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Civil Service Consultative Committee (CSCC) 

March 6, 2025 

Minutes of the Meeting 

  

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 reflect the views of, nor are they binding on, the senate, the 

administration, or the Board of Regents. The University Senate Office utilized notes 

taken during the meeting, video recording and transcript of the meeting, and AI to assist 

in summarizing substantive parts of the meeting transcript to compose these minutes. 

Minutes are reviewed by the committee before posting. 

  

[In these minutes: Welcome; Reports to the Senate; Policy Review: The Administrative 

Policy on Conflict Resolution for Faculty, P&A, Civil Service, and Student Workers; 

Office of Human Resources/Pay Plan; Review of Civil Service Resolutions and or 

Statements; 28-29 Floating Holidays Vote] 

  

PRESENT: Stacy Maher (chair), Britt Anderson, Nayubel Bernard-Badio, Hannah A 

Bergquist, Emily Danich, Laura Dale, Cole Hanson, Cole Hanson, Raymond C Muno, 

Charles Rank, Jodi Sperr 

 

REGRETS: None 

 

 



GUESTS: Britt Anderson, manager, grievance process,  equity & diversity admin, Tina 

Marisam, director and Title IX Coordinator, equal opportunity & Title IX, associate vice 

president, Office for Equity and Diversity, Peju / Adepeju O. Solarin, director, Office for 

Conflict Resolution 

 

OTHERS: None 

 

1.​ Welcome 

The meeting began with chair Stacy Maher calling the March meeting to order. Despite 

the snowy weather, she reported that shared governance had been very active in 

February. Special meetings were held in both the Senate Consultative Committee and 

the full University Senate regarding a resolution asking the regents to rescind their 

resolution, which would limit unit position statements to only the University President. 

The University Senate passed a resolution to ask the regents to rescind their resolution. 

 

Maher mentioned that spring elections were underway and encouraged everyone to talk 

with their Senate colleagues about joining. She also noted that after the Civil Service 

Consultative Committee elections, Civil Service Senate elections and University Senate 

elections would be held, and she emphasized the importance of filling all seats. 

 

2.​ Reports to the Senate 

Maher initiated the call for reports, asking if anyone had updates to share with the Civil 

Service Consultative Committee.. Hannah Bergquist provided an update for the 

Compensation and Benefits Committee. She mentioned that there were no new updates 

since their last meeting in February, but their next full committee meeting was scheduled 

for March 20th. Bergquist also noted that a representative from the Minnesota State 

Retirement System (MSRS) would attend the meeting to discuss retirement and answer 

any open-ended questions. 

 



Charles Rank shared updates from the Rules Committee. He indicated that there were 

no new updates since their last meeting and that their next meeting was also on March 

20th. Rank mentioned that the upcoming meeting would likely be a working session 

focused on tasks that needed to be completed. 

 

Emily Danich then provided an update from the Communication and Outreach 

Committee. She announced that Rosemary Burns Valez had stepped down as co-chair, 

leaving Emily as the sole co-chair. Emily highlighted the need for at least one new 

co-chair by July 1st, as she would no longer be a Senate member. She urged the 

committee members to consider taking on the role and emphasized the importance of 

engagement in writing newsletters and creating broad communications for Civil Service 

employees. 

 

Maher acknowledged Danich's update and stressed the importance of timely 

engagement in shared governance committees. She encouraged committee members 

to be attentive to calls for engagement and to consider throwing their names into the hat 

for any shared governance committee or leadership role. 

 

3.​ Policy Review: The Administrative Policy on Conflict Resolution for Faculty, 

P&A, Civil Service, and Student Workers 

Stacy Maher introduced Tina Marisam, the director and Title IX Coordinator, who also 

served as the Associate Vice President from the Office for Equity and Diversity. 

Marisam explained her role in supporting the University's Conflict Resolution program 

for employees and mentioned that the conflict resolution policy was up for 

comprehensive review. She aimed to discuss the proposed changes to the policy, 

gather thoughts, and answer questions. 

 

Marisam was accompanied by ‘Peju Solarin, the director of the Office for Conflict 

Resolution, and Britt Anderson, the grievance process manager in the Office for Equity 

and Diversity. They focused on informal conflict resolution processes and the formal 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1v9g6WrOKC7n69XQhE14Mo25l6IjzdUrF/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1v9g6WrOKC7n69XQhE14Mo25l6IjzdUrF/view?usp=sharing


petition process. Marisam shared her screen to present the key changes being 

proposed. She explained that the Board of Regents' policy on conflict resolution for 

employees was also up for review, and consistent changes were being proposed to 

both policies.​

 

The policies provided a framework for resolving workplace conflicts, with options for 

informal conflict resolution services and a formal petition process. The informal services 

included confidential consultations, facilitated dialogues, and information gathering to 

resolve conflicts. The formal petition process allowed employees to seek a formal 

hearing if they felt a university rule or regulation had been violated. The policy was 

available to non-labor-represented faculty, P&A staff, civil service staff, student 

employees, faculty emeriti, and recently terminated employees in limited situations.​

 

Marisam clarified that managers and supervisors were required to participate in 

facilitated dialogues if requested by the Office for Conflict Resolution. She also 

mentioned that the formal petition process had undergone significant changes due to a 

reorganization within the Office for Equity and Diversity. To better align jobs and 

procedures, the formal petition process was moved to the grievance process manager 

in OED. The policy now had separate procedures for informal and formal processes. 

 

Discrimination complaints would be addressed exclusively through the administrative 

policy on discrimination and not through the conflict resolution petition process. The 

policy clarified that a violation of a rule, policy, or procedure was required to initiate a 

petition process. Marisam highlighted the detailed procedures, timelines, and types of 

permissible evidence in the petition process. The possibility of arbitration was removed, 

and an internal appeal process was provided instead. 

 

Maher and Raymond C Muno raised questions and comments about the policy 

changes and their implications. Marisam and Solarin addressed concerns about the 



engagement of supervisors in facilitated dialogues and the training of hearing panel 

members. 

 

4.​ Office of Human Resources/Pay Plan 

Stacy Maher initiated the discussion by welcoming Mary Rohman Kuhl from the Office 

of Human Resources to speak about the pay plan. Stacy highlighted the importance of 

this discussion as outlined by civil service rules and acknowledged that it had been 

overlooked in the past. Rohman Kuhl then provided an overview of the pay plan, 

explaining the historical context and the current process for determining the annual 

salary increase fund. 

 

Rohman Kuhl shared her experience since joining the university nine years ago, noting 

that the process for determining pay increases had evolved significantly. Initially, the 

finance department provided the numbers for pay increases, but over time, the process 

became more dynamic, with advocacy playing a crucial role in securing higher 

numbers. Mary emphasized the importance of having a market adjustment pool to bring 

salaries up to market levels, explaining that merit increases alone would not suffice. 

 

The discussion then shifted to the current year's pay plan. Rohman Kuhl informed the 

group that they were modeling a 4% increase based on their recommendations, aiming 

to remain competitive with other institutions. She also mentioned that there were 

different budget scenarios, with the lowest being a 3% increase. Rohman Kuhl sought 

input from the group on how to allocate the 4% increase, whether as a full merit 

increase or a combination of merit and market adjustment funds. 

 

Hannah Bergquist, an HR business partner in the medical school, recommended a 4% 

merit increase across the board, citing past experiences with insufficient market 

adjustment pools. Rohman Kuhl responded by explaining the importance of a market 

adjustment pool and how it could help bring salaries up to market levels over time. She 



also addressed concerns about the allocation of funds and the need for a strategic 

approach to salary adjustments. 

 

The conversation continued with questions and comments from other committee 

members.  They discussed various aspects of the pay plan, including the impact of the 

cost of living increases, the importance of competitive compensation, and the 

challenges of funding salary increases in different departments. 

This topic highlighted the complexities of the pay plan process and the need for a 

balanced approach to merit and market adjustments. The participants agreed on the 

importance of ongoing discussions and consultations to ensure fair and competitive 

compensation for all employees. 

 

5.​ Review of Civil Service Resolutions and or Statements 

Maher addressed the next item under new business, which was the review of Civil 

Service resolutions or statements. She noted that this was considered new business 

because they had not reviewed much in this area before, and no current resolutions or 

statements for civil service had been shared for review and decision-making. She 

reminded the group in the room to consider shared governance action in the Senate. 

 

Maher explained that the first contact for either a statement or a resolution should be 

the Senate office. Resolutions would require broad consultations, and once the 

consultative process was finished, the next step would be to present the resolution for 

a decision at the Consultative Committee. The committee members would hear the 

resolution, have a discussion, and then take a vote on whether to approve and support 

the resolution or not. If approved, the resolution would then be brought to the full Civil 

Service Senate body for a vote. 

 

Maher shared that she was working on a resolution to implore the University President 

to review how the academic calendar was set as a benefit to civil service. She 



highlighted the challenges of setting floating holidays within the nine-month academic 

year, especially during the fall term when there were many non-Christian holidays. She 

invited members to present any other resolutions or statements for consideration and 

approval. She also mentioned the possibility of calling a special meeting to review and 

approve statements ahead of the April all-Senate meeting if there was interest.  

 

6.​ 28-29 Floating Holidays Vote 

Maher initiated the discussion by moving on to old business and handed the floor over 

to Cole Hanson to discuss the 2028-29 floating holiday schedule. Hanson confirmed the 

dates of 11/24/2028, 12/29//2028, and 3/9/2029. The group agreed to vote on the 

proposed dates.  Rank seconded the motion, and the vote was unanimous in favor of 

the proposed floating holiday schedule. 

 

7.​ Adjournment 

With nothing additional, Maher adjourned the meeting. 

 

Deena Barker 

University Senate Office 


