Brown said, but once they are through the planning process they will start 
training—and they have robust plans in mind.  There will be no surprises. 

 
Professor Beeman said that a problem with purchasing a system off the shelf is that it is never 

tailored to the needs of the specific institution, so it always needs some tweaks.  Vice President Brown 
agreed.  The University does have unique elements but there are some things in the institution that should 
change to make it more efficient and consistent. 

 
It is important to keep in mind, with each transition, Professor Lanyon said, that over the last 

couple of decades the University has become more efficient, is doing more with less, so with each 
transition there is less margin to make the transition.  People recognize the transitions are necessary, and 
glad to help, but whatever the University can do to help staff get through the transition will be appreciated.  
Vice President Brown said she appreciated that advice and agreed that there is little margin left and that 
transitions are high stress.  Professor Lanyon said that units have great staff who take pride in their work, 
and what disturbed them the most during the EFS transition is that they knew they were not doing their jobs 
well, quite apart from the time demands of the transition  

 
Vice President Brown reported, in response to a question, that she has four directors reporting to 

her:  organizational effectiveness, employee relations, benefits (all-University), and operations. 
 
Professor Lanyon thanked Vice President Brown for her report, who said she would be glad to 

return to the Committee to discuss any of the topics at greater length.  Professor Beeman suggested that 
Vice President Brown speak to the Faculty Senate about the upgrade and transition in order to get the news 
out.   

 
3. Postdoc Membership on the Committee 
 
 Professor Lanyon reported that the Postdoc Association has expressed an interest in representation 
in the governance system; one suggestion is that this Committee add a postdoc representative.  Does the 
Committee wish to recommend an addition to the Committee on Committees?  Committee members 
discussed the proposal briefly and voted 5-1 to recommend such an addition. 
 
 Professor Lanyon adjourned the meeting at 4:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
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