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CIVIL SERVICE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE  
MINUTES OF MEETING 
MAY 23, 2013 
 
[In these minutes:  OIT Governance and Information Technology Priorities for the 
University, Job Family Study, Chair-Elect Report, Fill Open Civil Service Seats on 
Committees, Miscellaneous Committee Business] 
 
[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), Carolyn Davidson, 
Adam Hauge, Lisa Mason, Alethea Oertwich, Bill O’Neill, John Paton, Chris Stevens, 
Sharon Van Eps, Terri Wallace, Don Cavalier, Patti Dion 
 
REGRETS: Susan Cable Morrison 
 
ABSENT: Teresa Schicker 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Terry Beseman, Ann Hagen, Corby Kemmer, Matt Lowe, Ray 
Muno, Kevin Prigge, Dale Swanson 
 
GUESTS: Vice President for Human Resources Kathryn Brown; Bernie Gulachek, 
associate vice president, Office of Information Technology; Brad Cohen, associate chief 
information officer – academic technology, Office of Information Technology 
 
I).  Amy Olson convened the meeting and welcomed those present including the guests 
from the Office of Information Technology (OIT), Bernie Gulachek, associate vice 
president, and Brad Cohen, associate chief information officer – academic technology.  
Ms. Olson explained that Mr. Gulachek and Mr. Cohen requested to meet with the Civil 
Service Consultative Committee (CSCC) to provide information on the new OIT 
governance model and information technology priorities for the University. 
 
Mr. Gulachek began by noting that the information technology (IT) governance model 
has been redesigned over the course of the last year.  Up to this point, the previous 
governance models it operated under were unclear, and people were often confused about 
where decisions were made, who had input, etc.  The redesigned governance model is 
intended to be transparent and inclusive, and to tease out institutional priorities for 
information technologies. 
 
Mr. Gulachek highlighted the underpinnings of the IT governance model: 

• Soliciting input. 
• Decisions regarding funding or understanding the trade-offs for priorities. 
• Executing/implementing the priorities. 
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The OIT governance process has been expanded to include broad inclusion, transparency, 
and understanding units’ priorities for information technology initiatives. 
 
Mr. Gulachek then took a few minutes and walked them through a PowerPoint 
presentation, which provided members with background and context for information 
technologies at the University.  IT’s goal, stated Mr. Gulachek, is to understand the 
University’s needs so it can advance the institution in support of its mission.  There has 
been a tremendous effort put forward by OIT to solicit input from across the entire 
institution and not just from certain individuals. 
 
Brad Cohen, associate chief information officer – academic technology, added that OIT 
plans to make fully public the information it collects during this consultation process.  
Once the information technology priorities identified through this consultation process 
are finalized, this information will then be used in the compact process. 
 
At the conclusion of their formal presentation, Mr. Cohen posed the following questions 
to members and solicited their input: 

• What are your information technology needs? 
• What current technologies deserve more investment? 
• What technologies should the University not continue to invest in? 

 
Comments/feedback/questions included: 

• Is this a plan to central information technology services?  Mr. Cohen stated that 
this process is not about centralizing services, but about prioritizing services.  
Once the institutional priorities are clear, there will be another discussion about 
executing the priorities.  For example, where does it make sense to 
consolidate/centralize services?  Where does it make sense to pursue alignment?   

• Is OIT anticipating a budget cut?  Mr. Cohen stated that OIT is assuming its 
budget will not grow.  Therefore, that is why it is so important that institutional 
priorities be identified.  He added that there will also be technologies that the 
University will no longer be able to continue to invest in.  Mr. Gulachek stated 
that through this process the goal is to identify institutional information 
technology needs, and, if multiple units have the same need, it may make sense 
for them to work together rather than having individual units pursue their needs 
on their own. 

• The Help Desk (1-HELP) staff need to be better trained. 
• The Help Desk should be staffed with staff versus students. 
• How does OIT communicate new technologies/service changes to the University 

community?  Mr. Gulachek noted that OIT tends to use the Brief, and regularly 
communicates with the technologists across the institution so they can help spread 
the word, etc.  OIT is working hard to get the information out, but it is also 
sensitive to not wanting to fill up peoples’ inboxes. 

• Hold an OIT “fair” to share information on new technologies and service changes. 
• The desktop computer is dead for all practical purposes.  OIT should explore apps 

for people to use on their personal devices. 
• Provide better support for peoples’ personal devices. 
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• Expand/improve video/teleconferencing options. 
 
In light of time, Ms. Olson thanked Mr. Gulachek and Mr. Cohen for their presentation 
and a productive conversation. 
 
II).  Moving on, Ms. Olson welcomed Vice President for Human Resources Kathryn 
Brown, and called for a round of introductions.  Vice President Brown thanked the 
committee for the invitation to attend today’s meeting and stated that she is pleased to 
attend.  Given all the changes that are taking place at the University, she explained that 
she wanted to give members the opportunity to get their questions answered. 
 
VP Brown stated that the reason the job family study is being undertaken is to reduce the 
complexity of the University’s job classification structure.  Currently, there are about 635 
job classes at the University.  She added that some job classes are what she considers 
“catchalls,” e.g., coordinator, and noted that if you have met one coordinator, you have 
met one coordinator.  The pay range and job duties in this job class are extremely broad.  
The current structure has made it extremely difficult for the University to use job 
classification data in its decision-making processes and to ensure equitable pay for 
similar work.  In addition, she reminded members about the fairly recent Wall Street 
Journal article that reported that the University has too many administrators.  With all 
that said, VP Brown noted that the University’s job classification system is problematic 
and inadequate when it comes to sorting out the number of people that are doing specific 
types of work. 
 
VP Brown went on to report that there are 17 job families.  An anticipated outcome of the 
job family study will be a structure that allows managers and employees to make better 
decisions, e.g., managers will have more tools at their disposal allowing them to treat 
people doing the same or similar work more equitably and employees will be able to 
make better decisions around their career path. 
 
In response to a couple comments about frustration with the job family study process, VP 
Brown stated that the job family work that is being undertaken is not designed to 
move/push an employee in one employee group to another.  While the IT job family 
study had a large number (400+) of employees being reclassified from Civil Service to 
P&A, the previous job family reclassifications that took place previously did not have 
this same kind of movement.  She added that she does not believe there will be the same 
kind of movement in future job family reclassifications. 
 
In 2008, a recommendation coming out of a study that compared Civil Service and P&A 
employees was to have a single employee group with more common terms and conditions 
of employment rather than two separate employee groups.  In VP Brown’s opinion, there 
is an ambiguity as to why some Civil Service employees are salaried (exempt) and others 
are hourly (non-exempt).  Because the federal government looks at taxation rates and 
tries to make sure employees are being paid based on the type of work they do, the 
University needs to make sure it is compliance with these laws. 
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After hearing a number of individual, legitimate concerns raised by members, Ms. Dion 
stated that Human Resources is unable, at this time, to respond to a number of the 
specific concerns raised today.  Regarding the concern about employees who have a 
broad range of different responsibilities and who do not fit nicely into a classification, she 
explained that the University is trying to get away from the coordinator title, for example, 
because it does not convey employees’ job duties and responsibilities.  VP Brown added 
that while she believes it is ok for employees to stay in a one job class for a long period 
or even the duration of their career at the University, she hopes that an outcome of the job 
family study will be that employees will have the opportunity to increase their 
compensation even if they stay in the same job class for their entire career.  The IT job 
family study has raised issues at a greater magnitude than has been seen in previous job 
family studies. 
 
Regarding the issue of supervising students, VP Brown stated that a decision was 
purposefully made not to include supervision of students in the job family study.  Having 
said that, this may need to be re-evaluated because supervising students is a skill set that 
is valuable and it takes time, etc.  This will be discussed further as the job family study 
continues. 
 
Another issue, noted VP Brown, is why there are two separate employee groups, Civil 
Service and P&A.  She believes this is a legitimate question at this time and in this 
organization.  Civil Service was created post World War II, and, given the number of 
changes that have taken place since World War II, this employee group may need to be 
changed and look different.  The P&A employee group was created in the 1970s when 
the University began hiring employees who were doing academic work, but who were not 
in tenure track faculty positions.  Up for discussion, noted VP Brown, is what 
would/should a single, broad employee group look like in order to avoid artificial 
distinctions, etc.  Should there just be one “professional” employee group that includes 
hourly and salaried employees?  If so, a decision about appropriate terms and conditions 
of employment would need to be decided on.  VP Brown made it clear that whatever the 
outcome, she does not want to compromise employee’s retirement.  Challenging areas 
that would need to be looked at include terms and conditions around leaves and 
appropriate notice periods if an employee is not going to be continued in his/her position. 
 
Mr. Muno, a visitor at this meeting, stated that while he believes the IT job family 
reclassification project should move forward, the remapping of employees should be put 
on hold until a number of these issues can be worked out.  The way the new structure is 
designed forces Civil Service to move to P&A in order to be promoted, and he believes 
this is wrong.  VP Brown agreed to a degree and stated that the University’s job 
classification system should work for us and not against us.  She does not like the notion 
that an artificial/arbitrary barrier between Civil Service and P&A could limit an 
employees’ professional opportunities.  The University needs a system that will support 
employee development and mobility within the system.  This is the challenge that the 
University needs to work through.  The job family study has really brought this to the 
forefront.  She welcomed members’ input and suggestions on a structure that would 
benefit all employees. 
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Mr. Paton asked who was involved in making the decisions about what jobs were put in 
what employee groups.  VP Brown stated that there was an advisory group that included 
people who worked in each of the areas that went through the reclassification project, 
e.g., IT, communications.  As with a lot of things in life, you wish you knew at the 
beginning what you know at the end.  Human Resources is learning as this 
reclassification project unfolds.  The broader questions/issues that still need to be looked 
at include but are not limited to single employee group versus maintaining separate Civil 
Service and P&A employee groups, how to handle employees that are responsible for 
supervising students, and employees who are generalists and have multiple 
responsibilities.   
 
Mr. Muno asked why 400+ IT employees are being reclassified as P&A versus making 
them Civil Service exempt employees.  He reiterated that the process needs to be put on 
hold until the bugs are worked out.  VP Brown stated that there is really only one 
problem when it comes to moving to a different employee group and that is retirement 
because employees only have a one time election during their career to change retirement 
plan.  She reminded those present that Civil Service employees who are reclassified as 
P&A do not need to change retirement plans.  She believes there is a way to move 
forward in the short-term without compromising individual situations.  Mr. Muno stated 
that if he would have elected to move to P&A he would have had to give up four weeks 
of vacation, and that is a big deal.  Many of the people who took Civil Service positions 
did so because of the benefits, and paid time off is part of their compensation package. 
 
In light of other commitments, VP Brown thanked the group for a candid discussion and 
for bringing up a number of issues that warrant further attention.  She stated that she 
remains committed to doing things in such a way that allow employees to have choice 
and to be fair to employees as well. 
 
After taking a short break, the committee reconvened.  As follow-up from the previous 
discussion, Mr. Swanson, a visitor at the meeting, noted that in response to the question 
about who served on the advisory committee for the IT job family study, while units 
outside of central administration were involved, he is not sure how these people were 
selected. 
 
Mr. Muno reiterated his earlier suggestion that the CSCC request that the University put 
on hold the employee transition from Civil Service to P&A.  In his opinion, the various 
governance bodies have not had enough time to give input to the administration.  Ms. 
Dion stated that she will bring the question of whether employees need to decide to 
remain Civil Service or move to P&A to the Compensation & Classification team or 
whether this decision can be put on hold for a specified amount of time in order to fully 
vet the issues that have been raised, e.g., definition of difference between Civil Service 
exempt and P&A exempt employees, limitations on career path of Civil Service 
employees who elect not to move to P&A. 
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Ms. Olson made a motion that the CSCC send a letter with its concerns to VP Brown 
about the IT job family reclassification project and also ask Human Resources for 
assistance in sending out a message via email to IT employees impacted by the project 
letting them know what action CSCC is taking on their behalf in light of the number of 
concerns/issues that have been raised.  Members unanimously approved this motion.  Ms. 
Olson asked for volunteers to meet on Tuesday, May 27 at 2:00 to draft a letter to VP 
Brown, craft verbiage to be included in the e-In Touch explaining the issues, and to send 
out information (with the assistance of OHR) to employees impacted by the IT job family 
reclassification project. 
 
III).  Tom Sondreal shared his chair-elect report, which highlighted the areas he is 
interested in focusing on next year when he becomes the CSCC chair.  Possible agenda 
items for next year he mentioned included: 

• Improve communication with constituents, e.g., e-In Touch, Civil Service 
constituent survey, website improvements, and continue to work with the Office 
of Human Resources (OHR) to provide feedback on employee communications. 

• Explore salary/pay compression issues. 
• Monitor and inform constituents about the merit pay system, which goes into 

effect in 2015. 
• Strive for clarity and equity in compensation and benefits between P&A and Civil 

Service employees. 
• Continue discussion about constituent options while the JEQ process is in 

transition.  (Ms. Dion clarified that the JEQ is still in place and will continue to be 
used until a new job tool replaces it at some point in the future.) 

• Investigate why the majority of cases brought to the Office of Conflict Resolution 
(OCR) are Civil Service-related, and what CSCC can do to make Civil Service 
employees aware of their services. 

• Continue to request OHR to offer New Employee Orientation (NEO) more 
frequently. 

• Explore in conjunction with OHR that all new supervisors receive training. 
• Continue to offer StrengthsFinder assessment. 
• Look at coordinate campus issues such as job classification inequities and cost of 

living salary discrepancies. 
• Establish a clear message from Civil Service to educate the Minnesota Legislature 

about this employee group. 
• Enhance communications and connections with other employee groups at the 

University. 
 

At the conclusion of his report, Mr. Sondreal noted that his position is somewhat tenuous 
given he just went through the IT job family study and his position was reclassified as 
P&A.  To be clear, he noted that his issue has nothing to do with not getting a pay 
increase, but rather he wants to be classified correctly and paid accordingly.  Mr. 
Sondreal stated that at this time he plans to remain a Civil Service employee and continue 
as the chair-elect for CSCC, but that this could change.  
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IV).  Next, the committee spent time discussing and filling vacant Civil Service seats on 
various Senate and other committees. 
 

• Benefits Advisory Committee (BAC):  The committee voted to send the names of 
Joe Jameson and Don Cavalier to the BAC Committee of Selection for 
consideration.  The Committee of Selection will meet in early June to decide 
whom to appointment. 

• Conflict Resolution Advisory Committee (CRAC):  Members voted and 
reappointed Carolyn Davidson to serve on the CRAC. 

• Conflict Resolution Hearing Officers (2 vacant seats):  Ms. Dempsey explained 
that the CSCC nominates applicants to fill the open seats, and it is required to put 
forward two names for each vacant seat.  Because only two applications were 
received, the committee voted to put forward the names of Alicia Jackson and 
Jennifer Janacek for the one open seat and to continue to try to find other 
applicants for the remaining open seat.  (Following this meeting, it was learned 
that Alicia Jackson was no longer employed at the University.  The committee 
will continue to work on finding applicants to nominate for these two open seats.) 

• Conflict Resolution Panelist Roster:  Members voted to reappoint Cheryl Oulicky 
to this seat. 

• Social Concerns:  Members voted to elect Felicia Christy to fill this seat. 
 
Ms. Dion suggested conducting an electronic vote to fill the remaining seats on the 
following committees to give members more time to review the applications they were 
sent: 

• Disabilities Issues (1 seat). 
• Equity, Access and Diversity (1 seat). 
• SCFA Retirement Subcommittee (1 seat).     
• Student Affairs (1 seat). 

 
Ms. Olson asked Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, to conduct an electronic vote to fill the 
remaining seats, and encouraged members to vote no later than Friday, May 31, 2013. 
 
V).  Ms. Olson stated that while there is no official June CSCC meeting this year, a 
decision has been made to hold a work group session to plan for the 2013 – 2014 
academic year.  The tentative date that has been selected is Tuesday, June 28.  More 
information will be forthcoming. 
 
VI).  Before adjourning, Mr. Sondreal, on behalf of the CSCC, presented Ms. Olson with 
an engraved clock and thanked her for her leadership this past year.  Ms. Olson thanked 
the committee for the opportunity to serve as chair this past year.  In addition, she 
thanked Sharon Van Eps (retiring) and Lisa Mason (moving to P&A) for their service as 
they will no longer be continuing on the CSCC next year.   
 
VII).  Hearing no further business, Ms. Olson adjourned the meeting. 
 
       Renee Dempsey, University Senate 


