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SUMMARY 

The key ingredient in the success of state government isn't roads, parks, 
or buildings. It is people. Minnesota's state government civil service 
system -- enacted half a century ago to assure merit in selection of 
employees -- needs to undergo fundamental reform. "Merit" has a unique 
meaning in the system -- it has become more related to equity than to 
ability, that is, more concerned about protecting against favoritism than 
promoting performance. 

As a system, civil service often has the effect of discouraging managers 
from obtaining the best possible hiring result. And once people are 
hired, there are too few financial incentives directed at performance. 

Some 26,000 persons are covered by an extremely complex and fairly rigid 
civil service system. Two problems stand out over all others: 

First, state agencies are frequently unable to hire the individuals they 
deem most qualified. Instead they must follow detailed and cumbersome 
procedures that narrowly prescribe the bounds within which hiring must 
take place. Each state agency must comply with requirements of a central 
state personnel body, the Department of Employee Relations (DOER). 
Flexibility is limited and largely as exceptions to rules requiring the 
approval of DOER. 

DOER attempts to make it possible for agencies to find the best person for 
each job and significant progress has been made in recent years in 
shifting personnel decisions to the hiring agencies. But, DOER acts as 
both a regulator and an operating agency legally responsible for personnel 
decisions -- two inherently conflicting roles. 
Each individual state agency hires its own employees, and, theoretically, 
each agency should be fully accountable for its own decision. But each 
agency's actions are so circumscribed by personnel system requirements 
that the agency cannot be held accountable. If challenged because of its 
hiring practices or the results of its hiring, an agency can point to DOER 
and say, "Don't blame us. DOER sets all the rules. " In turn, DOER can 
point to the agency and say, "Don't blame us. We don't hire anyone." 

To illustrate: when a job vacancy exists, DOER submits a list of 
candidates from which an agency must pick to fill the vacancy. The agency 
has no power to place additional names on the list. The agency may 
request that DOER provide more names, but DOER decides whether to honor 
the request. 

Second, salary increases for most state employees are prescribed within 
contracts or plans which place great emphasis on the length of service. 
If state government -- with a budget of about $5 billion a year, $1,200 
for every resident of the state -- is to attract and hold employees 
competent to deliver public services to Minnesotans creatively and 
cost-ef fect ively, performance on the job must become the most important 
factor in determining compensation. 

The Governor and Legislature should move now to make civil service a more 
performance-oriented and accountable system. 



Full legal authority for making hiring decisions and complying with 
personnel goals should be vested in the individual state agencies. 
consultation with state agencies, DOER should establish broad pers 
policies f0.r all agencies. 

DOER should continue to provide centralized services, such as desi 
examinations, but individual agencies -- not DOER -- would decide 
qualified applicants should be considered for jobs. DOER should 
available as a service agency to provide personnel administrative 
on request of state agencies. 

Individual agencies should be free to act within these policies, without 
having to obtain prior approval from DOER. The system should be flexible 
as a rule, not as an exception. Each agency would determine how best to 

With authority comes accountability. Each individual agency would be 
clearly accountable for its personnel decisions. : 

accomplish the personnel system goals. From time to time DOER 
conduct audits of each agency's compliance with personnel policies. 
Results of such audits would be made available to individual agencies, 
Governor and Legislature, and the general public. 

The recommended shift is not without risk. Many persons express 
reservations about the ability or willingness of state managers t fulfill 
general personnel policies and merit principles amid the political culture 
of state government. The current system now works for those who k ow how 
to work it -- only accountability for personnel decisions and their 
results is missing. We believe that state managers are competent nd 
willing to take on the new challenge this shift of legal authorit 
presents. 1 

should 

the 

At least some portion of an employee's salary must be based on 
if state agencies are to offer realistic incentives for their staffs. 

A careful re-distribution of hiring responsibilities -- placing 
greater authority with the management staffs in state agencies 
with performance-oriented compensation, will accelerate 
progress toward an outstanding work force that gets the 
and public respect it deserves. 

performance 

To make performance pay possible, a significant portion of total 
appropriations for state employee compensation should be made 
individual agencies for discretionary salary adjustments based on 
performance. 

I 

available to 
bmployee 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Citizens League State Civil Service Committee was primarily charged 
with reviewing the state personnel system and determining whether state 
government needed to do more to effectively recruit, motivate, and 
reward good performance in state employees. The committee was also 
charged with reviewing the relationship between collective bargaining - - 
and the civil service system. 

The c,ommittee received information on public and private personnel 
systems from current and past state employees, labor leaders, and 
policy makers. 

The report focuses on the executive branch of state government for two 
reasons: 1) each branch of state government (executive, judicial, and 
legislative) operates under its own personnel system and 2) the civil 
service system, as it is traditionally known, exists solely within the 
executive branch. The committee further limited its review to 
executive branch employees holding "classified" jobs (those protected 
from political patronage) because "unclassified" jobs (appointive 
positions without examinations) are not as subject to all of the civil 
service rules. 

The fact that the study was limited to a segment of the executive 
branch of state government does not necessarily exclude the possibility 
that our conclusions and recommendations, either in whole or in part, 
are applicable to situations outside of the executive branch. 

The primary focus of the following report is on the structure and 
methods currently used to regulate, hire, and compensate state 
employees. 

Despite the fact that Minnesota's state personnel system was modified 
extensively during the late 1970s and early 1980s (discussed in the 
historical background section), this study is important for several 
reasons. First, administration of the system remains fundamentally 
unchanged -- a central regulating body interprets the large body of 
personnel law into fairly rigid regulations and procedures. Delegation 
of personnel responsibilities to decisionmakers is decided by this 
central body, the Department of Employee Relations (DOER). Secondly, 
public awareness of and demand for governmental accountability is 
increasing. State employees, products of the state personnel system, 
play a major role in this process. Finally, the composition of the 
state labor force is very different today from the past. It is older 
and more experienced, and the needs of its members have changed. 
(Specific demographic information on the state work force is found in 
Appendix B.) 



Organization of this Report 

This report is divided into five sections. The first 
brief historical background of Minnesota's personnel system. The 
section deals with the way in which the civil service system is c 
organized. Law, rules, and procedures are discussed. The 
sections are findings and conclusions about the current 
mendations for change. 

Every attempt has been made to verify the factual data presented i this " report. However, this was a very difficult process because perceptions 
about the system, experience with the system, and the practices within the 
system vary greatly. Lack of formal tracking systems or informati 
regarding the motivation behind initiation of certain procedures 
hindered the extent to which all desired data could be gathered. 



Historical Backsround 

Minnesota was one of the first states to adopt a state civil service 
system, in 1939. Many changes to the system have occurred during the 
years . 
The system was first administered under a Civil Service Department. 
During the late 1960s a training division within the department was added 
and the Career Executive Service (CES) was established. The CES was to 
recognize outstanding professional and managerial employees and assist in 
their retention. 

In 1971 the Public Ehployee Labor Relations Act (PELRA) was passed. Some 
of the subsequent changes to the civil service system are the result of 
attempting to reconcile civil service and collective bargaining conflicts. 

During 1973, the Legislature adopted changes to the civil service system 
including: 

1) renaming the Department of Civil Service the Department of 
Personnel ; 

2) allowing the Commissioner of the Department of Personnel to be 
appointed by and report to the Governor; 

3) renaming the Civil Service Board the Personnel Board, removing the 
Board's administrative duties, and leaving the Board as an appeal 
body and responsible for recommending salaries for ~ommissioners; 

4) expanding the unclassified service to permit greater flexibility in 
the selection of managers; 

5) increasing the number of candidates certified and placed on 
open-competitive eligible lists from 3 to 10; 

6) mandating training for managers and supervisors; 

7) identifying a managerial group of employees and establishing a 
separate Management Plan to govern the salary and benefits of this 
group ; 

8) establishing the Office of Equal Opportunity to plan and coordinate 
state affirmative action efforts. 

During 1979, the Legislature again addressed conflicts between civil 
service and collective bargaining. At this time the ~egislature had a 
great amount of input into the collective bargaining process because of 
requirements that a) provisions of contracts requiring appropriation could 
only be implemented with legislative approval and b) the statutory 
requirement that all bargaining be completed by April 15th of each odd 
numbered year even though the existing contracts did not expire until July 
1st. The Legislature Commission on Employee Relations (LCER) was created 
to provide a more structured mechanism for legislative input into the 
collective bargaining process. The LCER also monitors and has the power 
to propose needed changes in the state's civil service and collective 
bargaining systems. 



In 1980 the Legislature abolished the Personnel Board and renamed 
Department of Personnel the Department of Employee Relations (DOE 
Today, DOER administers both personnel and labor policies through 
of Personnel and a Bureau of Labor Relations. The role of the Cc 
sioner of DOER was clarified and strengthened. Specifically, the 
sioner was to act as the employer and bargaining representative f 
state. 

In 1981, a new personnel law for the state was enacted. The law 
what civil service functions were not bargainable and removed all 
and conditions of employment from the statute and personnel rules 
terms and conditions of employment for represented employees were 
contained solely in negotiated contracts. Terms and conditions c 
employment for non-represented employees were covered by plans de 
by the Commissioner of DOER and approved by the Legislature. 

In 1982, the personnel law was again revised to place all departm 
assistant commissioners in the unclassified service, to expand th 
unclassified positions if the jobs met certain criteria, to incre 
number of eligible job applicants certified and placed on an 
open-competitive list from 10 to 20, to incorporate the concept o 
comparable worth into the salary practices of the executive branc 
require a study of the CES. 

In 1983, following the study of the CES, the law relating to CES 
changed to allow membership of employees other than managers, to 
monetary rewards available in the CES, and to expand the training 
members . 
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MINNESOTA'S STATE CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM 

A. Generally 

State law vests power for regulating and operating the state civil service 
system in a central department, the Department of Employee  elations 
(DOER). The law charges DOER with three major goals: 

1. maintaining a merit-based personnel system to meet the management 
needs of the state and the social, economic, and program needs of 
Minnesota citizens; 

2. providing for equal employment opportunity, ensuring that 
personnel decisions are based on merit, and prohibiting 
discrimination of any form; 

3. establishing equitable compensation relationships (comparable 
worth) among female-dominated, male-dominated, and balanced 
classes of employees in the executive branch. 

DOER develops personnel rules and grants operating agencies flexibility to 
work within the system. Other specific powers of DOER include: 

1. maintenance of a classification plan; 
2. assignment of all positions in the classified service to job 

classes; 
3. maintenance and approval of total compensation plans for all 

positions in the executive branch; 
4. preparation of examinations; 
5. rating of candidates for employment and preparation of eligible 

lists; 
6. maintenance of employee performance appraisal; training and 

affirmative action programs; and 
7. maintenance and publication of logical career paths in the 

classified civil service. 

Not all personnel functions are carried out by DOER, but DOER determines 
the extent to which such functions are delegated. Currently, DOER allows 
individual agency department personnel divisions limited authority to: 

1. develop position descriptions; 
2. write job announcements; 
3. recommend qualifications for positions; and 
4. score experience and training ratings. 

B. Rules and Procedures 

DOER establishes personnel rules and administrative procedures. The rules 
and procedures are fairly rigid and detailed to prevent abuse. (specific 
examples can be found in the findings section of this report.) 



C. How Minnesota State Classified Jobs Are Filled I 
l 

1. Classification 

Prior to the time employees are recruited for positions, the ' ~ b s  to 
be filled must be classified. The classification system plat $ 
positions with similar responsibilities into similar classes. DOER is 
responsible for classification; however, DOER currently deleg f tes 
classification duties for limited classes to individual agenci~es. 

Positions in the classified service are those for which: ~ 
a. merit is to be the primary consideration for selection: 
b. protection from political influence exists. 

2. Compensation ~ 
After a job is classified, a compensation range for the positilon is 
determined and the position is placed into a compensation pla . There 
are three compensation plans covering classified employees: ri 
a. the MANAGEMENT PLAN covers non-represented, management em&oyees. 

It does not include the salaries of agency heads. ~ 
b. the COMMISSIONER'S PLAN covers confidential and other empqoyee 

groups who are excluded from collective bargaining: and ~ 
c. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING CONTRACTS. 

I 

I 

The Management Plan and the Commissioner's Plan cover approxidately 10 
percent of the state's executive branch employees, while 90 p rcent 
are covered by collective bargaining contracts. Both the Man gement 
Plan and the Commissioner's Plan strive to compensate employe s based E on their performance. Collective bargaining agreements also rIequire 
that performance be considered, but, with the exception of acqieve- 
ment awards available to members of a few bargaining units, there is 
no distinction between different levels of acceptable performqnce. 

3. Recruitment 

State law requires that DOER maintain a public recruiting and notice 
program. 
Opportunities and State Promotional 
announce all examinations for 
positions. Individual 
availability of 
newspapers or 

Other factors also determine the extent to which recruitment 
done. For example, for classes covered by collective 
agreements, seniority is an important factor when filling the 
position. Recruitment opportunities would be limited 



4. Examination 

Examinations may be (1) open to members of the general public and 
current employees, (2) open only to current employees, or ( 3 )  open to 
employees of a particular agency. If an examination is open to the 
general public, it is called an open competitive examination. If an 
examination is open only to state employees, it is a promotional 
examination. DOER determines whether an examination is to be open to 
the general public or only to current state employees. When making 
this decision the following must be considered: 

a. appointing authority requests; 
b. collective bargaining agreements or other plans that could limit 

the opportunities of the general public to apply; 
c. anticipated number of qualified applicants within and outside the 

civil service: 
d. unmet affirmative action goals; and 
e. career opportunities and mobility for employees. 

Examination Types 

The state service has several types of examinations -- multiple choice 
written exams, objective exams, proficiency exams (such as typing 
tests), experience and training ratings, and oral examinations. 
Written objective and proficiency examinations are much like those 
given in schools. That is, specific questions or drills are given, 
with results scored by machines or evaluated by an expert in the 
area. Experience and training ratings are the most commonly used 
examination given by the state. Approximately 75 percent of the exams 
given are of this type. The rating is based on information appearing 
on an application, and/or resume, and/or a class specific 
questionnaire. The rating is commonly done by DOER; however, DOER 
currently grants such authority to some individual agencies for some 
classes. 

5. Lists 

Lists of qualified individuals are compiled from examination results. 
If an exam is open to the general public, the top 20 (scorers) names 
are certified. If the exam is open only to current employees, the top 
10 names (scorers) is certified. The rules for list length are 
commonly known as the "rule of 20" and the "rule of 10". 

Certified lists can be lengthened for several reasons, including 
affirmative action law or the unavailability of candidates appearing 
on a list. If there is a disparity within a bargaining unit (i.e. not 
enough representation of protected groups), the list must be 
lengthened to include up to three candidates who passed an examination 
(but did not score in the top 20 or 10). Similarly, if a candidate 
appearing on the list is not available for employment, additional 
names are given, on request, to the hiring authority to ensure that at 
least 20 or 10 candidates can be considered. 

Lists can also be effectively shortened by individual agencies, 
without DOER approval. This occurs most often when an agency is 
attempting to comply with its affirmative action goals. The agency 
may have decided that only minority candidates appearing on lists 



should be considered to fill a position. If such a policy is in 
effect at an agency, the number of names on a list available fbr 
consideration is reduced. I 

Lists must remain in existence for a minimum of six months. ~ E R  determines how long, after the six months, any particular list will be 
allowed to exist. In making this decision, DOER must  consider^: 
a. whether the examinat ion process has changed ; 
b. how many vacancies are anticipated; 
c. when the examination was last administered; 
d. how many eligible applicants are still available; and 
e. how often the existing eligible list has been used. 

a. when the person is hired for a position in the class for which 
he or she was listed; 

b. when the person is hired for a position in another class at a 
comparable or higher salary; 

c. when the person fails to respond within seven days regarding 
continued availability for appointment; 

d. when the person declines an appointment under conditions qhich 
were previously indicated to be acceptable; 

e. when the person fails to report for an 
f. when the person fails to maintain a record of current 

a required second examination. 

g. when the hirer documents that a person does not meet 
ments of the position or the person fails to 

DOER also has the authority to remove names from eligible lists 
of the following situations: 

6. Selection 

in any 

Selection for classified positions may be 
through other means found in statute. With few exceptions, 
missioner of DOER is given the legal authority for 
to grant an agency request for appointments not 
Selection, however, is made by the hiring 

How Minnesota Recognizes and Rewards Outstanding Employee per flormance 

Financial rewards for outstanding performance are limited to 
groups of employees. Achievement or merit awards are available 

certain 
to be 

distributed to 35 - 40 percent of an 
sional employees. These employees 
Association of Professional 
Engineers Council (MGEc), or 
size of the maximum annual award depends on 



Contracts in effect as of July 1, 1985 allow the following: 

Union Rewresentative 

MAPE 
blGEC 
Middle Management 

Permissible Award Size 

4 percent of salary or $1,000 maximum 
4 percent of salary or $1,600 maximum 
4 percent of salary or $1,400 maximum 

Money for achievement awards is not directly allocated to state 
departments. Management must find the funds somewhere in their 
budgets. If no money is available, no rewards can be distributed. 

E. Minnesota's State civil Service System from the perspective of the 
Hirer 

When a position needs to be filled, approval from the hirer's superior is 
necessary. Once approval is obtained, the hirer contacts the agency 
personnel division, if one is available, or DOER, if one is not available. 
If there were no collective bargaining provisions requiring other action, 
the personnel contact would check to see if a list exists of candidates 
previously deemed qualified for the position. 

1. If a list exists, one or more of the following would occur: 

a. The hirer would request that DOER or his/her agency screen 
the list to determine if all of the persons appearing on the list 
were available and interested in the position. This request could 
be denied by DOER if screening would take too much time. 

b. If no screening occurs, the hirer would review the list to 
determine who among the 10 or 20 names was still available. If 
fewer than 10 or 20 names on the list were still viable, the 
hirer could request additional names up to the maximum of 10 or 
20. The hirer could also consider only the remaining names on the 
original list. 

c. If the hirer found that none of the candidates on the list was 
satisfactory, even after names had been added, he/she could 
request that the examination that was used to determine the list 
be reopened. The hirer would have the burden of proving that the 
list had no qualified candidates. DOER would determine whether or 
not the examination should be reopened. 

d. If the request to reopen the examination was unsuccessful, the 
hirer could (1) choose from the list, (2) leave the position 
vacant, (3) re-describe the position to fit a different classifi- 
cation, (4) attempt to hire through other classified means 
(i.e. provisional, temporary, emergency), (5) attempt to hire 
outside the classified service (i .e. rule 10 appointments 1. 

2. If a list and examination for the position do not exist, the 
followins could occur: 

a. An examination would be prepared by the individual agency and/or 
DOER for approval by DOER. 

b. The examination would be announced by DOER and the position might 
be advertised by the individual agency. 



c. The examination would be given and scored by DOER, agency 
nel professionals, or other experts. 

d. The results would be ranked, a list of passing applicants 
be compiled and a list of the top 10 or 20 scorers/names 1 
certified. 

e. See 1, steps a - d. 
3 .  If protected groups are underrepresented the agency could 

a policy that no candidate other than aualified protected 
members- could be considered for the ap<ointment .- If such 
licy existed in the aqency and the hirer found the protecl 
member to be unsatisfa~to>~, he/she would be required to 1 
the agency affirmative action officer that the candidate r 
quali f ied. 

4. If a relevant layoff list exists, the hirer would have to 
with contract recall provisions. 

5. To sidestep lists and/or affirmative action or union prov: 
the hirer could do one of the following: 

a. leave the position vacant for a certain amount of time anc 
sequently attempt to convince DOER that the examination sl 
reopened (hoping that the passage of time will make the 11 
useless ) ; 

b. attempt to have the position reclassified, into another cl 
a better list (in his/her opinion) or into a class with nc 
If the latter occurred, the examination would have to be t 
tered and section 2 above would have to be followed. 

The chart on the following page, put together by the Department ol 
Administration, illustrates the hiring process. 
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HIRING PROCESS FOR CLASSIFIED APPOINTMENTS 

CLASSIFICATION RECRUITING AND EXAMINING SELECTION 1 I I 
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FINDINGS 

I. THE STATE CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM IS COMPLEX AND RIGID. 

The complexity of the state civil service system is illustrated in the 
hundreds of pages of statutes, rules, procedures, and union contracts 
governing every aspect of employment. Many parts of the civil service 
system do not stand alone. Instead, individual parts are related to 
or cross other parts of the personnel system. For example, the class- 
ification system is more than just placing jobs in proper groups. 
Classification may be important when hiring or laying off employees. 
Similarly, compensation is important to current employees and impor- 
tant when recruiting and hiring. As a result of the complexity of the 
system, persons in and out of the system who are not personnel profes- 
sionals have difficulty understanding it. 

The state personnel system is rigid, particularly when hiring. Many 
specific procedures developed by DOER must be followed. There are 
exceptions to rules which add to the complexity of the system. When 
exceptions are not obtained they add to the rigidity of the system. 
Union contracts also define boundaries specifically. Management 
representatives bargain for the terms found in contracts. 

The findings in this report illustrate issues arising largely because 
of the complexity or rigidity of the system. 

11. CIVIL SERVICE AND COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

A. SOME PEOPLE QUESTION THE NECESSITY OF A CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM IN A 
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING CONTEXT. 

With collective bargaining in the public sector, many question the 
necessity of a civil service system. Since unions exist primarily for 
the protection of their members, another protective system, such as 
civil service, seems redundant. Dual systems might also bring about 
unnecessary conflicts. As a practical matter, why should employees 
who are organized be allowed to have the benefits of both organization 
and civil service? 

An expert points out important differences between the public and 
private sectors and concludes that it might be difficult for a merit 
system (civil service) to continue to exist alongside a collective 
bargaining system. Reasons include the following: 

Merit systems are designed to ensure that the selection, reten- 
tion, and promotion of public employees are based on qualifi- 
cations and meritorious performance alone. Employees (and their 
representative organizations) often consider merit to be a 
euphemism for favoritism. As a result, employee representatives 
often weave strict seniority, across-the-board wage adjustments, 
and the like into negotiated contracts. It is therefore ques- 
tionable whether merit systems can survive amid collective 
bargaining practices. (1) 



B. STATE LABOR UNIONS DO NOT BARGAIN OVER ANY OF THE TRADITIONALCIVIL 
SERVICE PROCEDURES. 

Labor unions representing Minnesota state employees or other ublic or 
private employees do not bargain over the traditional civil s rvice 
procedures of recruitment and examination. These areas are c ncluded 
to be "inherently managerial" and thus not available for barg ining 
purposes. A simpler explanation is that labor relations law ilY 
requires that the "terms and conditions" of employment be neg tiated. 
Thus, terms and conditions occurring prior to employment, suc as 
recruitment, examination, and selection, have not been subjec to 
negotiation. One prominent union official, representing a la ge 
number of state employees, added that the hiring areas covere by 
civil service (recruitment, examination, and selection) are n t ones 

negotiated topics. 

i 
which, to his knowledge, unions are anxious to add to their 1 sts of 1 
Labor agreements do, however, cover procedures to be followed for some 
types of selection (i .e. recall of employees who have been laild off) 
and compensation. For the most part, such decisions are base on 
seniority. 4 
IN MINNESOTA. 

The CO-existence of collective bargaining and civil service s 
be particularly troublesome in Minnesota because the two 
structured to minimize legal conflict. After several years of 
statutory changes, both the extent of collective bargaining and the 
relationship of collective bargaining to the civil service sys~tem are 
clear. Organized labor is recognized for sixteen well-defined~ 
occupational units. I 

The civil service laws and regulations are applicable to all 
employees. The law designates that terms and conditions of em 
for employees in bargaining units must be negotiated with 
representatives. Similarly, 
conditions of employment are 
the Commissioner's plan or 
are no legal conflicts 
contracts. 

D. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS RESTRICT MANAGEMENT FLEXIBILITY. 

Although collective bargaining and civil service exist in ~innbsota 
without legal conflict, collective bargaining does restrict ma agement 
flexibility. For example, topics covered in agreements, such s 
probationary periods, seniority requirements, and compensation 
schedules, restrict management flexibility. This restriction is not 
unique to the public sector. It exists in the private sector 
employees are organized and represented by unions. 

ihe r e 



' ( E. IN OTHER STATES CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEMS ARE PERCEIVED TO BE MORE SERIOUS 
IMPEDIMENTS TO EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE STATE MANAGEMENT THAN 
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. 

Despite the fact that collective bargaining agreements restrict man- 
agement flexibility, a recent survey of several states' administra- 
tors found that the civil service system, not collective bargaining, 
is perceived to be more of an impediment to effective state manage- 
ment. Twenty-one hundred administrators in ten states were surveyed. 
(2) Of those responding, the most serious impediments to efficient 
and effective state management were: 

1. Difficulty in adequately rewarding outstanding employee 
per f ormance ; 

2. Civil service procedures for selecting and hiring personnel; 

3. Difficulty in effectively disciplining or dismissinp 
incompetent employees; and 

4. Difficulty in filling key vacancies and retaining key staff. 

I (For specific survey data see Appendix A.) 

I' III. DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE STATE WORK FORCE 

I ( A. THE STATE WORK FORCE IS AGING. 

The average age of state employees has increased from 38.8 years of 
age in 1980 to 41.6 years in 1983. (See Appendix B for specific 
information.) This situation is not unique to state government. 
private employers are feeling similar effects of the baby boom 

I generation. 

B. TURNOVER IS DECLINING. 

Turnover in state government has declined from 18.2 percent in 1970, 
11.7 percent in 1980. and 6.9 percent in 1983. (See Appendix B for 
intervening years.) - - 

( C. AGING OF THE WORK FORCE COUPLED WITH DECLINE IN TURNOVER RATES RAISES 
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE ABILITY OF EMPLOYERS TO MEET THE NEEDS OF 
EMPLOYEES. 

Many persons interpret changing work force demographics to mean more 
demand and fierce competition for fewer promotional opportunities. 
The ability of employers to retain highly qualified employees in this 
environment is also at risk. As a state planning committee put it 
"the state is faced with an unprecedented number of employees at an 
age when they expect the opportunity for promotion and career advance- 
ment. (At the same time) the state faces for the foreseeable future a 
climate of no growth or cutbacks in programs making these opportun- 
ities fewer and further between." (3) According to a recent article, 
private sector employers believe that "as the baby boom becomes a 
middle-age bulge in the work force, competition for promotion will be 
keen. Some of those passed over will walk out the door. ..." (4) 



Compensation f o r  aging s t a t e  employees is a l s o  a  concern,  a s  *any w i l l  
f i n d  themselves a t  the t o p  of their s a l a r y  ranges  w i t h  nowher 
A s  of  J u l y  16 ,  1985, 44 pe rcen t  of s t a t e  employees were a t  th  
of t h e i r  s a l a r y  range. S p e c i f i c  ba rga in ing  u n i t s  w i t h  h ighe r  
t ages  include:  law enforcement (45  p e r c e n t ) ,  c r a f t s  (96 perce  
v i c e  (45 p e r c e n t ) ,  t e c h n i c a l  (53  p e r c e n t ) ,  eng ineers  (59 p e r c  
h e a l t h  t rea tment  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  (57 p e r c e n t ) ,  and a l l  t h r e e  l e  
supe rv i so ry  employees (Level  1 - 47 pe rcen t ,  Level 2 - 97 pe r  
Level 3 - 59 p e r c e n t ) .  (See Appendix B f o r  remaining ba rga in  
s a l a r y  range maximum f i g u r e s . )  

I V .  PERSONNEL SYSTEM PERSPECTIVES ~ 
A. AN AGENCY'S OR AN INDIVIDUAL'S PERSPECTIVE OF THE STATE PERSO h NEL 

SYSTEM CAN OFTEN BE DISTINGUISHED BY ITS/HIS/HER RELATIONSHIPTO THE 
STATE. 

DOER b e l i e v e s  t h a t  t h e  system is  working a s  w e l l  a s  it p o s s i b  e  can,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  s i z e  of i t s  budget and s t a f f .  
employees o f t e n  view their r o l e  a s  t h a t  of " en fo rce r s  o r  guar n t o r s  o f  
merit system p r i n c i p l e s . "  ( 5 )  They b e l i e v e  t h a t  changing the system 
to  respond more t o  t h e  needs of management may mean compromising merit 
and opening the door t o  abuse. ~ 
Unions l e a d e r s  a l s o  b e l i e v e  t h a t ,  o v e r a l l ,  t h e  s t a t e  system 
works r e l a t i v e l y  w e l l .  C o l l e c t i v e  barga in ing  and t h e  c i v i l  s e r v i c e  
system a r e  a b l e  t o  co-ex is t  s ide-by-side.  Unions do have con#erns.  
The concerns va ry  from one union t o  another .  Some d e s i r e  mor$ t r a i n -  
ing  f o r  t h e i r  members, o t h e r  d e s i r i n g  more t r a i n i n g  of superv$sors  and 
managers. S t i l l  o t h e r s ,  a r e  concerned about t h e  number of c l g s s e s  o r  
t h e  h i r i n g  of  temporary employees t o  avoid h i r i n g  i n  the c l a s $ i f i e d  
s e r v i c e .  ( 6 )  I 

Ind iv idua l  agency personnel  o f f i c e r s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t s y s t e m  
works reasonably  we l l  and does  no t  need s i g n i f i c a n t  o v e r h a u l .  Many 
s e e  themselves a s  advocates  f o r  t h e i r  agency ' s  management i n  d i scus -  
s i o n s  w i t h  DOER. ( 7 )  I 

Managers and s u p e r v i s o r s  g e n e r a l l y  a g r e e  w i t h  the concept of merit, 
b u t  d i s a g r e e  t h a t  a  "system" can be  the b e s t  judge of  mer i t .  T h e y  
s t a t e  t h a t  t h e  system i s  more complex and r i g i d  than  it h a s  t? be.  
This complexity and r i g i d i t y  u s u a l l y  t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  a  l a r g e  I 
investment of t i m e  t o  e i t h e r  f u l f i l l  o r  g e t  around requirements.  Who 
you know is an  important  f a c t o r  i n  how qu ick ly  and/or e f f e c t i  e l y  a  E personnel  r eques t  is  accomplished. When l a y o f f s  and r e c a l l  o cu r  
among union employees (90 percen t  of t h e  s t a t e  c l a s s i f i e d  s e r y i c e ) ,  
y e a r s  of s e r v i c e ,  no t  performance, is  t h e  primary cons ide ra t i0n .  The 
compensation system does no t  adequa te ly  cons ider  i n d i v i d u a l  p$r for -  
mance, s o  t h e r e  a r e  few i n c e n t i v e s  t o  encourage good performance and 
d i scourage  mediocre o r  less-than-mediocre performance. ( 8  ) ~ 
Non-management employees s e e  t h e  system a s  ove r ly  complex and 
There a r e  concerns about  improper c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of p o s i t i o n s  
l e n g t h  of t i m e  i t  t a k e s  t o  have a r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r eques t  r e  
Some employees b e l i e v e  t h e r e  a r e  t o o  many exams, while o t h e r s  
there a r e  t o o  few. S i m i l a r l y  the types  of  exams given a r e  a 



Some employees want performance factored into promotion, layoff, and 
recall decisions, while others believe that this opportunity would 
only lead to favoritism. (9) 

ADMINISTRATION 

Most United States state personnel systems are regulated by personnel 
boards, personnel commissions, or civil service commissions. Some of 
these boards also have operating functions and/or judicial functions. 
(10) 

In Minnesota, the Department of Employee Relations regulates and 
operates the system. With the exception of judicial powers given to 
many civil service boards and commissions, its commissioner has the 
powers of a board or commission. 

THERE IS CONTROVERSY OVER THE BEST METHOD FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
STATE PERSONNEL SYSTEM. 

Supporters of the current administrative structure point out that some 
decentralization (day-to-day personnel activities to individual agency 
personnel divisions) is in effect. The option and power to decentra- 
lize, however, remains with DOER. DOER currently allows some agency 
personnel divisions flexibility in administering-aspects of the-sysL 
tem, including the development of position descriptions, determining 
classes, writing job announcements, establishing qualifications for 
positions, and scoring experience and training ratings. 

When disputes between the agency and DOER arise, however, decentrali- 
zation is diminished. Advance approval from DOER of day-to-day man- 
agement personnel actions is required. This arrangement allows re- 
sponsibility for unfavorable results to be shifted to DOER and limits 
agency and management direct responsibility and accountability for 
personnel decisions. 

Supporters of the current system also point to the possible inability 
of managers to deal effectively with the political pressures and 
favoritism inherent in hiring for government positions. The system, 
in effect, protects them from this pressure. It is thought to be 
difficult to design a personnel system that can deal fairly with 
abusers after the occurrence of violat ions. 

Advocates for changing the current system point out that although DOER 
currently delegates some of its authority to individual agencies, 
problems still occur. Specifically: 

a. Personnel rules and procedures are fairly rigid and require a 
great investment of time to implement. Flexibility for day-to- 
day personnel decisions is the exception, not the rule; and 

b. There can never be true accountability on the part of hirers 
or personnel professionals in individual agencies if DOER exists 
as a scapegoat. 



Supporters of mandatory decentralization point to recent chanbes in 
the California state personnel system. ~ 
The state of California studied decentralization during the 1 
and early 1980s after a report criticized the selection proce 
specifically, and the personnel system generally, as "overly 
rigid, and protracted." (11) In order to place accountabilit 

was recommended. 

selection of employees at what was concluded to be the approp 
level, the strengthening of personnel management functions in 
ments and increased delegation of selection activities to tha 

A cost-effectiveness study of decentralization found that It.. a 
decentralization program can achieve the significant advantag s of 
delegation without increasing total (personnel) resources." ( 2) 

and significant improvements in the examination process can b 

f 
Further study found that "...more effective use of existing r+sources 

achieved through a decentralization of the examination proces 
would delegate the majority of examinations to departments." 

Pilot programs testing decentralization were successful. 
the California Legislature authorized decentralization for a1 

departments perform virtually all phases of examination 

AS ! , 
remaining state agencies. Under decentralization, individual 

administration, including determining the examination plan, d 
the examination instruments (i.e. type and number of tests), 
bulletins (notice and announcement), reviewing applications, 
conducting any other steps that might arise in an examination1 

The State Personnel Board's responsibilities under decentralihation 
are to define and provide training and consultative service t 
departmental personnel staff. Additionally, to reduce manual 
processing, the State Personnel Board's data processing softw 
made available to individual departments. 

Important features of California's decentralized selection pr+cedures 
include: 1 

a. TWINING of responsible departmental staff in: a) orienta ion to 
the principles of the merit system; b) the incorporation o affir- 
mative action and upward mobility considerations into exam nation 
planning; c) identification of alternatives to examining i filling 
vacancies; d) an understanding of the importance of job-re atedness 

uniform guidelines on employee selection procedures. 

I in selection; e) the principal strengths and drawbacks of qach se- 
lection device; f) the development of an exam security system to 
maintain test security and the confidentiality of candidate 
information: and g) an orientation to the implications of 

b. PROBATIONARY PERIODS (not to be confused with employee probationary 
periods) during which decentralized departments must demonstrate 
their ability to administer selection procedures consisten 
state policies and State Personnel Board standards and gui 

c. POST-AUDITS by State Personnel Baord staff to ensure conti uing 
compliance with guidelines. " 



California's experience with decentralization has proved successful. 
Summaries of the effects of decentralization show: 

* the emergence of very few policy-related issues; those which do 
arise are concluded as being minor; 

* preliminary affirmative action results at least as satisfactory as 
those from examinations administered centrally: 

* examination appeal rates for decentralized examinations no higher 
than for centralized examinations; 

* decentralized examination costs no higher than centralized 
examining. (14) 

As of November 1, 1985, 20 of the 64 ~alifornia state agencies were 
scheduled to have completed their probation periods, with 37 
additional departments scheduled to complete their probation periods 
by July 1, 1986. 

VI . COMPENSATION 
A. FOR UNIONIZED EMPLOYEES, FACTORS DETERMINING MOVEMENT WITHIN CURRENT 

STATE COMPENSATION RANGES ARE ALMOST SOLELY LONGEVITY-BASED. 

Generally, compensation progression (step increases) for most state 
employees follows one of three systems: a) annual increases until 
mid-point of salary is reached, then biennial increases; b) six month 
advancement to range maximum (for ranges with two steps, i.e. skilled 
trades); or c) two advancements during the first year, then one ad- 
vancement per year until the maximum is reached. Appropriate 
contracts must be consulted to determine which method applies. (A 
sample compensation grid is included in Appendix C.) 

Additionally, biennial negotiation results in upward movement of the 
salary range. 

Subject to collective bargaining agreements, semi-annual, annual, or 
biennial increases are given to most state employees for 
"satisfactory" performance. Managers and supervisors cannot grant 
partial step increases. They must grant the full amount of the 
negotiated increase or none at all. Satisfactory performance is not 
specifically defined. 

Managers feel that it is difficult to withhold allowed step increases. 
Union contracts, however, require only that a manager provide written 
notice to the employee of the intent to withhold an increase. In 
fact, increases are seldom withheld and the number of complaints for 
failure to grant the increase is fairly low. Union officials, 
however, indicate that the number of complaints received due to 
withholding of the step progression is increasing. From 1980 to 1985, 
AFSCME, the state's largest union, representing approximately 18,000 
employees, received 86 complaints at its central office. Prior to 
offical filing of a complaint, the employee and/or employee's union 
steward may have attempted to resolve the situation informally, by 
communicating directly with the manager or supervisor. The actual 
number of complaints regarding failure to receive step progression 
increases can. t h e r e f n r e  - reannnahl  v he anni~rned f n  h e  1 a r a e r  



I 

If s t ep  increases a re  granted, an employee moves up the  sa l a r  range 
based on the amount of time he/she has spent in  s t a t e  service with 
l i t t l e  regard t o  performance. i I 
In 1979, Hay Associates, a national personnel consulting f i r m  
concluded that  in-range salary  movement was based primarily o I I 
longevity, and not performance. Hay recommended tha t  a 
"pay-for-performance" philosophy be adopted along with the de elopment 
of  a job performance measurement system. j 

B. PAY-FOR-PERFORMANCE COMPENSATION SYSTEMS ARE G A I N I N G  I N  POPU 
I 

Pay-for-performance is not a new concept, Its acceptabi l i ty  
increasing across a l l  sectors  of the pr ivate  work force. A N w York 
Times a r t i c l e  noted tha t  ''...more than 100 of some 500 mediumand I 
large  companies surveyed by the  Hay Group.. .said tha t  they e i ther  had 
begun t o  spread incentives (pay-for-performance) t o  lower levhls i n  
t he i r  organizations or planned t o  do so. ~ a n a g e r s ' ,  profess i  
workers', and technical workers' ...p ay w i l l  increasingly depe 
performance. Even among blue-collar workers, a s imilar  appro 

I 
t o  be gaining. One recent sign: General Motors' t en ta t ive  a 
with the  United Auto Workers t o  t i e  the  pay of workers a t  GM' 
Saturn Corp. pa r t ly  t o  the subsidiary 's  performance. " (15) 

I 
I 

Even among public organizations pay-for-performance is increa ing. 
Pay-for-per formance already e x i s t s  for  some employees of the 1 I 
University of Minnesota Hospital system. Hospital o f f i c i a l s  omment 
tha t  pay-for-performance is increasing productivity. The sys em is 
employed for  data entry employees and works as  follows: 

! 
hi r ing ,  s t a f f  a r e  not i f ied tha t  the wage r a t e  assigned w i l l  at  th(! m ve t ime up or Of  

I 
down depending on performance. ~ c c o r d i n g  t o  hospi ta l  adminis ra- t ion  
o f f i c i a l s ,  the program is extremely successful. Data entry p rsonnel 
a r e  earning $7 t o  $12 an hour, depending on production levels  The i I 
University is considering expanding pay-for-per f ormance t o  o t  e r  
employees. Hennepin County is a l s o  invest igating the feas ibi  i t y  of 
pay-f or -per formance , 

I 
In the ear ly  1980s, DOER'S labor re la t ions  bureau advocated 
pay-for-performance Eor a l l  s t a t e  employees, not just  non-rep esented 
employees. Current DOER s t a f f  indicated two reasons for the . I 
discontinuance of t h i s  advocacy: I 
a )  DOER does not intend t o  disrupt  the currently posi t ive  c l iha t e  of 

labor re la t ions  by negotiating pay-for-performance with em loyee 
unions who do not des i re  i t ;  and P 

b)  i f  the objective of pay-for-performance is t o  increase s t a f e  
employee productivi ty,  DOER sees no evidence tha t  t h i s  w i l  work i n  
the public sector .  f 

I 'I 
Pay-for-performance works most e f fec t ive ly  when it can 
measureable r e su l t s ,  according t o  DOER. An a r t i c l e  
c i v i l  service changes implemented i n  1978 argues against 

I 
pay-for-performance i n  the public sec tor ,  s t a t ing  "...pay and 
personnel experts cannot agree on whether pay-for-per formance 
e f fec t ive  -- in  the pr ivate  industry. Research on how t o  
pay-for-performance t o  government is scant a t  bes t ,  and 
should be improved s ign i f ican t ly  before the concept is 
-..Ll: - ---LA- 11 / I T \  I 



Not everyone i n  t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r  ag rees  with t h i s  conclusion.  Donald 
Devine, former d i r e c t o r  of  t h e  U.S. Of £ i c e  of  Personnel  Management, 
a rgues  t h a t  p u b l i c  managers a r e  no t  managing a s  e f f e c t i v e l y  a s  t h e i r  
p r i v a t e  c o u n t e r p a r t s .  Why? "...because government workers a r e  p r e t t y  
much l i k e  t h e  f o l k s  who work anywhere else. They need i n c e n t i v e s  and 
rewards f o r  doing a good job ... t h e r e i n  l ies  t h e  s o l u t i o n .  A merit-pay 
reform bi l l . . . is  making a d i f f e r e n c e .  A new bonus s t r u c t u r e  and 
s t rengthened  performance r a t i n g  system g ive  good managers g r e a t e r  
rewards. Cash awards i n  one agency du r ing  1984 increased  from 33 
pe rcen t  t o  57 percen t .  The awards a r e  drawn from t h e  same s a l a r y  poo l  
( t h e  taxpayer  is n o t  paying e x t r a  f o r  t h e  awards) ,  s o  poor performers  
r e c e i v e  less money f o r  t h e i r  work. But more reforms a r e  needed. 
Because t h e  government is a no t - fo r -p ro f i t  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  t h e  need f o r  
pay-for-performance a t  every rank -- n o t  j u s t  f o r  managers -- is even 
g r e a t e r  than  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r . "  (17 )  

p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  personne l  e x p e r t s  a l s o  d i s a g r e e  wi th  t hose  who contend 
t h a t  pay-for-performance systems work only a t  c e r t a i n  l e v e l s  o r  i n  
c e r t a i n  occupat ions .  They i n s i s t  t h a t  pay-for-performance systems do 
work; t h a t  is t h e  reason such systems a r e  u t i l i z e d  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  
s e c t o r .  

Unions a r e  g e n e r a l l y  opposed t o  pay-for-performance because it l i m i t s  
t h e  unions '  r o l e  i n  determining compensation. Some union o f f i c i a l s  
a rgue  t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  system is "pay-f or-per formance" because s t e p  
i n c r e a s e s  a r e  n o t  t o  be given u n l e s s  t h e r e  is s a t i s f a c t o r y  p e r f o r -  
mance. Add i t i ona l ly ,  a pay-for-performance system would r e q u i r e  
increased  management f l e x i b i l i t y  and input .  Unions p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  
t h i s  i nc reases  t h e  oppor tun i ty  f o r  management abuse and u n f a i r  
t rea tment  of  employees. 

C. NON-REPRESENTED STATE EMPLOYEES ARE COMPENSATED ACCORDING TO THEIR 
PERFORMANCE. 

Two compensation p l a n s  e x i s t  f o r  non-represented s t a t e  employees, t h e  
Management P l an  and t h e  Commissioner's Plan.  Both p l a n s  are prepared 
by DOER and approved by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re .  The Commissioner's Plan 
covers  employees excluded from c o l l e c t i v e  barga in ing .  The Manager's 
Plan covers  non-represented,  upper- level  management employees. 

Both p l a n s  have merit pay. I n  a n  a t t empt  t o  con ta in  c o s t s ,  t h e  
L e g i s l a t u r e  r e c e n t l y  imposed a l i m i t a t i o n  on t h e  Management P lan  
r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  t o t a l  s a l a r y  i n c r e a s e s  average no more than  5 pe rcen t  
p e r  agency pe r  yea r .  The e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  l i m i t a t i o n  is viewed 
d i f f e r e n t l y .  Some persons  a rgue  t h a t  a cap  may n o t  b e  unreasonable ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  when cons ide r ing  t h e  c u r r e n t  low r a t e  o f  i n f l a t i o n .  
Employees i n  t h e  p l a n  d i sag ree .  An e d i t o r i a l  appear ing  i n  t h e  F a l l  
1985 S t a t e  o f  Minnesota Management Advisory Council Update concluded 
t h a t  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  cap might have been enacted a s  a response t o  t h e  
r e s u l t s  of pay-for-performance du r ing  1983 and 1984. According t o  t h e  
ar t ic le ,  du r ing  1983 and 1984, 79 pe rcen t  and 73 p e r c e n t ,  respec-  
t i v e l y ,  of a l l  managers were r a t e d  as "above e x p e c t a t i o n s "  o r  
"outs tanding".  The average s a l a r y  i n c r e a s e  was 9 pe rcen t .  The au tho r  
concluded a s  fol lows:  "Whatever ( t h e  reasons  ), a l a c k  of conf idence 
( f o r  managers) is ev iden t  and pay-for-performance looks  l i k e  i t  w i l l  
e rode  toward t h e  means of  g r a n t i n g  most managers s a l a r y  i nc reases  a t  
o r  j u s t  below a f i x e d ,  equa l  amount.. . this is indeed a shame." 



D. USE O F  PERFORMANCE REVIEWS I N  THE STATE PERSONNEL SYSTEM CONTRASTS 
GENERALLY WITH THOSE O F  THE PRIVATE SECTOR. 

A manager's assessment of an employee I s  performance is very imbrtant  
i n  determining the pay of employees i n  many large, well-organi ed P private sector companies. Generally, goals are se t  i n  advance for 
each position. The employee has notice of what is expected. 
t ionally,  private sector managers m u s t  make periodic evaluatio 
employee's performance as well as review the evaluation with t 
employee. Every attempt is made to t i e  compensation to  the 
achievement of goals as documented i n  the review. 

The s t a t e  requires that  managers under take periodic employee 1 
performance reviews. The reviews are based on performance objbctives 
found i n  position descriptions. The performance review form, bowever, 
specifically s t a tes  that the information "may be used i n  decis~ions 
concerning ... performance-related salary adjustments ...." (emphasis 
added). Contracts w i t h  MAPE, MGEC, and Middle Management u n i p n s  
expl ici t ly  s t a t e  that "authorized increases shal l  be recommendgd i n  
the context of per formance measured against speci f i c  per formanbe 
standards of objectives." (18) The extent to  which performanc 
reviews are used for purposes of determining compensation is u b known. 

State performance review forms indicate five levels of performbnce: 

a )  below standards 
b )  minimally meets standards 
c )  ful ly  meets standards 
d ) exceeds standards 
e )  greatly exceeds standards 

(See Appendix D for sample performance review form. ) ' 
Represented (union) s t a t e  employees receiving ratings of ( c ) ,  
( e )  are ent i t led to the same increase, unless their  contract a lows 
achievement awards. Some contracts attempt to  different iate  

(discussed i n  the next section).  

Id', Or 

performance by allowing achievement awards for deserving emplo 

The fact  that compensation increases are negotiated for s t a t e  
employees and performance reviews are not mandatory for determ 
a l l  or most of the compensation of represented employees reduc 
extent to  which compensation can be determined by actual perfo 

E. ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS FOR OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE ARE NOT D I R E C T L ~  
ALLOCATED. ADDITIONALLY, ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS ARE LIMITED AND OPTEN 
DISTRIBUTED INCONSISTENTLY WITH THE PURPOSE AND GOALS O F  THE R P A R D S .  

Money to  reward outstanding employee performance is not direct  
allocated to  s t a t e  departments. Managers m u s t  f i n d  the f u n d s  
somewhere i n  their  budgets, and i f  no money is available, then 
rewards can be given. During 1984, $2,053,250 was distributed 
employees e l ig ib le  for the awards. 

Achievement awards for outstanding performance by s t a t e  employ 
limited to  employee unions negotiating for them. Achievement 
are available to  employees who are members of the Minnesota 
Association of Professional Employees (MAPE), Minnesota Govern 



Engineers Council (MGEC), Middle Management ~ssociation (MMA), or 
Minnesota Nurses Association, (MNA). The size of the maqimum annual 
award depends on the contractual agreement and ranges from $1,000 - 
$1,600 per year or four percent of salary, whichever is lesser. 

Problems with the distribution of awards exist. For example, several 
managers indicated that achievement awards often are distributed on a 
rotating basis to qualified employees to be fair to all employees. 
Another method of improper award distribution includes distribution to 
an employee who has little chance of promotion and who has been at the 
top of the salary range for a year or more. 

Improper distribution of achievement awards may have several results: 
a) lack of respect for the award system, b) lack of pride or sense of 
accomplishment by recipients of the awards, or c) distrust among 
peers. 

F. HIRING AUTHORITIES ARE ALLOWED SOME FLEXIBILITY IN DETERMINING AN 
EMPLOYEE'S SALARY UPON ENTRANCE TO THE STATE SERVICE. 

A personnel rule allows the hiring authority limited flexibility in 
determining the salary at which an employee should be hired. A 
non-promotional appointment may be made at the second or third step of 
a range or within 12 percent of the minimum rate for a class with a 
salary range that does not include steps. Prior approval from DOER is 
necessary to make an appointment at or beyond the fourth step of the 
salary range, or more than 12 percent above the minimum rate. 

G. SOME PRIVATE SECTOR COMPANIES ALLOW EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION INCREASES 
FOR CONTINUED DEVELOPMENT OF EXPERTISE IN A FIELD. 

Traditionally, public and private employees have been expected to move 
upward into supervisory or management levels to receive large salary 
increases. Personnel experts as well as administrators are 
increasingly recognizing that not all professionals or specialists 
make good managers. Additionally, changing demographics indicate that 
veteran employees expect more advancement than is possible with the 
number of positions available. 

As a result of this dilemma, one large private-sector company 
developed a two-tier compensation system (career ladders) that allows 
for compensation increases as an individual progresses within a 
particular field or moves up management levels. The company believes 
dual compensation~ystems are best suited for professional fields. 



The system is used ( i n  t h i s  company) f o r  p ro fes s iona l s  in  tec n i c a l  
f i e l d s .  The fol lowing g r i d  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  compensation s y s  em. 
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The c a r e e r  ladder  al lowing an employee the  opt ion of remaininb in  
h i s h e r  profess ion/spec ia l ty  is d i s t ingu i shed  from longevi ty  pay in  
t h a t  i t  is a v a i l a b l e  only f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  improvement or competency 
within a  f i e l d .  I t  is not  guaranteed. ~ 

I 

H. COMPRESSION EXISTS AMONG STATE EMPLOYEE SALARIES. ~ 
Compression is t h e  narrowing of s a l a r i e s  between the  lowest p  
employee and t h e  h ighes t  paid s t a t e  employee. Typical ly  comp 
occurs when a  legis la t ively- imposed "cap" is imposed on the  hkghest 
s a l a r y  a l lowable ,  while lower l e v e l  s a l a r i e s  move up. ~ o n s e ~ h e n t l ~ ,  
a s  s a l a r i e s  inc rease  more employees f i n d  themselves bumping a k a i n s t  
t h e  cap. Ehployees whose s a l a r i e s  a r e  capped do not r ece ive  increases  
in  compensat ion ,  s h o r t  of promot ion. 

The s t a t e ' s  f u l l t i n e  employees, from the  lowest c l a s s i f i c a t i o  
comnissioners of departments,  a r e  paid in  a  s a l a r y  range span 
approximately $58,000, a s  of 1984. The lowest s a l a r y  is appr 
$10, 750, and the  h ighes t  is approximately $69,000. 

In 1984, the  average s t a t e  employee earned approximately $23, 00 and 
the  average s t a t e  manager earned approxiaa te ly  $44,000. Desp t e  t h i s  
d i f f e r e n c e ,  compression nay occur because of the  following r e  sons: P 

a .  Negotiated c o n t r a c t s  cont inue t o  push en t ry - l eve l  s a l a r i @ s  up; 
and 

b. Negotiated increases  do not n e c e s s a r i l y  r e s u l t  in a d d i t i  na l  
s t e p s  f o r  employees a t  the  top  of t h e i r  ranges;  

c. Enployee pay nay not exceed t h a t  of t he  commissioner of  i s h e r  
depar tmen t . I 

Unless the  s a l a r y  of the  commissioner of every department wer 
increase  in proport ion t o  t h a t  agreed t o  through union negot i  
t h e  number of admin i s t r a to r s  and managers a t  t h e i r  maximum l e  



increase over time. Commissioners' salaries might not increase because 
they are set by the Legislature. The visibility of this process makes it 
difficult to approve salary increases proportionate to those negotiated 
for represented state employees. 

The 1984 Twin Cities Metropolitan Area Salary Survey, of governmental 
salaries, indicates the problem of compression. The survey revealed 
an 8.9 percent increase in clerical salaries and a 6.9 percent in- 
crease in administration salaries. 

Compression is not static. Some years it will be more apparent. DOER 
indicates that the problem is not as severe today as it was in the 
past. 

Increases for state employees represented by unions for the years 1986 
and 1987 average approximately four percent. In addition to the 
negotiated increases, represented employees are eligible for step 
increases on a periodic basis (as indicated previously) which average 
from 2.5 percent to 3.8 percent, and some are eligible for achievement 
awards (as indicated previously).  omm missioner's Plan increases also 
averaged four percent, exclusive of performance-based increases which 
are limited to an average of 3.5 percent per agency. The Management 
Plan does not provide automatic increases. Instead, performance 
increases are granted but limited to an average of five percent per 
agency for each year of the biennium. Increases for agency heads 
were limited to four percent during the biennium, with an average 
increase of 3.3 percent. (To see the difference in increases for all 
units in the executive branch for fiscal years 1982-1987, see ~ppendix 
E. 

I. TOP-LEVEL STATE MANAGEMENT SALARIES MIGHT NOT BE COMPETITIVE h'ITH 
THOSE OF SIMILAR POSITIONS IN OTHER PUBLIC SYSTEMS. 

The information below attempts to compare the salaries of top-level 
state managers with those of top-level local government units. The 
comparisons cannot be direct and are not complete because 
qualifications and responsibilities required of positions differ. 

The salary range for executive branch state commissioners as of 
January 1, 1985, was $40,000-$70,000. The salaries of employees can 
meet but not exceed those of department commissioners. 

The chart below illustrates salaries of selected top local government 
officials. (Inca1 government figures are taken from the 1984 Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area Salary Survey.) 

Jurisdiction Posit ion Mean Salary 

Hennepin County Administrator $71,300 (1984) 
Ramsey County Administrator $60,300 (1984) 
Minneapolis City Manager, Administrator $64,500 (1984) 

Hennepi n Associate County ~dministrator $70,332 (1984) 

The figures indicate that some salaries of top metro area local 
government officials are higher than those of state government 
officials. Salaries of local government officials in many non-metro 
counties are lower than state salaries. 



VII. CLASSIFICATION ~ 
i 

THE STATE'S CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM CAN BE USED FOR PURPOSES OTHER THAN 
THOSE FOR WHICH IT WAS CREATED. 

Most public and private personnel systems use some type of cl ssi- 
fication system. A class consists of one or more positions w th 
similar duties and responsibilities. State law allows classi ication 
descriptions to be used for recruitment, examination, and ini ial 

or accomplishing or avoiding employee layoffs. 

i 
determination of compensation. Some managers, independently r in 
conjunction with personnel professionals or other employees, se the 
classification system for other purposes, such as providing h f gher pay 

I 

Reclassification of a position is proper when reflecting chan es in a 
position's duties and responsibilities. A higher salary may esult 
from reclassification of a position. Reclassification may be 
requested for purposes of rewarding outstanding employee perf rmance 
(when other methods are exhausted or insufficient) or to circ mvent 
union contracts (clauses regarding layoffs, demotions, promot ons, or 
the right-to-strike). For example, one manager, faced with a layoff 
decision, successfully had a new class established to which h moved 

requiring layoffs according to seniority, without regard to 

a more productive employee with less seniority. 

I an unproductive employee with high seniority. Because the new class 
had no other incumbents, he then was able to lay off the unprc)ductive 
employee and keep the employee he desired. This required a lot of 
work and time, but it was necessary to get around a contract ylause 

performance. Had he not taken this step, he would have had t 

VIII. HIRING 

Hiring for the state service is primarily a three-part proces 
recruitment, examination, and selection. Classification may 
part of the hiring process, but to a much lesser extent. Iss 
arising in the different personnel system hiring processes ar 
discussed below. 

A. RECRUITMENT 

TWO PUBLISHED BULLETINS SERVE AS THE STATE'S PRIMARY RECRUITM~INT 
TOOLS. 

The state recruits candidates for employment primarily with t o 
published bulletins, Minnesota Career Opportunities and State 
Promotional Opportunities. Another bulletin is published onc a 
year. (For an example of the bulletin see Appendix F.) The ulletins 
are published every four weeks and distributed widely. Approimately i 
8,000 bulletins are distributed to 1,200 locations, including1 
university placement offices, governmental agencies, and emplqyment 
offices. These bulletins announce examinations, not position 
forms of recruitment, such as on-campus recruitment, are used 
less. 

Despite the fact that the two state bulletins are heavily re1 
for recruitment purposes, only 15 percent of the employees re 
surveyed (a random sample survey) found out about applying fo 



examinations through that process. The survey found that "it is far 
more common for the applicant to find out about the application 
process through less public methods, such as a personal referral (28 
percent) or an inquiry they made to an agency personnel office or 
specific manager or supervisor (16 percent). " (19) 

State recruitment is successful, if the number of applications 
received is the measure of success. During 1984, the state accepted 
52,986 applications for 706 examinations. 

Several reasons could account for this large number of applications: 
unemployment levels, scarcity of jobs, high entry-level salaries, and 
individuals filing numerous applications. 

THE STATE LIMITS ITS POOL OF CANDIDATES FOR SOME POSITIONS BY OPENING 
THE POSITIONS ONLY TO CURRENT STATE EMPLOYEES. 

Some positions are open only to current state employees. These 
positions are announced in the State Promotional Opportunities 
bulletin. Information in this bulletin is made available to all state 
employees. 

In 1985, 3,197 or 31.7 percent of state appointments were full-time 
classified appointments made from lists. Of this number, 2,497 (24.7 
percent) were open competitive, 662 (6.6 percent) were promotional, 
and 38 (0.4 percent) were reemployment or layoff list appointments. 

THE NUMBER OF PERSONS EMPLOYED IN STATE RECRUITMENT IS COMPARATIVELY 
SMALL. 

The administrative branch of state government has a total work force 
of 35,000. Approximately 28,000 of these employees work in the 
classified service. Currently, DOER is primarily responsible for 
recruitment of candidates for all classified state positions. DOER is 
staffed with 102 employees, eight of whom work at least partly on 
recruitment. (This figure does not include staff working on 
examinations or support staff.) The Equal Opportunity Division of 
DOER uses part of its five person staff in recruitment. Additionally, 
some staff of the individual agencies' personnel divisions may be 
involved in recruitment. The extent to which individual agency 
personnel staff interact with DOER is not easily determined. There 
can be a great deal of variation, according to most personnel 
directors. 

By comparison, another large governmental jurisdiction has a 
proportionately larger full-time recruitment staff. Hennepin County 
has a total work force of approximately 8,000. Its personnel 
department employs 53 persons, of whom 11 work in recruitment. The 
Hennepin County central personnel staff restricts itself to 
recruitment for lower, entry-level positions. Area representatives, 
working for specific divisions of the county, do most of the 
recruitment for professional and upper-level positions. 



B. EXAMINATION I 

I 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF AN EXAMINATION DOES NOT NECESSARILY MEAN A PO$ITION IS 
AVAILABLE. 

Examinations are administered so that a pool of qualified app icants 
will be readily available for potential vacancies. Exams adm nistered 
for classes with more than one incumbent are for a classifica ion, not 
a specific position. Examinations are given for classi ficati ns where 

available at the time the examination is administered. 

i 
there is some basis for believing that a position will be ope 
that does not necessarily translate into a specific position 

Employees do not necessarily understand this process. The De artment 
of Administration survey found that 68 percent of the time em loyees 
feel that they are, in fact, applying for a specific position about 
which they had personal knowledge. (20) It is probably safe o assume 

system, so will the general public. 

i 
that if current state employees misunderstand this aspect of the 

Currently, the state administers examinations for 125 classif 
"continuously." This number is large, but has decreased sign 
during the past five years, from 250 to 125. The reduction o 

time, the number of positions to be filled was decreasing. 

number of examinations continuously open occurred after DOER, 
tracking application volume in September 1984, noted that the 
of applications received was significantly increasing. At th 

THE STATE SPENDS LARGE AMOUNTS OF MONEY ON EXAMINATIONS. ~ 

An examination is commonly defined as an investigation by ins 
or the process of testing knowledge or ability through questi 

The budget of the Recruitment and Examination ~ivision of DO 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1985 was $890,967, of which a la 
portion was used to administer state personnel exams. DOER'S 
for the same fiscal year was $4.45 million. ~uring 1984, the 
received 52,986 applications for 706 examinations administere 
centrally (through DOER and not individual departments). Mor 
37,000 applicants were scheduled for written tests given at 3 
locations throughout the state. Of the over 37,000 applicant 
actually took the tests. A total of 17,854 candidates passed 

general public's view of an examination is probably that of a swering 
objective and essay questions and having a qualified or exper person 
in the field review the answers and score the test. Some sta e 
examinations are like that. Most, however, are not. 

The most popular type of examination (75 percent) is an "expe ience 
and training" rating. The rating is determined by a personne 

agency, and/or another expert. If the examination is for a 

I 
employee employed by DOER, a personnel employee in an individ 

classification for which scoring has been delegated and autho 
DOER, the department's personnel staff and/or experts will ra 

examinations and were placed on eligible lists to be referred 
agencies when vacancies occurred. 

EXAM INAT IONS ARE NOT ALWAYS EXAM INATIONS . 
to 



examination. The score assigned is based on information appearing on 
an application, and/or resume, and/or questionnaire, without further 
consultation or investigation. 

The experience and training rating is not a direct test of knowledge 
within a particular field but rather a comparison of what the 
applicant chose to include in the resume and responses to 
questionnaires (when used) with the rating scale used when the 
examination was announced. Consequently, much or all of the rating 
depends on how well the resume is prepared. 

EXAMINATIONS DO NOT TEST ALL QUALITIES THAT MAY BE IMPORTANT TO THE 
POSITION BEING FILLED. 

For a majority of classes, examination results are the only basis for 
determining whether an individual is eligible for state employment. 
Lists of all passing candidates candidates are prepared. Lists of the 
top 10 or 20 names/scorers are forwarded to hiring authorities. For a 
majority of classes, applicants who fail to score high enough for the 
top 10 (promotional examinations) or 20 (exams open to the general 
public) positions will be eliminated from consideration, without 
regard to other quali ficat ions they might possess. 

EXAMINATION SCORING IS COMPLEX. 

Some state personnel experts argue that applicants should not be 
surprised at the scores they receive on experience and training 
examinations because the scoring method is explained in the front 
section of bulletins that announce exams. However, most applicants 
still will have a difficult time understanding how their exams are 
scored because the method is so complex. (See Appendix F for example 
of announcement and scoring system.) 

THE ACCURACY AND RELIABILITY OF EXAM SCORING IS QUESTIONABLE. 

Most examinations are conducted by DOER staff who are familiar with 
the classifications but not necessarily the positions being filled. 
Information provided by DOER in October 1985 indicates that 27 of 125 
examinations were administered through individual departments. The 
accuracy and reliability of the examination scores are questionable 
when persons unfamiliar with the position are composing and grading 
the exams. 

An example serves to illustrate the problem. A candidate acting in a 
position for two years assisted in the creation of the classification 
description and announcement criteria to formally create the job. The 
candidate deliberately designed the examination to fit a particular 
individual. Despite this, upon submitting a resume, the candidate 
received a score of 70, the lowest possible passing score. Aside 
from the ethics of this example, it is a clear illustration of 
questionable examination scoring. 

UNLIKE PRIVATE SECTOR PERSONNEL SYSTEMS, EXAMINATION SCORES ARE THE 
PRIMARY INDICATOR OF "MERIT" IN THE STATE PERSONNEL SYSTEM. 

Examination scores are the basis for determining whether a candidate 
will be given the opportunity to be interviewed by a hiring authority. 
(See discussion of lists on page 33.) 



The private sector is increasing its use of examinations when 
Employers are warned however, that "tests should be used only 
supplements and not as prime selection tools." (21) Most emp 
recognize the value of tests but do not allow exam results to 
than a screening mechanism. 

hiring. 
as 
,oyer s 
be more 

C. SELECTION 

Unlike recruitment and examination, where decisions are influ nced 
and/or made in conjunction with other parties, the hiring dec sion 
itself is made exclusively by the individual hiring authority not 
DOER. 1 
Managers generally believe that they often have little influehce in 
the processes occurring prior to the selection of candidates.' The 
actual amount of influence varies and is dependent on several1 h factors. The factors include management's familiarity with t e 
personnel system and the availability of qualified personnel 1 
specialists within an agency. Generally, however, hiring autvorities 
play a minor role before receiving lists of qualified applica 
Their ability to select candidates for employment does not be 
recruitment and examination has occurred. 

THE NAMES CERTIFIED AND PLACED ON A LIST FOR EMPLOYMENT MIGHT NOT 
RESULT IN ENOUGH FLEXIBILITY FOR HIRING. 

DOER and individual agencies (in some cases) keep lists of candidates 
qualified to fill a classification. Each certified list inclpdes the 
names of 20 or 10 persons (depending on whether the examinatipn was 
open to the general public or only to state employees) scorin the 
most points on an exam. Such lists are forwarded to hiring 
authorities when a position is to be filled. 1 
The number of names on a list was not as large a few year ago 
Legislature increased the number during the early 1980s in an 
to increase management flexibility. The number of names (10 
large when compared to other civil service systems. Most 0th 
service systems certify one, three, or 10 names. 

Managers noted appreciation for the comparatively large numbe$ of 
names, but commented that the number might not yet be high enbugh 
because many factors contribute to the number and quality of gersons 
included on a list. For example, a list does not always inclQde the 
names of 20 viable candidates because the list might be old. 
no requirement to verify the continued availability and inter 
candidate prior to the time the list is forwarded to the hiri 
authority. Managers and supervisors feel that the quality of 
available candidates deteriorates as the list gets older. (22 
law, lists may be kept for a minimum of six months with no ma 

Currently, DOER has one or more types of elibility lists (inc 
layoff lists and reemployment lists) available for 900 classi 
cations. Lists are not updated regularly because of staff li 
tions. On request, staff time permitting, DOER will conduct 



pre-referral availability check of candidates by a combination of 
phone and mail inquiries. According to DOER this service is costly 
and performed less frequently today than when the service was 
instituted in 1978, when a specific position was earmarked far it. 
Thus, outdated lists of limited usefulness can be forwarded to a 
hiring authority. 

The frequency of receipt by hiring authorities of outdated lists is 
disputed; the fact that lists become outdated is not disputed. 

The Department of Administration recently found that there was no 
list, as opposed to a partially outdated list, available at thetime 
6fequest in approximately 31 percent the requests. (23) 

Limiting the number of names placed on a list requires a reliable and 
valid examination system. The value of the list is dependent on the 
ability of the exam to accurately reflect qualifications necessary for 
a position. 

Modification of the rule of 10 or the rule of 20. 

The current system provides a mechanism for receiving lists made up of 
candidates who might more closely fit the specific needs of a hiring 
authority. "Selective certification" enables a hiring authority to 
play a more influential role in recruitment and selection. In this 
process only individuals possessing previously identified 
qualifications requested by the hiring authority are eligible to be 
certified and placed the list forwarded to the hiring authority. The 
procedure is only available when approved by the Commissioner of DOER. 

Despite its availability, selective certification is not widely used. 
During fiscal year 1985, DOER received 15 requests for selective 
certification, of which 10 were approved. According to DOER, the 
actual number of selective certification requests could be much 
higher, but lack of a formal tracking system for purposes of 
record-keeping does not allow for accurate counts. 

D. TIME REQUIRED FOR HIRING CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES 

A Department of Administration survey in 1986 found that the time 
required for hiring varies substantially depending on the 
circumstances surrounding the hiring. If no changes in either 
classification or position need to be made and a useable list is 
available, hiring generally takes 5 to 8 weeks. If a list must be 
prepared (as occurs about 30 percent of the time) the average time is 
over 14 weeks. If a new position or change of classification must be 
made, an additional 13 weeks are required. If all of the steps were 
required, the time needed would be approximately 10 months. (24) (See 
following page for illustration of the time required to hire 
classified employees. ) 
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E. PROBATION 

PROBATION PERIODS ENABLE A HIRING AUTHORITY TO DETERMINE WHETHER AN 
EMPLOYEE IS SUITABLE. 

Probation is the final step in the examination process. Persons hired 
by state government are subject to six months probation, with some 
exceptions. For example, health-treatment professionals and managers 
are subject to one-year probation. 

During probation, employees may be dismissed relatively easily because 
there is no presumption of continued employment. After probation, 
termination may occur only "for cause". The burden of proof placed on 
the hiring authority is much greater after probation. 

Hiring authorities appreciate longer probation for two reasons: 
1) a longer time to review probably results in a more accurate 
determination of the employee's future performance and 2) termin- 
ation within the probation period is much easier to accomplish. 

1x0 TRAINING 

THE IMPORTANCE OF EMPLOYEE TRAINING IS INCREASINGLY BEING RECOGNIZED 
BY PERSONNEL AND MANAGEMENT EXPERTS. 

A public administration textbook explains the importance of training 
to employees and managers in the following manner: 

"Training and development are important because they are the 
means by which the organization maintains and increases employee 
skill and, hence, productivity." (25) 

Another author stresses the necessity and importance of education 
(training) of public officials because 

"...research on cutback or reduction management and the 
political consequences of community economic decline, focuses 
renewed attention on the fact that excellence in public service 
will most likely be pursued within a context of more limited 
resources. Managing in such a context places new burdens on 
public officials and requires new approaches to their 
education. If we do not educate (or reeducate) a new generation 
of public managers who are willing and able to manage public 
organizations in more cost-effective and humane ways, then...the 
public sector will become a less important actor in soaietal and 
community problem solving and will be treated accordingly."(26) 

It is further argued that increased public sector training is 
necessary because: 

* ". ..by improving the way in which we do things (management), we 
can improve the things we do (performance). . . . * ...p rofessional norms, civil service procedures, veterans 
preferences, affirmative action commitments, and collective 
bargaining agreements all make managing cutback, particularly 
the targeting of cut, more difficult.... 



* . . .sadly, many of today's managers appear to lack such skills as 
well as a willingness to change the manner 
finance, produce, and deliver public services.... 

* ... the rigid hierarchical way in which 
are structured and the lack of 
involvement in decision making 
cynicism, 
creativity, commitment, and leadership required to deal 
effectively with the challenges of retrenchment.. . . 

* "...with commissioners turning 
continuity of (management 
as traditional wisdom 
organization. 
development of 
do well." (28) 

"...culture of partnership ... is superior to authoritarian 
management ... beyond the benefits of greater employee 
satisfaction, corpocracies can reduce the number of supervisory 
personnel when hourly employees engage in more 
self -management. . . the example of Ford 's EI program (emplokee 
involvement) saves $5 for every $1 invested. " (29) I 

1 
(management and non-management) training, particularly that 
focuses on participation for all levels of employees. This 
is stated in many different ways. A few examples include: 

". . .as the economy becomes more computerized and com~etitike, it 

which 
concept 

is clear that what ultimately qives a nation a comparative1 

"...the keys to successful implementation of management 1 
plans--results are obtained through people ..."( 31) 

- 
advantage is its treatment of people--as expressed by Alfrod 
Marshall's quoted observation that 'the most valuable of 
capital is that invested in human beinust."(30) 

"The major direct ions of employee development for the futuke 

all 

- - 
are: . . .employee involvement.. .creating opportunities for t 
involvement of all employees in work-unit decisions so 
there is increased commitment and job satisfaction. "(32) 1 

1 1  

SOME PRIVATE SECTOR BUSINESSES ARE RESPONDING TO THE NEEDS 
CHANGING WORK FORCE THROUGH TRAINING. 

"...Managers expect employees to adapt to job changes 
more productive, placing a premium on training. 
devoting more time and money to employee schooling. 
Northwestern National Life Insurance Company 
the average 15 percent of employee time is 
each year, double the figure of a decade 
Power Company conducts in-house training for operators 
equipment ranging from word processors to nuclear power 

OFTHE 

A recent article points out that some Minnesota private sectot 
businesses recognize the need for and benefits of training an 
work force. 

older 



plants. In the field, NSP pipelayers must learn to glue and 
fuse plastic natural gas pipe that is replacing steel pipe. 
In the office, executives must learn to use an electronic mail 
system." (33) 

DEMAND FOR CURRENT STATE TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES IS HIGH AND 
INCREASING. 

DOER'S training division offers a basic curriculum of 25-35 
courses. Approximately 40 percent of these courses are in 
management areas. Demand for enrollment is high. During 1983, 134 

. sessions, or two-thirds of the announced classes sponsored by DOER, 
were oversubscribed. Today, approximately 25 percent of eligible 
participants are turned away from the most popular courses: clear 
writing, effective presentations, and other management courses. 

State employee training is not limited to courses offered by DOER. 
Individual state departments often provide training opportunities. 

During 1984, the distribution of training hours between DOER and 
operating agencies, by area, was as follows: 

DIVISION OF TRAINING* 

Management General Service Technical TOTAL 

DOER-sponsored* 8% 14% 48 1% = 27% 
Agency-sponsored* 6% 10% 11% 46% = 73% 
TOTAL 100% 

*(percentages of total training hours, as reported in the DOER 
Biennial Work Force Report 1983-84. ) 

DOER involvement in training of state employees is not limited to 
classroom instruction. DOER serves operating agencies by providing 
consultant services for training programs, by maintaining a 
resource center of films and other training aids, and by helping 
identify and recommend outside providers of training programs. 

' 

DOER RECENTLY UPGRADED THE IMPORTANCE ATTACHED TO EMPLOYEE TRAINING 
AND DEVELOPMENT. 

During 1984, the Commissioner of DOER established an Employee 
Development Task Force. The task force was charged with "studying, 
analyzing, and interpreting current employee development practices 
and recommending changes so that a coordinated and comprehensive 
program could be achieved. " 

Among the task force comments were the following: 

* "...historically, the state has not had a strong commitment to 
the growth and development of its employees ... when the state 
government was growing, this may not have been inappropriate 
because opportunities for growth through promotion were 
available and the work force was relatively young. Today, 
however,...state government is a "mature" industry, with the 
employees of today also expected to be the employees of 
tomorrow. 



* ... changes in technology, the focus on efficiency in 
government, employee values and the certainty of change, re 
reasons the state should concentrate more efforts on the 
training and development of its work force." 

b 
The Task Force concluded its background section on training an 
development as follows: d 

"Employees are the major asset of any organization, and c 
sense tells us that investing in people, expanding their 
knowledge, skills, and abilities, is just good practice. 
private sector has known this for some time; the public s 
needs to plan for the future, to invest in its people. 

DOER is currently taking steps to address the concerns identified 
by the task force. Specifically, DOER: 

* is reviewing and updating mandatory training requirements( for 
managers and supervisors ; * is designing, with the help of the Career Executive service, a 
core employee development program; I 

* will begin publishing an annual state training report; I * is reviewing all state training contracts for more than $12,000 
to better coordinate and utilize resources; 

* is developing performance assessment processes to be used 
exclusively to address employee development; 

* is expanding the use of non-DOER staff for training purpo es 
(e.g. contracts with Bemidji AVTI and some community B 
colleges); ' 

* is adding ten training courses to those already offered b' 7 DOER. Included in these courses is a one-day seminar for all 
clerical and support staff. I 

THE PROVISION OF TRAINING AND ATTITUDES TOWARD TRAINING ARE i 
DIFFERENT IN THE PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SECTORS. i 
Currently, training is open to all state employees, provided t e 
training is job-related and approved by an employee's supervis r. 
An amibitious employee seeking training for future benefit, not 
related to a job currently held, is unable to receive the trai ing 
at state expense. Large corporations generally allow some I 
opportunity for employees to participate in training which ena 
them to grow and prepare for the future. This is partially 
because of the attitude of business, that employees are to 
the company for many years and thus investment is necessary for 
development. 

Business also realizes that trainin affects prof its. 
U.S. companies will spend at least 8 4.4 billion on managerial 
training and consulting ... human resources experts have come to the 
the bottom line..." (Emphasis added.) (34) 

war fore in recent years, as companies have decided that skilled 
managers motivate workers and that motivated workers contribute to 



STATE TRAINING DOLLARS ARE OFTEN HIDDEN IN STATE AGENCY BUDGET 
REQUESTS BECAUSE OF A FEAR OF CUTS. 

State managers do not formally request training and development 
funds from the Legislature, because such areas are likely to be cut 
by budget-watching legislators. A current state manager comments, 
"Speaking from experience, training is not a 'saleable' item when 
presenting one's budget to the Legislature." The training and 
development task force also noted this problem: "exacerbating the 
fragmented nature of current training activities is the general 
perception that such activities are a 'frill' and an inappropriate 
use of public money. Much training is not formally budgeted, and 
there is a fear in the agencies that open reporting of training 
expenditures could lead to the loss of these funds. In fact, 
training is not a separate line item in agency budgets, and recent 
cutbacks have indeed resulted in fewer training activities in the 
state." (35) 

X. TERMINATION 

Decisions on termination of employees are reserved exclusively for 
management . 
TERMINATION PROCEDURES WITHIN THE STATE CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM ARE 
SIMILAR TO THOSE OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR: LENGTHY AND DIFFICULT. 

Managers must keep detailed documentation to justify dismissing 
employees. Termination is often a very painful and time-consuming 
process for management to undertake. 

A vast range of procedural protection for public employees is 
available, including grievances, mediation, arbitration, and formal 
court hearings. Similar protections exist as a result of 
litigation. For example, recent court decisions indicate that 
public employees have a "property" interest in their jobs, which 
means that persons cannot lose their jobs without due process. 
Cases involving private sector employees hold that the traditional 
notion of "employment-at-will" contracts (serving at the pleasure 
of the employer) does not leave an employee totally without 
rights. Both the public and private employee termination rulings 
are interpreted as requiring "cause" before termination is 
appropriate. 

Although termination has become increasingly difficult in both the 
public and private sectors, it is probably generally true that such 
procedures are still easier and faster in the private sector than 
in the public sector. This may be partially due, at least in 
Minnesota, to the fact that the vast majority of state employees 
are well organized and well represented by their unions. As court 
decisions in this area become well-known to private employers, the 
amount of time and documentation necessary for termination will 
increase. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

I. THE STATE CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM IS TOO COMPLEX AND RIGID. 

Hundreds of pages of statutes, rules, procedures, and collective 
bargaining contracts define all Minnesota state personnel actions -- 
narrowly and specifically. The system is so complex as to defy 
general description and understanding by most lay persons. As a 
result, the system works for those who know how to work the system. 
It works slowly, inefficiently, or ineffectively for persons who do 
not frequently use or understand it. 

For example: 

The classification system can be used, or attempted to be used, for 
too many purposes including financially rewarding employees or 
circumventing union contracts. 

The hiring processes of recruitment, examination, and selection rely 
too much on a system as the primary finder and judge of merit, and not 
enough on management judgement. The system appears to recruit public- 
ly, but only 15 percent hired in 1985 and recently surveyed learned of 
an examination through one of state's published bulletins. "Merit" in 
the system is based on the results of an examination which for 75 
percent of the time is nothing more than a rating of a resume and/or 
requested information. Hirers must select from a limited number of 
persons. There is little flexibility to look around if the hirer 
finds the limited number of candidates minimally qualified but still 
unacceptable. Complexity and rigidity in the selection processes of 
the state civil service system require spending a great deal of time 
and/or energy when hiring. The system encourages first following the 
rules, or knowing how to get around them -- results are secondary. 

11. CIVIL SERVICE AND COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

A CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM IS NECESSARY IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR. 

A civil service system is necessary in the public sector for three 
reasons. First, as a practical matter, the federal government ties 
the distribution of federal funds to states partially to the existence 
of a personnel system that guarantees recruitment and selection of 
state employees will be made in in accordance with federal guidelines 
requiring a merit based employment system. Thus, the existence of a 
civil service system is necessary to ensure that the state receives 
millions of dollars in federal monies distributed for purposes of 
education, transportation, health, human services, and other public 
services. Second, it is good policy to make decisions on the basis of 
merit. Third, a civil service system is necessary to insulate the 
day-to-day activities of government, particularly the selection of 
employees, from political influence. 



111. ADMINISTRATION 

Hirers cannot be held accountable when the 
vests a central department with extensive 
of personnel processes. Several 
ing interests can become involved 
possibility of finger-pointing when searching for 
sibility and accountability. The state is not 
managers can escape responsibility for one of 
personnel tasks -- selecting competent employees. 

ADMINISTRATION OF THE STATE PERSONNEL SYSTEM SHOULD NOT BE 
IN DOER. 

CE~TRALIZED 

IV . COMPENSATION 

Combining regulation and operation in one agency is inherently 
flicting. The operating function of DOER is said to be a servlice, 
available to individual agencies and management. Yet, DOER has 
to deny management requests, if it finds them inappropriate. 

con- 

power 

A "merit" personnel system should compensate all employees at least 
partially on the basis of merit. The current state personnel (system 
does not based compensation on performance enough. Achievement awards 
are not allowed by all contracts. 

THE ABSENCE OF MERIT PAY FOR SOME STATE EMPLOYEES AND THE ABS~NCE 
RECOGNITION AND REWARD OF OUTSTANDING EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE 
LOST OPPORTUNITY FOR IMPROVING EMPLOYEE PRODUCTIVITY. 

RECOGNIZING SIGNIFICANT PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
ADDITIONAL PROMOTIONAL AVENUE FOR STATE EMPLOYEES. 

OF 
REPRESENT 

COMPRESSION OF STATE EMPLOYEE SALARIES IS A PROBLEM. 

Currently, the state compensation system does not recognize 
ficant professional development as an additional avenue of 
ment. Consequently, specialists may move up into management 
for monetary reasons. Specialists do not necessarily make good 
managers . 

Upper-level state employee salaries are adjusted annually or 
biennially but capped by the department commissioner's salary. 
Lower-level employees, on the other hand, are able to receive iennial 
salary increases, step increases, and, for some, achievement a ards. 

exacerbates the compres- sion problem. As long as lower-level Y 
I 

The cap placed on employee salaries (no employee is allowed to exceed 
the salary of the department's commissioner unless statutoril exempt) 

employees are able to receive up to three types of increases tptaling 
as much as 12 percent (this year) and management employees are limited 
to receiving average increases of five percent per agency, the gap 
between upper and lower salaries will contract (compress). 4 bse who 
feel that there is little room to grow will be correct. 

I ~ 

signi- 
advance- 
levels 



UPPER-LEVEL STATE EMPLOYEE SALARIES MIGHT NOT BE COMPETITIVE WITH 
THOSE OF OTHER METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENTAL BODIES. 

Upper level management employee salaries appear to be non-competitive 
with those of other public institutions. Comparisons of job duties, 
staff and budget sizes must also be known in order to be accurately 
determine the competitiveness of salaries. ~nformation regarding the 
number of upper level management employees leaving the state for other 
public institutions is also important in determining whether possible 
non-competitiveness has a negative effect on the state's ability to 
retain highly qualified upper management employees. 

THE COMPENSATION FLEXIBILITY NECESSARY TO ATTRACT EXCEPTIONAL 
EMPLOYEES DOES NOT EXIST IN THE STATE PERSONNEL SYSTEM. 

A state agency must obtain approval from DOER to offer starting 
salaries above certain predetermined levels. constraints on the 
agency's flexibility to set compensation of new employees limits the 
ability to attract exceptional employees. 

I V. TRAINING 

TOO LITTLE EMPHASIS IS PLACED ON TRAINING STATE EMPLOYEES. 

Demographic trends indicate that most current employees are likely to 
remain state employees for many years. Training will be increasingly 
important as employees learn that the opportunity to grow may be 
limited to one's profession, due to the lack of advancement 
opportunities at upper levels. 

The state will benefit from employee training because highly trained 
employees can add to the efficiency of a department and the quality of 
the state work force. 

LEGISLATIVE ATTITUDES TOWARD STATE EMPLOYEE TRAINING SHOULD CHANGE. 

The Legislature, when trimming department budget requests, often cuts 
dollars identified for purposes of state employee training. It may 
not be aware of the importance of training in ensuring a knowledgeable 
and productive work force. The purposes and benefits of training do 
not appear to be understood by the Legislature. When the costs and 
benefits of training are debated by the Legislature, attitudes will 
change. 

VI . TERMINATION 
EXISTING TERMINATION PROVISIONS ARE SATISFACTORY AND NEED NOT BE 
CHANGED. 

Termination of an employee can occur for many reasons. Existing 
procedures require documentation of the reasons and events leading up 
to termination. Such protections are important and necessary for 
ensuring both the rights of employees and management accountability. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

The state's personnel system should promote EXCELLENCE by removing 
barriers to its achievement and adopting procedures encouraging that 
pol icy. 

To promote excellence, it is essential that the personnel system enable 
managers to hire the best people, to develop them, and to retain them. 
The system should also provide incentives that reward outstanding 
performance and disincentives for substandard performance . The focus for 
managers and the state's personnel system alike should be on results 
rather than procedures. The recommendations that follow are designed to 
accomplish these objectives. 

1. We recommend that the Legislature decentralize the legal authority for 
day-to-day personnel decisions from DOER to individual agencies. The 
responsibilities should be divided between DOER and individual agencies as 
follows : 

DOER should: - 
a) establish broad major statewide personnel policies and design 
programs for classified and unclassified employees. Individual 
agencies should be consulted when developing these policies. To - - 
promote excellence, such policies and programs should focus on 
allowing the flexibility necessary to attract high quality personnel, 
developing personnel to be fully competent, and providing sufficient 
incentives for high achievement. 

b) continue to provide centralized services that require personnel 
expertise, such as examination desiqn, recruitment for positions with 
high turnover rates, payroll certification, personnel research, 
employee benefits, workers' compensation, and social security 
administration; 

c) audit individual agencies to document compliance with statewide 
policies and programs; 

d) continue as the state representative for collective bargaining 
purposes. 

INDIVIDUAL AGENCIES should: 

a) have full authority, within general personnel policies, for all 
personnel decisions, including how and when to recruit, when to 
administer examinations, and the limit, if any, on the number of 
qualified applicants to be considered. 

b) take a more active approach to recruitment. Specifically, indivi- 
dual agencies should seek out the most qualified candidates for posi- 
tions instead of hoping that highly qualified candidates will respond 
to advertisements or announcements of examinations. ~xamination re- 
sults should become simply an initial screening process rather than 
being the primary means of determining "merit". 



C) discontinue the practice of administering examinations when no 
position(s1 is/are currently available. This will 1) help avolid 
confusion among applicants taking examinations and 2) make maintaining 
lists unnecessary. 1 

e) be fully accountable for their personnel decisions when audli t 
results are made available. 

d) continue to have access to DOER personnel expertise and data 
processing services. If the agency decides not to carry out 
personnel functions, it should be able to contract with larger 
agencies or DOER for provision of personnel services. 

2. We recommend that the state adopt a compensation system based Jon 
performance. Specifically: 

its own 

Success will depend on the extent to which managers clearly es~tablish 
goals and standards and the worth of of such goals and standar~ds at 
the beginning of an evaluation period. 

a) The Legislature should set aside a significant portion of 
total appropriations for state employee compensation so that 
individual managers and supervisors can base a portion of each 
employee's compensation on performance -- beyond that negotiated 
through collective bargaining. No employee should be guaranteed 

the 

an 

4 a & a 

non-monetary and mone tary rewards. For example, recognition dvents, 
bonuses, and attendance at specialized conferences could be aqlowed. 

I 

increase. Rather, such increases should be determined strictliy on the 
basis of performance goals that have been accomplished. i 

I 

b) Individual agencies should develop broader programs for 
recoanition of outstandina emnlovee ~erformance. This should 

additional 
include 

longevity increase, 
- 

~l 

c) Professional ladders should be adopted to provide another 
of advancement for professional employees. To help accomplish 

avenue 
this, 

DOER should adopt new classifications for this purpose, This system 
would provide compensation increases for significant, measurayle 
development of expertise in one's profession and is not intended as a 

3 .  To alleviate compression, we recommend that the Legislature 
statutory provision requiring that the salary of the agency head 
upper limit of compensation in the agency. 

repeal a 
be the 

I 

4. We recommend that DOER undertake a study of upper-level state 
management compensation to determine whether the state is competi 
other public institutions. 

tbue with 



5. We recommend that the Legislature recognize the importance of training 
state employees by appropriating funds for that purpose. After funds are 
appropriated: 

a) Individual state agencies should have the right to decide where to 
purchase training, whether from DOER or some other provider, or 
whether to provide the training themselves. 

b) DOER should develop comprehensive training programs, giving major 
emphasis to management skills in lower and middle level supervisory 
and management positions. Expanded training opportunities should em- 
phasize management involvement of employees in decision-making because 
of the potential positive effect on employee morale and productivity. 

c) Management employees should be trained to thoroughly understand 
the provisions of collective bargaining agreements as soon as such 
agreements are reached. 



DISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Promoting excellence in the state civil service 
I I After many months of investigating the state civil service system, we 

concluded that, to a great extent, Minnesota state government does not 
promote excellence. Instead, state government tolerates mediocrity by 
a) being silent on what the expected result of personnel actions should be I and b) not meaningfully differentiating and recognizing except ional em- 
ployee performance. With such a system the state cannot expect to attract 

I or retain the best and brightest available candidates for employment. 
- 

State government expects the mechanisms of the personnel system, parti- 

I cularly examinations, to produce meritorious candidates for employment. 
Examination results are useful tools -- so is the judgement of the hirer. 
Ensuring the credibility of the merit system is an important policy of the 
state, but in so doing, the state has compromised merit. The system 
should be the means, not the end. "Gatekeepers" see the system as the 1' end. 

I State employees often acknowledge that knowing how to make the system work 
is crucial to obtaining desired results. The Legislature should also ac- 
knowledge this. No personnel system will ever be entirely rid of abuse. 
Putting authority and responsibility with decisionmakers will, however, 
keep them from escaping accountability. 

I To promote excellence, managers should be given the authority, respon- 
sibility, and accountability for judging merit in all areas of personnel 
decisions. The system must demand excellence of its managers. Under the 

I proposed personnel system managers are challenged to ensure the credi- 
bility of the merit system and to prove that, once free to act, (a) pro- 
ductivity will improve through the hiring of candidates they deem to be 
more fully qualified, b) morale will improve through more satisfied 
employees, and c) a complex and rigid personnel system is not necessary to I fulfill statewide personnel policies. 

I I Decentralization of day-to-day personnel decisions 

We evaluated three options for administering the day-to-day personnel 

I decisions of the state civil service system: (1) centralized, ( 2 )  a 
variation of the current system, and (3) mostly decentralized. Early on, 
we concluded that the core of any proposal had to be maximizing management 

I 
flexibility in the system AND increasing management accountability for the 
system and its objectives. 

(1) Totally Centralized 

I A totally centralized system would vest all power and authority for every 
aspect of the personnel system with DOER. In effect, all personnel 

I employees currently employed by individual agencies would become DOER 
employees, accountable for their actions to the commissioner of DOER, but 



working for individual departments. A centralized system has the 
following advantages: 

a) it would clearly affix accountability and responsibility fo 
personnel decisions; and r 
b) it would further the idea of the state as one employer, 
the Legislature when it created DOER. 

Individual personnel directors and department commissioners, howev r, 
voiced strong opposition to a totally centralized personnel system citing 
the necessity of representation of management when communicating w th DOER 
and the necessity of having a personnel specialist on the manageme 1 t team 
of the department. These assertions seem conflicting when realiziqg that 
one of the primary reasons for creating DOER was so that the state 
act as one employer. DOER was to be a service agency. Upon furth 
examinat ion of the centralization approach, we concluded that the 
sarial nature of the current system would make this approach diffi 
further, total centralization would likely decrease management fle 
bility. 

(2) Variation of the Current System 

We also considered a variation of the current system of personnel 
istration. The variation would allow individual agencies the opti 
accepting personnel responsibilities or leaving personnel responsi 
with DOER. This option was rejected because it would grant manage 
increased flexibility without proportionately increasing managemen 
and accountability. 

(3) Mostly Decentralized 

Finally, we considered and recommend a system of mostly decentralided 
personnel administration. A mostly decentralized system would reqt)ire 
that DOER set up the guidelines, train and certify individual agen 
and perform post-audits of individual departments. Individual dep 
and management would be given complete freedom to act, within the 
lines. Essentially, DOER would be out of the day-to-day running o 
personnel selection, unless management requested a service from DO 
advantages of such a system would be: 

a) no shared responsibility or accountability--individual departments 
and their management would be totally accountable for the methhds and 
results of personnel decisions; and ~ 
b) less paperwork because pre-approval of day-to-day decision 
be unnecessary. 

The positive experience of the state of California, with level or 
selection costs and similar or better affirmative action results, 
influenced our choice. DOER would be a smaller department, which 
that dollars and staff can be reallocated from DOER to individual 1 
departments. We expect that personnel selection costs will remain at the 
current level or decrease as they have in California. Overall, the 
decentralized system should be less complex and better able to ada t to 
changing management and employee needs. P 



Employee compensation 

We evaluated whether the current system of negotiated compensation be 
abolished and replaced by management determination of employee compen- 
sation. Such an option would have the advantage of giving management the 
authority to distinguish, recognize, and reward different levels of state 
employee performance. It would have the potential disadvantage of demor- 
alizing represented state employees because a right previously granted 
would be taken away. We recognize that exclusive representatives have an 
important role to play in employee compensation. And we recognize that 
this proposal would be such a drastic change to the current system as to 
be politically unrealistic. 

A modification of the system, though, which would require that a portion 
of the salary appropriation be reserved exclusively for performance-based 
increases, gives management some flexibility to distinguish among differ- 
ent levels of employee performance. Merit would be introduced into the 
compensation plans of the state civil service system, while negotiation 
would remain important in determining most of a represented employee's 
compensation. 

Introducing merit is not without controversy. Some argue against merit 
pay, pointing out that it may be difficult to measure the performance of 
public employees. We believe that a valid performance appraisal system 
can be designed and that managers and supervisors will be able to set up 
clear, specific goals for individual employees. We also have con£ idence 
in the ability of state management and state employees to accept and 
thrive under a merit pay system. 

I I  Recognition of outstanding employee performance 

Outstanding employee performance should be recognized because of the 

I positive potential of such recognition. Expansion of recognition events 
helps to promote state employment to the general public. 

I I Employee training 

We think that training is so important, especially given the demographic 

I trends of the state work force, that individual agencies should speci- 
fically request, and the Legislature appropriate, training dollars. We 
acknowledge that past experiences with specific training dollar requests 

I by departments have not been very successful, but the practice of hiding 
training dollars in different parts of an agency's budget is inappropri- 
ate. Training, like other parts of an agency's budget, should be argued 

I 
on its merits. We are confident that such a discussion can lead to 
defended appropriations for training. 



WORK OF THE COMMITTEE 

CHARGE TO THE COMMITTEE 

Following is the text of the charge to the Civil Service Committee, as 
prepared by the Citizens League Board of Directors: 

"Managers are interested in accountability, productivity and 
flexibility to deploy personnel and other resources to get a 
consistently acceptable performance. While employees may also be 
concerned about fair treatment, protect ion from patronage and other 
abuses, and individual career aspirations, they may have the same 
essential goals for work as do their managers. The committee should 
look at strategies which could improve both job performance and career 
opportunities. 

"The committee should review how collective bargaining and the civil 
service system interrelate. HOW do they complement each other? Do 
they conflict in any way? 

"The committee should examine incentive approaches, shared jobs, 
contracting agreements, lateral mobility programs, such as the Career 
Executive Service, and other specific strategies. It should look for 
similarities and differences between personnel systems in the public 
and private employment. The committee should consult broadly with 
leaders of employee organizations, with employees themselves, with 
supervisors and agency heads, and with elected officials." 

COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 

The following persons participated in the committee on a regular 
basis: 

Wayne Olson, chair 
John Broady 
Deb Pukall Christenson 
Alfred Dees 
Leo Foley 
Roger Hughes 
Gunilla Montgomery 
Jim Newland 

Martin Nygard 
Ann Amdahl 0' Loughlin 
Ed Ross 
Deb Schmedemann 
Ceci 1 Selness 
Barbara Sundquist 
Wally Swan 
Roger Williams 

Mike Koebnick, a representative of DOER, also attended and participated in 
committee meetings. 



COMMITTEE WORK ~ 
I 

The committee began its work on January 16, 1985 and met 41 times1 The 
last meeting was held on April 1, 1986. The committee devoted it$ 
testimony stage to learning about the civil service and collectiv 
bargaining in Minnesota. The committee relied heavily on testimo 
resource people familiar with the subject as well as local and na 
publications. 

Detailed minutes were kept of each committee meeting. A limited Cumber of 
copies of the committee's minutes and background materials are av~ilable 
from the League office. I I 

COMMITTEE RESOURCE GUESTS 

Rose Agnew, Human Service Specialist, Honeywell Corporation ~ 
William Anderl, Engineer, MN. Department of Health 
Mary Jean Anderson, Affirmative Action Officer, MN Department of human 

Services I 

Babak Armajani , Deputy Commissioner, MN Department of ~dministratkon 
Gene Aune, President, Middle Management ~ssociation 
Jerry Baldwin, Dir. Information Resources, MN Department of Trans ortation 
Peter Benner, Executive Director, AFSCME, Council 6 

trat ion 

P 
Terry Bock, Dir . Management Analysis Division, MN Department of ~drninis- 
Richard Brainerd, Deputy Commissioner, MN Department of Employee 
Karen Carpenter, Dir., Office of Information and Technical Assist 

Department of Energy and Economic Development 

Employee Rela t ions 

Kent Eklund, Vice President of Fraternal Affairs, Lutheran 
Carol Flynn, Manager, Classification and Compensation, MN ~epartmfnt of 

Peter Hames, Director of Finance and Management, City of Saint Paul 
Michael Haney, President, Minnesota Association of Professional E ployees 
Greg Haupt, Manager, Saint Paul Citywide Information Services, Cily of 
Saint 

Paul 
Ray Lappegard, Asst. to the President, J.L. Shiely Company 
Linda McNary, Manager of Communications, MN Department of Energy 

omic Development 
Robin PanLener, Writer, MN Department of Administration 

Nina Rothchild, Commissioner, MN Department of Employee Relations 
Joan Seidel , Manager, Career Executive Service 
Mark Shepard, Legislative Analyst, House Research 

Dr. David Renz, Asst. Commissioner, MN Department of Labor and In 

Wayne Simoneau, State Representative and member of Legislative Co 
on mployee Relations 

Mark Sundquist, Training Director, MN Department of Employee Rela 
Wally Swan, Adjunct Professor, College of St. Thomas 
Lance Teachworth, State Labor Negotiator, MN Department of Employ 

t ions 
Tom Triplett, Director, State Planning Agency i 
Peter Vanderpoel , Director of Communications, Northern States ~ow/?r Com- 

PanY ! 

Julie VikManis, Manager, Recruitment and Examination, MN Departme t of 
Employee Relat ions t 

The Citizens League thanks all these guests for their valuable te timony. 1 



I 
I OTHER ASSISTANCE : 

The committee would especially like to acknowledge the cooperation -- 
I throughout its study -- of Commissioner Nina Rothchild and the staff of 

the Minnesota Department of Employee Relations. 

I Citizens League staff assistance to the committee was provided by Nancy 
Jones, Donna Keller, Joanne Latulippe, and Marina Lyon. 
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1. "Labor R e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  P u b l i c  S e c t o r , "  Rehmus. Paper p r e p a r e d  f o r  
t h e  T h i r d  World Congress ,  ~ n t e r n a t i o n a l  ~ n d u s t r i a l   elations 
A s s o c i a t i o n ,  London , England (September 3-7, 1 9 7 3 ) .  

2. "Personnel  R e l a t e d  Impediments t o  E f f e c t i v e  S t a t e  Management: A 
Comparat ive Assessment ,"  Richard  C. E l l i n g ,  Wayne S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y .  
Paper  p r e p a r e d  f o r  p r e s e n t a t i o n  a t  t h e  4 5 t h  N a t i o n a l  Confe rence  o f  t h e  
American S o c i e t y  f o r  P u b l i c  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  ~ n d i a n a p o l i s ,  I n d i a n a ,  
March 23-27, 1985. 

3. I s s u e  Sta tement :  "The Changing P u b l i c  S e c t o r  Labor F o r c e , "  The Mape 
Message, V o l .  3 ,  No. 6 ,  J u n e  1984. 

4. "The Changing Workforce,"  Marc Hequet,  Bus iness  V i e w s ,  J a n u a r y  
Februa ry  1986. 

5. " H i r i n g  and F i r i n g  i n  S t a t e  Government: I n t e r i m  Report," Department o f  
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  Management and A n a l y s i s  D i v i s i o n ,  March 1986, and 
t e s t i m o n y  to  t h e  C i t i z e n s  League C i v i l  S e r v i c e  C o m m i t t e e .  

6. I b i d .  - 
7. L e t t e r s  s u b m i t t e d ,  and t e s t i m o n y  to ,  c i t i z e n s  League c i v i l  S e r v i c e  

Committee . 
8. " H i r i n g  and F i r i n g  i n  S t a t e  Government: I n t e r i m  Report," Department o f  

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  Management and A n a l y s i s  D i v i s i o n ,  March 1986, and 
t e s t i m o n y  t o  t h e  C i t i z e n s  League C i v i l  S e r v i c e  Committee. 

9. I b i d .  - 
1 0 .  May 1983 s u r v e y  by t h e  Counc i l  o f  S t a t e  Governments as r e p o r t e d  i n  t h e  

1984 Book o f  t h e  S t a t e s .  

11. "Report  to  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  Regarding the D e c e n t r a l i z e d  S e l e c t i o n  P i l o t  
P r o j e c t ,  " C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  Pe r sonne l  Board, S e l e c t i o n  Programs and 
S e r v i c e s  D i v i s i o n ,  December 1981. 

12.  I b i d .  - 
13. I b i d .  - 
14.  Supplementa l  Report to  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  Regarding t h e  D e c e n t r a l i z e d  

S e l e c t i o n  P i l o t  P r o j e c t ,  C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  Pe r sonne l  Board, S e l e c t i o n  
Programs and S e r v i c e s  D i v i s i o n ,  Februa ry  1982. 

15. "Firms expand p e r f  ormance-1 inked bonuses ,  " N e w  York Times, 
J u l y  28, 1985. 

16. "Reforming -- C h a l l e n g i n g  t h e  Assumptions f o r  Improving P u b l i c  
Employees' Per formance ,"  p h i 1  Godwin and John Nedham, p u b l i c  Pe r sonne l  
Management J o u r n a l ,  V o l .  l o ,  No. 2, Summer 1981. 



"Giving I n c e n t i v e  Leverage t o  Our Government's Bosses ,"  Dona1 J. 
Devine, Wall S t r e e t  J o u r n a l ,  Apr i l  8 ,  1985. d 
MGEC Ju ly  1, 1985 - June 30, 1987 c o n t r a c t ,  A r t i c l e  17 ,  s e c t i o n  5: MMA 
Ju ly  1,1985 - June  30, 1987 c o n t r a c t ,  A r t i c l e  17,  S e c t i o n  5, ; MAPE 
Ju ly  1, 1985 - June 30, 1987 c o n t r a c t ,  A r t i c l e  25, Sec t ion  3. A 
"Hir ing  and F i r i n g  i n  S t a t e  Government: In t e r im  Report ,"  MN D 
o f  Adminis t ra t ion ,  Management Analysis  Div is ion ,  March 1986, , 
I b i d .  - 
"Personnel  Tes t s  Gain i n  P o p u l a r i t y , "  Gary Dessler, ~ n i ~ h t - ~ i d d e r  N e w s  
Se rv i ce ,  a s  it appeared i n  t h e  s a i n t  ~ a u l - p i o n e e r  P r e s s  and -8 

March 17,  1986. 

"Hir ing and F i r i n g  i n  S t a t e  Government: In te r im Report ,"  MN D partment 
of  Adminis t ra t ion,  Management Analysis  Div is ion ,  t 
March 1986. i 
Ib id .  1 - 
I b i d .  - 
P u b l i c  Personnel  Management, Context and S t r a t e g i e s ,  Second ~ d i t i o n ,  
Kl ing in  and Nalbandian, New J e r sey :  P r e n t i c e  H a l l ,  1985, I 

"Pursuing Excel lence i n  Pub l i c  Adminis t ra t ion:  Toward ~ e v i t a l i z a t i o n  
of t h e  Pub l i c  Serv ice . "  Paper prepared f o r  p r e s e n t a t i o n  a t  a~ 
Conference on t h e  R e v i t a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  P u b l i c  Se rv i ce ,  h e l d  
of t h e  Ozarks, Missour i ,  October 25-28, 1984. 

I b i d .  - 
Department Head Viewpoint, Gus Donhowe, "Career Execut ive  ~ e r b i c e  
Newsletter ", Spr ing  1986, I 

I b i d .  

The Challenge of  Hidden P r o f i t s ,  Reducing Corporate Bureaucralpy 
Waste, Mark Green and John Berry, 1985. 

Ib id .  - ~ 
I !  

and 

"People, management, and incons i s t ency , "  Norman L. Chevany, 
Management Review, J u l y  1985. 

"The Changing Workforce," Mark Hequet, Business V i e w s ,  
~ a n u a r y / ~ e b r u a r y  1986. 

"Employee Development i n  t h e  S t a t e  of  Minnesota. " Report  of  khe Task 
Force on Employee Development, December 1984. I 
"Corporate classrooms bulge wi th  managers," Dave Hage, Minnea o l i s  
S t a r  and Tribune,  October 21, 1985, -+- 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 



Survey Data--"Personnel-Related Impediments t o  E f f e c t i b e  S t a t e  Management: A Comparative Assessment", by Richard E l l i n g  
Wayne S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF SEVERITY OF PERSONNEL-RELATED 
HANACEUENT PROBLEMS IN TEN STATES 

Percentage of Administrators Reporting A Problem to be "Serious*' or ''Very Serious*' 

Arizona California Delaware Indiana Michigan NewYork S.Dakota Tennessee Texas Vermont AllStaee 
Problem or Problem Source (68)l (149) (72) (73) (125) (113) (64) (60) (89) (34) (N-847) 

Filling Key Vacancies/ 
Retaining Key Staff 30%i9j2 33%(7) 22%(13.5) 552(3) 45%(4.5) 37%(6) 251(4) 33X(8) 18X(10.5)21X(8.5) 33X(6) 
Civil Service Procedures 
for RecruitinglSelecting 
Personnel 44(4) 40(3) 32(6) 18(20) 56(1) 39 (5) 18 (11) 39'(4) 7(36) 3(44) 34(4.5) 
Use of Patronage in 
Filling Posit ions 3(46j 4(50.5) 6(55.5) lO(35.5) 2(52) 7(44) 6 (40) 5 (40) 3(45). 3(44) 5 (46.5 
Adequately Rewarding 
Outstanding Employees 550) 46(1) 59(1) 630) 45(4.5) 45(3) 67(1) 67(1) 43(1) 35(1) 51(1) 

Insufficiently Motivatedl 
, Hardworking Employees g(32.5) 9 (37.5) 20 (18) 18(20) 6(44.5) 8(41) 14(24.5) 15(20.5) 5(42.5) 6(34) lO(35.5) 

Effeetib sly Assessing 
Employee Perfornance 21(15.5) lG(20.5) 18(21) 17(23) 21(15.5) 23(14.5) 16(19) 20(15.5) 15(17) lS(1.5) lg(14.5) 

~ i s c i ~ l i n i r . g / ~ i s m i s s i n g  
Incompetent Employees 37(6) 41(2) 31(7) 32(6) 39(7) 41(4) 17(14.5) 40(3) 21(7) 27t4.5) 34(4.5) 
Race of Gender 
Discrimination 
Security-Preoccupied 
Employees S(42.5) . 7(42) 7 (42) 6(42.5) 7(42.5) 7(44) a(35.5) 5(40) S(42.5) G(5.1) 6(43.53 

Collective Bargaining by 
Employees 9(51) 12(28.5) lO(38) O(51) 21(15.5) 5(47) 2(47.5) 2(47) l(49) 6(34) 7(41) 

Bargaining on Inappropriate 
Matters Such as Program 
Planning o(51) g(37.5) 4(49) o(51) g(36.5) 5(47) 3(45) O(51) O(51.5) 6(34) 4(49.5) 
Limits on Managerial Authority 
Due to Collective Bargaining O(51) 13(25) 6(45.5) O(51) 17(20) g(38.5) 3(45) 2(47) O(51.5) 6(34) 7(41) 

l~umber of responding administrators in each state. Number responding to questions on severity of particular problems may vary downward somewhrt from 
this number. 

ad umber in parentheses is the rank in severity of a given l,ersonncl problem for o given state sample among the entire set of 52 sources of managerial 
dlfficuftics. 



APPENDIX B 

S t a t e  Employee Work F o r c e  I n f o r m a t i o n  

( A l l  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  b y  t h e  Depa r tmen t  o f  Employee ~ e l a t i o n s )  

F u l l - t i m e  C l a s s i f i e d  S t a t e  Employee Age 
Apr i l ,  1986 

1 9  and  u n d e r  
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
55-59 
60-64 
65-69 
70 and  o v e r  
I n f o r m a t i o n  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  ----- 
TOTAL 

Year 

Turnove r  Rates 

Number o f  S t a t e  Employees  

R e s i g n a t i o n s  A l l  O t h e r  S e p a r a t i o n s *  T o t a l  
Num b e  r Rate Number Rate Num b e r  Rate 

* A l l  o t h e r  s e p a r a t i o n s  i n c l u d e  r e t i r e m e n t ,  d i s m i s s a l ,  d e a t h ,  and  
term i n a  t ion .  



Employees a t  Maximum of Sa la ry  Range I ~ 
Bargaininq Unit 

Law Enforcement 
C r a f t s *  
Serv ice  
Hospi ta l  and P ro fes s iona l  
Nurses 
Off i c e  
Technical  
Cor rec t iona l  Guards 
Engineers 
Health Treatment P ro fes s iona l s  
P ro fes s iona l s  
Supervisory -- Progression 1 
Supervisory -- Progression 2 
Supervisory -- Progression 3 

Employees I 

Tota l  a t  ~ 
i 

mployees  Maximum ~ e ~ r c e n  t 

TOTAL 26,858 11,879 4 4 %  

* The c r a f t s  u n i t  has a  two-step range: a probat ionary wage and a f j n a l  
wage, which is t h e  t o p  of t h e  range. 1 



APPENDIX C (sample Compensation Grid)  

Compensation Grid 14A 

I Unit 214 Minnesota Association of Professional Bnployees Effective 7/13/83-7/24/84 
Commissionerts Plan Positions Comparable to Unit 214 Effective 7/1/83-6/30/84 

Series A Ranges 1-30 -- 

I cow m e  A B c D I3 F G H I J 
Step 0 1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 
Series Range Range 

I A 
YR 1:, 'd5~~16,5fi 17,205 17,790 18,395 18,959 19,606 20,254 20,964 21,673 

1 MD 1329 1378 1434 1482 1533 1580 1634 1688 1747 1806 1 
HR 7.64 7.92 8.24 8.52 8.81 9.08 9.39 9.70 10.04 10.38 

Step 0 1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 
Comp Code A B C D E F G H I J 
YR-YearlvSalar~Rate 



Compensation Grid 14A 1 
Unit 214 Minnesota Association of  ~rofess ional  Employees Effective 7/13/83-7/24/84 (conk.) 

Colmnissioner I s  Plan Positions Comparable to  Unit 21 4 Effective 7/ 1 /83-6/30/84 
Series A Ranges 1-30 

Comp Code A 
Step 0 1 
Series Range 

YR 26,726 
A 16 MO 2227 

HR 12.80 

Step 0 1 02 03 04 06 09 10 
O5 F 

08 
O7 H Comp Code A B C D E G I 

YR - Yearly Salary Rate . 
KO - Monthly Salary Rate 
HR - Hourly Salary Rate 

J 



Append i :c D -. - 

State of 
Minnesota PERFORMANCE REVIEW 

dec~slons concerning advancement, reassignment, future tra~ning needs, performance 
act~ons. The employee may legally refuse to prov~de the anformation, but fa~lure to do so may affect any of the above 

AGENCYIDIVISION 

TTLE Ilf d~fferentl POSITION CONTROL NUMBER 

A. EVALUATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES identified in the employee's position description. For each responsibility check the 
appropriate level of performance in terms of three primary factors: quantity, quality and time. I f  a factor i s  inappropriate for 
measuring the employee's performance of a given responsibility, cross out that factor. There is also room to add a factor that may 
be more appropriate than the three listed. Use the COMMENTS section to support and/or qualify your evaluation. Comment 
(justification) must be given when either "Below Standards" or "Greatly Exceeds Standards" i s  used. 

t W  LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE 
RESP. ' 

Minimally Fully Greatly 
Below Meets r!pF[-Ex;e; Meets Exceeds COMMENTS ' ' FACTORS Standards Standards Star~dards Standards Standards 

See Position Desc. - .. -- -. -. -- -- - . -- . 

( I  ( I  
( I  ( I  I I I )  ( I 
( ) I I  ( I  I I  
I I ( L ( ' I  ( ) ( I 

APPRAISAL 
PERIOD to 

-- 

QUANTITY 
QUALITY 
TlME 

QUANTITY 
QUALITY 

DATE PERFORMANCE 
INDtCATORS ESTABLISHED 

QUANTITY 
QUALITY 
TIME 

DATE REVIEWED 
WITH EMPLOYEE 

TlME 

QUANTITY 
QUALITY I I 
TlME 

QUANTITY 
QUALITY 
TlME 

QUANTITY 
QUALITY 
TlME 

6. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND CONCERNS to be considered in the performance review. Add anything that is  relevqnt to 
the employee's performance not included in Section A. 



C. OVERALL PERFORMANCE LEVEL OF EMPLOYEE. Check appropriate statement below. Consider all data in SectionsA\and 8. 

Performance IS clearly outstanding in all phases of the position. The employee's achievements and contributions greatly exdeed 
standards, vxpectatlons and requirements. I 

I 

I I Performance is satisfactory in all phases of the position. The employee meets all job requirements and expectations. 1 I 
Performance is superior. The employee consistently performs at a higher level than the job requires. 

- -- - .- - 

I I I 
Performance i s  adequate. The employee meets most of the job requirements and expectations, but needs improvement. ~ I 

- 

Performance is unsatisfactory. The employee does not meet job requirements and expectations. Improvement isessential to 

. 
I 

- - 

D. GROWTH POTENTIAL OR PROMOTABILITY OF EMPLOYEE. Cons~der the employee's ablllty to handle a job of lnkreased 
scopc! and rerponslhlllty In the same career area, self-~mprovement efforts, and record of past accomplishments. 

- . -- -- -- -- - - -- - 
1. I f  a hlgher level position were available at this time, would the employee he ready for promotion? 

Yes, the employee is ready No, the employee is  not ready Do not know 

2. The employee's long-range promotahility is: 

Excellent Good u Limited (without considerable development) Unknown 

3. The employee is interested in career planning and would like organizational assistance in developing a plan. 

Yes No n The employee i s  it,terestecl in development, hut d&s not need help in planning. 

- - -. . -. - - - - - -. . . .. .. . . . - . - - - - . - - - - -- 
E. POSITION DESCRIPTION REVIEW i s  to be completed each year. Description should be reviewed annually and revise4 if the 

position changes (need not be rewritten each year). The position description must be entirely rewritten every three years.A copy 
of the elnplovee's revised or rewritten position description should be submitted to the agency's personnel office with a topy of 
the review form. I 

I 
The current position description is: 

an accurate reflection of the current responsibilities and performance standards. 

revised to reflect changes in the position. 
~ 
I ~ 

rewritten because it is three years old. I 

I 
F. EMPLOYEE COMMENTS (optional) ~ ~ 

SIGNATURE OF EMPLOYEE ( I  have read 
the above evaluation) 

I 

- - -. 
SIGNATURE OF RATER'S SUPERVISOR 
( I  have reviewed and concur with the above evaluation),,, t-- 
the above evaluation) 

Date ~ 



A P P E N D I X  E 

CMlPEhffATION INCREMES -- STATE EMPLOYEES (EXECUTIVE BRANCH) -- FY 1982-1986 

(Does not include achievement awards and/or-step increases where allowed) 

.......................................................................................................................... 

W I T  FY Effec. FY Effec. FY Effec. FY Effec. FY Effec. FY Effec. 
1WZ Date 1983 Date 1984 Date 1985 Date ----=-----------=-------- 1986 Date 1?87 Date 

--------=---- ----------- - - - - - - - -==5===IPP311==I===ii==t======I===I====================~================== 

WSCME Council #6 8.0% 8/11/81 See Note Below 4.0% 7/1/83 4.5% 7/1/84 4.0% 7/1/85 4.0% 7/1/86 

Law Enforcement 8.0% 7/1/81 6.5% 6/30/82 4.0% 7/13/83 4.5% 7/11/84 4.0% 7/23/85 4.0% 7/24/86 
3.0% 12/29/82 (Arbitration) ........................................................................................................................ 

MN Association of 8.25% 7/1/81 6.0% 6/36/82 4.0% 7/1/93 . 4.5% 7/25/84 3.0X 7/1/85 4.0X 7/23/86 
Professional Employees a 3.0% 12/29/82 1.5% 1/8/86 
(MCIPE) 

Middle Management 8.0% 7/1/81 7.5% 7/14/82 4.0% 7/1/93 4.5% 7/1/84 3.0% 7/1/85 4.0% 7/1/86 
Association (MMA) 5.0% 7/1/81 5.0% 7/14/82 1.0% 1/8/86 

5.3% 1/13/82 6.2% 2/9/83 1.0%+ 1/8/86 

NN Government Engineers 8.5% 7/1/81 6.5% 6/30/82 4.25% 7/1/83 4.25% 7/1/84 1.6% 7/1/85 4.0% 7/1/86 
Council (MGEC) 3.0% 12/29/82 2.4%++ 7/1/85 .................................................................................... -- 
MN Nurses Association 8.0% 7/1/81 6.0% 6/30/82 4.25% 7/1/83 4.25% 7/1/84 3.OX 7/24/85 4.0% 7/23/86 
(W) 3.0% 12/20/82 1.5% 1/1/86 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------,------------ 

Health Treatment 8.25% 7/1/81 5.5% 7/14/82 4.25% 7/1/83 4.25% 7/1/84 See Cannissioner's Plan ( 8 ) ~  
Professionals 4.0% 1/12/83 next page 

Note: Units 2,7,8 received 6.0% increases effective 6/30/82 and 3.0% increases effective 12/29/82. Units 3T416 received 
COLA adjustments effective &/30/82 and 12/29/82. 

+ Additional 1 percent adjustment to last three steps of supervisory salary range. 
C . 2  . - 

++ 2.4% adjustment to equalize s t e w  df engineerse salary range. - *- -  - 

Page 1 



----------- ISIPS----------------- Ip==========-----------------  ----------- ----------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - P I = = = = = = P P = = = = = = = = = ~ P L =  I= 

UWJk N ~f fec .  F Y  E f f e c .  @? Effec .  FV E f f e c .  F Y  E f f e c .  F Y  E f f e c .  
1982 D a t e  1983  D a t e  1984  D a t e  1985 bate  ---------- 1986 D a t e  1%7 Date 

---------^g=~~*~*II I=r-rrD-Ip=====================sd====================~===x5=*========L===*=========~========================== 

COMMISSIONER'S BtfW 

O f f i c e  and T e c h n i o k  8.0% 7/1/81 COLA 6 / 3 0 / 8 2  
1 2 / 2 9 / 8 2  

S u p e r v i s o r s  8.0%* 7/1/&1 6.0% 6 / 3 0 / 8 2  4.0% 7/1/8j 4.5% 7 / 1 / 8 4  3.0% 7 / 1 / 8 5 +  4.0% 7 /1 /86+  
1.0%++ 1 / 8 / 8 6  4.0% 7 / 1 / 8 6  

P r o f e s s i o n a l s  8.0%* 7 /1 /81  6 /0% 6 / 3 0 / 8 2  3.0% 7 / 1 / 8 5 +  4.0% 7 /23 /86+  
1.5% 1 / 8 / 8 6  4.0% 7/23/86 

Mc?..w?@r~ P l a n  Not A v a i l a b l e  Performance-Eased I n c r e a s e s + + +  N o  A u t o m a t i c  A d j u s m n t s + + + +  
, -*---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -- 

Flgenq &ads  F Y  1981-1983, N o  I n c r e a s e  Average  7 / 1 / 8 3  Average  7 / 1 / 8 4  Average  P e r c e n t  I n c r e a s e  3.3% 
% I n c r e a s e  % Inc re , a se  Range 0-4% 
12%. 7.5% E f f e c t i v e  D a t e  7 / 1 / 8 5  
Range 0-16% Range 1.7-15.9% 

t , & d i t i o n a l  per - formance  i n c r e a s e s  i n  1986 and 1987,  n o t  to  exc-d 3.5% of agency  s a l a r y  b a s e .  

++ P l u s  s a l a r y  g r i d  a d j u s t m e n t  

+++ F o r  1985: E x c e e d s  s t a n d a r d s ,  4-12%; m e e t s  s t a n d a r d s ,  0-8%; below s t a n d a r d s ,  0 .  
F o r  1986: E x c e e d s  s t a n d a r d s ,  4-13%; m e e t s  s t a n d a r d s ,  0-TL; below s t a n d a r d s  0.  

- ++++ Minimum and maximum o f  r a n g e s  a d j u s t e d  to  m a i n t a i n  c o n s i s t e n c y  w i t h  c o n t r a c t s .  I n c r e a s e s  m u s t  a v e r a g e  5% pe r  
agency .  E f f e c t i v e  d a t e s  7/1/85? 1 /1 /86 ,  and 7 /1 /86 .  

* P l u s  pe r fo rmance  based  i n c r e a s e s  a s  f o l l o w s :  O u t s t a n d i n g  0-7% ( 1 / 9 / 8 2 )  O u t s t a n d i n g  0-8% ( 1 / 1 2 / 8 3 )  
Above a v e r a g e  0-5% hbove a v e r a g e  0-6% 
S a t  i s f a c t o r y  0-3% S a t i s f a c t o r y  0-Y% 
L e s s  t h a n  sat i s f a c t o r y  0% L e s s  t h a n  s a t i s f a c t o r y  0% 

P r e p a r e d  by t h e  C i t i z e n s  League,  May 2, 1986, frmn i n f o r m a t i o n  s u p p l i e d  by t h e  Minneso ta  L e g i s l a t i v e  Commission on 
Efnployee R e l a t i a n s .  

C i t i z e n s  League 
a 4  S o u t h  S i x t h  Stret 
Minneapol is, HN 55402  



APPEND1 X F 
IPLEASF POST t 

I MlNNESOlA open for application to the general public 

I as well as to current employees of the State 
of Minnesota. Further information and 
applications may be obtained 'at areaoffices 
of the State Job Service or the. Minnesota 

I ( Department of Employee . Relations, 3rd 

- I 
Issued by MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF  EMPLOYEE RELATIONS, An Equal Opportunity Employer. JANUARY 11.1985 - ISSUE # 1 C  

IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT FILLING OUT VOUR APPLICATION 
Read the job description thoroughly so you understand the duties, requirements and 
type of examination necessary to qualify. F i l l  out an official State of Minnesota 
"Application for Employment" form, using instructions on page 4 of the application. 
The front page of the State Application for Employment is used to enter information 
concerning your application for state employment. The spaces provided for your 
name, address, and phone number equal the spaces provided in the computer system 
for that information. You should print clearly and abbreviate as necessary. F i l l  out 
a separate application for each job title. (Photocopies of the application may be 
used.) I 
Vour application will be processed with more accuracy and speed i f  all the 
information needed has been provided. I f  your application is incomplete, the 
Department of Employee Relations may return it or contact you for the missing 
information. Th~s may result in a delay in processing your application. 

Unless otherwise directed in the announcement, mail application to: \ 
MINNESOTA DEPARIMLNT OF EMPLOVEE RELATIONS 

>rd Floor, Space Center Building 
444 Lafayette Road 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

VOUH COMPLETED APPLICATION MUST ARRIVL AT THE OtPARTMENT OF 
FMPLOVLk RLLATIONS BY b:>0 P.M. ON THk PUBLISHED CLOSING DATE. 

The Department of Employee Relations cannot be rewnsib le for the failure of 
referral agencies or other state departments to forward applications to us before 
the deadl~ne. 

ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITIES - - - - -- - -. 
Vou may dial (6121 297-)I80 to hear a recorded message listing positions open for 
application in the bi-weekly Minnesota Career Opportunities Bulletin. This 
recordin~j is updated every other Friday to coincide with the publication of the 
bulletins and plays 24 hours a day. 7 days a week. During business hours persons 
outside the metro area may dial the recorded message tol l  free (call 
1-800-652-9707 and tell the person who answers to connect you to the 297->I80 
number). Vou may also contact the numbers below for information on ioh classes 
which remain open to continuous application. 

FURTHER JNFORMATION ON EXAMINATION PROCEDURES 
Minnesota Twin Cities Metropolitan area and other states call: (6 12) 296-2616 
Minnesota outside Twin Cities Metropolitan area call tol l  free: 1-800-652-9747 
Telecommunications Device for the Deaf (TDD): (612) 296-4696 

EXAMINATION PROCEDURES 
The job announcement describes the kind of e x a m i n a t i ~  which will be given for the 

, job. The exam will have one or more of the following parts: 

I. Experience and TraininqRatinq: Examination scores are based on an evaluation 
of the job-related experience and training you describe on your application. The job 
announcement describes the type and level of job-related educationttraining and 
experience for which credit is given and the number of points awarded. I f  
educationltraining receives credit, the job announcement will indicate either the 
number of points to be credited or the number of months of experience for which 
the trainingteducation may be substituted. 

Vour related experience may earn A. 6, or, in  some instances. C-level credit, with 
A-level experience being the most job related, 6-level less closely related, etc. 
Describe &I relevant experience on your .applicationh'ewme. You receive points for 
each year of related experience. The total years of experience at each level are 
rounded to the nearest quarter year. Typically, a decreasjng number of points is 
awarded for each successive year of experience. Some rating scales may limit 
credit to experience gained within the last five or ten years. I f  a particular rating 
scale allows credit for more than one level of experience and you have experience at 
both levels, you will fi& receive credit for the total amount of A, then for R at the 
point on the scale where A credit ended. For example. i f  you'have two years of A 
and five years of B, you would receive the points listed for the f irst two years of A 
plus the points listed for the >rd, 4th. and 5th years of 8. Hodeder, i f  the scale 
credits a maximum of 5 years of experience, you would  receive:^^ additional points 
for your other 2 years of 6 experience. The number of points.listedfor each year is 
credit for ful l- t ime paid or volunteer experience. Vour part-time kxperience will 
receive prorated credit according to the number of hours per week. (e.g., 20 hours 
per week equals half credit). I f  your experience was gained on p full-time job but 
was not the primary responsibility of your total job, you wil l  ceceive less than full 

\redit. 

2. Written and Performance 1%~: The content areas of the test are listed in the 
job announcement. Vou will be tested on a Saturday morning at' 'the state test 
center closest to the address you give on your application. I f  you want to be tested 
at a different location, attach a note to the front of your application indicating the 
location you prefer. The Department of kmployee Relations will accommodate your 
request whenever possible. Reschedules may not be permitted for some tests. I f  so, 
this is indicated in the job announcement. 1 yping tests are given only i f  you pass 
other parts of the examination and are called for an employment interview. 

>. Oral Examination; This is a structured question and answer test in which a 
panel rates your answers to specific job-related questions. Oral examinations are 
usually held in St. Paul during regular working hours. 

RlTLST PDLlCV 
Vou may take the same written or oral test only_-== in any six month per~od. 
However, i f  the same test is used more than once in a six month period, you may 
submit another application and request that your first test be scored for the second. 

SCORING AND REFERRAL PROCEDURES 
I f  an examination has more than one part (e.g., an experience and training rating and 
an oral examination), you must receive a passing score on e e p a r t  in order to pass 
the total test unless stated otherwise in the job announcement. Vou will be notified 
of your score on any examination. Passing scores for all examinations range from 70 
to 100. (The maximum score on any examination is laJ.) I f  you get a score &w 
70, you will be removed from further consideration. I f  you receive a final score of 
70 or above, you will be placed on the eligible list. As vacancies occur, the 
applicants with the top twenty scores who are available for the geographic area and 
employment condition of the vacancy are referred for consideration. The agency 
with the vacancy may contact any or all of these individuals. Vour name will 
remain on the eligible list for a minimum of six months. The duration of the eligible 
list is noted in the job announcement. The notice of any changes in the duration of 
the list will be given in this bulletin. 



MANAGEMENT ANAL= 29.81 - 12.9UIhour; $20,483-26.935;jyear. I 
MANAGEMENT ANALYST 3 $10.85-l4.35lhour; $22,655-29.963lyear. I 
MANAGEMENT ANALYST SUPERVISOR I $10.06- 13.51lhour; $21,005-28,209lyear. 
MANAGEMENT ANALYST SUPERVISOR 2 $1 1.22 - 15.101hour; $ 23,427- 31.529lyear. 

clerical staff. 

. . management, procedure and organization manuals, budgetary analysis, organizational development, data processing systems; or 
a Master's degree in operations research, information systems, management, or organizational development. 

I i 

The written test covers management theory and systems, staffing and organizational structure, methods evaluation, wdpk 
measurement, forms design, budgetary analysis, report writing, data processing concepts, reading comprehension, and wr i t qn  
communications. Based on information to be gathered with the written test, applicants passing the written test will have bo s 
points added to  written test scores for experience in management analysis beyond that required for exam admisslon (ManagernTt 
Analyst 3 and Supervisor 2) for leadwork andlor supervisory experience (Management Analyst Supervisor I and 2) and fpr 
experience with automated data processing (all classes). 
Applicants may submit a single application when applying for any of these exams, but must indicate all job titles (e.g., MA213 a/ld 
MA Sup 112) for which they are applying on the first page of the application form. 
The eligible list will be used to f i l l  vacancies as they occur. 
Duration of new eligible list: I year, unless eligibles are otherwise notified. 

MENTAL HEALTH PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE SUPERVISOR $14.02- I8.821hour; $29,274-39,296lyear. 
Applications wil l  be accepted until 4:)O p.m. on Monday. January 28. 1985. 
Current vacancy: Department of Human Services, St. Paul. 
Supervise a Department of Human Services mental health program in one of the following areas: client advocacy, mental illness Or 
mental retardation. Supervise staff; deslgn or revise policies and rules governlng program admlnistratlon: develop legislatiie 
proposals and testify before 
develop fiscal administrative 
patient abuse; and provide technical assistance to grantees, service providers, client advocates, andlor their families a 
residential facility staff. 
The examination consists of: experience and training rating (100% flnal score) with points awarded as follows: 
Education: Master's degree in Public Administration, Psychology, Social Work, Special Education or closely related mental healb 
field equal to one year A-level Experience. Bachelor's degree in one of the above fields equal to six months A-level Experlence. ~ 
A-level Experience: Supervisory or advanced professional experience in  administration of ~ro~ramslservices for mentally retardep, 
mentally 111 andlor chemically dependent persons and including program design and evaluation. To be credited, experience 
include at  least four of the followinq: 
I. development of policies, procedures, rules or legislation; or 
2. grants management or fiscal management of a service delivery program budget; or 
3. provlsion of advocacy services; or 
4. program research, analysis, and report preparation; or 
5. technical assistance to  county agencies andlor local service providers; or 
6. providing or obtaining legal services for clients whose rlghts may have been violated; or 
7. providing training on topics specifically related to  mental health treatment modalities, client rights, or individual progra 

planning. 
(1st year = 40 points, 2nd = 30; 3rd = 20; 4th = 10) 

educationltraining, experience, and achievements in the above areas. I n  describing pertinent work experience indicate: 
&&: In  order to receive "A" level credit, applicants must submit with the application speclfic lnformatlon descrlblk 

- Your t i t le during the period the work was performed. - Indicate dates (e.g., 5179- 1118 I )  and approximate number of hours worked per week. - Describe specific duties performed which pertain to the area and indicate approxlmate percent of total time on the job spe 
performing each of the duties described. 

Assistant Croup Supervisor, Mental Health Program Advisor) (1st year = 30 points; 2nd = 25; 3rd = 15; 4th = 5). 
The eligible list will be used to f i l l  other vacancies as they occur. 

8-level Exwrience: Advanced professional experience in the design and delivery of cllent advocacy, behavior modiflcatlon and/& 
social work programs for the mentally ill, mentally retarded or chemically dependent (e.g., Behavior Analyst 3l~uperviso~. 

Duration of new eligible list: 2 years, unless eligibles are otherwise notified. 
I 

NATURAL RFSOURCES SUPERVISOR. FORESTRY $12.55- 16.88lhour; $26,204-35,245lyear. 
Applications wil l  be accepted until 4:)O p.m. on Tuesday. February 19, 1985. 
Current vacancy: Forest Assessments and lnventory Supervlsor position, Department of Natural Resources, St. Paul. Candida 
interested in this position must indicate that they are available for employment in St. Paul and indicate Job Locatlon Code I W 2  
051 on page I of the Application for Employment. 
Provide statewide program development, direction, supervision, evaluation, and budgeting for a comprehensive statewide fores y 

Management and Policy Supervisor. 
The examination consists of: experience and training rating (100% final score) with polnts awarded as follows: 
Education: Master's degree in Forestry = 5 points. 

I" 
program, e.g., Forest Assessments and lnventory Supervisor, County and Private Forest Management Supervlsor, State Fore t 

A-level Exwrience: Professional experience supervising and directing al l  forest management activities of a geographic area a t  e 
level of a Natural Resources Specialist 4 - Area Forester or equlvalent; Professional experience planning, organizing a 

Specialist, NurseryITimber Sales Specialist) (1st year = 70 points; 2nd = 15; 3rd = 10). 

1 
directing a specialized, statewide forest management program at the level of a Natural Resources Specialist 4, Natural Resourcds 
Senior Staff Specialist, or equlvalent (e.g., Forest Products Utilization and Marketing Specialist, Private Forest Managemert 

8-level Exmriencq: Professional experience planning, organizing and directing a specialized, regionwide forest managemert 
program at the level of a Natural Resources Specialist 3 - Forester, Natural Resources Forestry Staff Speclallst, or ~qu lva ler t  
(e.g., Regional Insect and Disease Specialist, Regional Sllviculturallst, Forest lnventory Specialist) (1st year = 60 points; 2nd = 10; 
3rd = 5). I w: Credit wil l  be awarded to experlences in other publlc or private organlzatlons provlded that the experiences are comperabl~ 
to Mlnnesota's state positions of Natural Resources Specialist 4, Natural Resources Senior Staff Speclallst, Natural Resource 
Specialist 3 (Forester), or Natural Resources Forestry Staff Speclalist (I.e., in  terms of level of responslblllty, and type end slze 0 
forestry program responsible for). 
I he  eligible list wil l  be used to f i l l  other vacancies as they occur. 
Duration of new elig~ble list: 3 years, unless eligibles are otherwise notified. 

: 
i 



RECE?AT CITIZENS JXXUl REPOFCtS 

It's Only a Game: 9 L~ttery in Minnesota 
Pdaptability -- The New Mission for Vocational mucation 
A Strategy for the Waterbelt 
Fewer to the Process: mking Minnesota's Legislature Vbrk Better 
Accountabi li ty for the Development Dollar 
Building on Strength: A Competitive Minnesota Economic Strategy 
A Larger Vision for Small Scale Pgriculture 
m e  Mtro Cbuncil: Narrming the Age& and Raising the Stakes 
The Region's Infrastructure: 'Ihe Problem Ian' t *at You Think It 
Meeting the Crisis in Institutional Care: Ward Better Choices, 

Financing and Results 
A Fhrewell to Wlfare 
Homegrown Services: The Neighborhood Opportunity 
Use bad Revenue for the m d s  ?hat Are Used 
Wrkers' Cbmpensation &form: Get the Ehployees Back on the Job 
Thought Before Action: Ih-derstanding a d  Reforming Minnesota's 

Fiscal System 
m e  CL in the Mid-80~ 
lbking Better Use of misting musing: A Rental musing Strategy 

for the 1980s 
Rebuilding Education to Make It Wrk 
A Rsitive Alternative: Redesigning Public Service Delivery 
Paying Attention to the Difference in Prices: A Health Care Cost 

Strategy for the 1980s 
A Subregional Solution to the East Metro Park Question 
Taxis: Solutions in the City; a New Future in the Suburbs 
kepi% the 'Waste Out of 'aste 
Citizens -ague Report on Ftent Control 
Changing Communications: Will the Thin Cities Lead or Ebllw 
Siting of mjor Cbntroversial Facilities 
mlarging Our Capacity to Adapt, Issues of the '80s 
Next Steps in the Ebolution of Chemical Dependency Care in Minnes 
Keeping Better Score of Youth Sports 
Linking a Oommitment to Desegregation with Choices for Quality 

Schools 
A mre Btional Discussion for Taxes and the Economy 
Initiative and Referendun..."NO" for Minnesota 
A Risk-Share Basis for Pension...W Taxpayers and Brtployees Om 

Benefit Through Greater Sharing of Respnsibility for Public 
Pensions 

Lmal Discipline, Not State Prdnibition...A Strategy for Public 
Expenditure Cbntrol in Minnesota 

Knitting Irxal Government wether. ..Ibw a Merger of City-Cbunty 
Functions Om Prwide Better Local Service for Win 
Cities Citizens 

Improving the 'Discussion' of Public Affairs 
Cbnnnunity Plans for City Decisions 
W mke It Tbo Easy for the Arsonist 
Needed: A Policy for Parking 
IWre Care About the Cbst in mspitals 
Public eetings Eor the Public's Business 
A Btter Way to Help the Poor 
Helping the Metropolitan Economy Change 
Selective Cbntrol Is the Only m y  to Protect Elms 

For titles and availability of earlier reports, contact the CL office 
2-86 



RECENT CITIZENS LEI\(;UE ST- 
Statement to Legislature on Preserving Metropolitan Tax-Base Sharing 
Statement to Legislature & Metro Council on Blomington 

Development Propma1 
Statement to Metrapolitan Council on Organized Collection of Solid Wa 
Statement to Metropolitan Courrcil on Long-Term Care 
Statement on Transit Alternatives 
Statement on Solid Waste Disposal 
Statement to Tax Study Canmission 
Statement on Light Rail Transit 
Statement to Legislative Study Ccanmittee on Metrapolitan Transit 
Statement to Govemr's Tax Study Commission 
Statement to Minnesota's Highway Study Conmission 
Statement on the Metropolitan Courcil's Proposed Interim Economic 

Policies 
Statement to mls. Charter Ccenmission: Proposal to have Mayor as 

mn-voting member of Courcil 
Statement to Metrapolitan Council & Richard P. Braun, Cammission of 

Transportation on Preferential Treatment in I-35W Expansion 
Statement to Members, Steering Cammittee on Southwest-University 

Avenue Corridor Study 
Statement to Cammission on the Future of Post-Secomlaq Education 

in Minnesota 
Statement to the Metropolitan Health Board 
Appeal to the Legislature arrd the Governor 
Citizens League m s e s  Unfurrded Shifts to Balance Budget 
Longer-Term Sperrding Issues Which the Govemr a d  Legislature 

Should Face in 1982 
Statement Concerning Alternatives to Solid Waste Flow Control 
Amicus Curiae Brief in Fiscal Disparities Case filed 
Statement to the Minnesota State Legislature Regarding the 

Reconstruction Project 
Letter to the Joint Legislative Cammission on Metropolitan 

Governance 
Statement to Metropolitan Health Board on Phase IV Report 
Statement to Metropolitan Council on I-35E 
Statement to Minneapolis Charter Commission 
Letter to Metropolitan Caurcil re CL Recomlmrxlations on 1-394 
Statement to the Governor a d  Legislature as They Prepare 

for a Special Sesion 
Statement to the Minnesota State Legislature Regarding the 

University of Minnesota Hospitals Reconstruction Bill, as amerrded 
Statement to the Govermr ard Legislature Concerning Ekpeditures- 

Taxation for 1981-83. Issues by Tax & Finance Task Force 
Statement Concerning Proposed Legislative Study of the Metropolitan 

Council. Issued by the Structure Task Force 
Statement to the Governor ard Legislature @posing Abolition of the 
Coordinating F'tion in Post-Semndary Education 

Citizens League Statement on 1-394 
Statement on Budget & Property Tax Issues Facing the Governor a d  

Legislature in 1981. Issued by Tax & Finance Force 
Statement to the Minnesota State Legislature Regarding the 

University of Minnesota Hospitals Reconstruction Project 
Ward a Better Urrderstading of Policy Choices in the Biennial 

State Budget. Issued by the Tax & Finance Task Force 
Statement: Status Report on Speding-Tax Decision Facing the 

Governor a d  Legislature in 1981. Tax & Finaxe Task Force 
CL Statement to the Metropolitan Health Board, Concerning the 

Rebuilding Praposal of University Hospitals 
CL Statement on Three Proposed Amerdments to the Minnesota 

Constitution 
CL Statement to the Metro Health Board RE Phase I11 of the 

MAL.--l< L-3- =A".-.: L-1 n1-- -.&..A xL.--< &-.I.. 



CL PUBLICATIONS 
ORDER FORM 

REPORTS 

1st Copy 
2nd - 10th 
llth & more 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS DIRECTORY 

1st Copy 
2nd - 10th 
llth & more 

MN JOURNAL SUBSCRIPTION 

MEMBERS 

FREE 
$ 5.00 
$ 4.00 

22 Issues per year FREE 

Corporate Discount for Additional Subscriptions - $20.00 
Back Issues - $2.00 

NON-MEMBERS 

Quan t i ty Publication Cost 

Total Amount of Order .......................... $ 

Name: 

Address: 

City: State: Zip 

Phone: 

Make checks payable to Citizens League and mail this form to: 
84 South 6th Street 
Room 530 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 



WHAT THE CITIZENS LEAGUE IS 

The Citizens League has been an active ard effect ive public a f f a i r s  education 
and research organization i n  the m i n  C i t i e s  metropolitan area since 1952. 

Volunteer research cconmittees of the Citizens League develop reports w h i c h  
ident i f ies  the issues, report f irdings ard conclusions on what needs to be 
accomplished, ard propose specif ic  workable solutions. ~ ~ d a t i o n s  i n  
these reports of ten become l a w .  

Over the years, the League's reports have been a reliable source of 
information for  governmental of f ic ia l s ,  community leaders, ard c i t izens  
concerned w i t h  issues of our area. 

The League is depends upon the support of individual mmkrships and 
contributions from businesses, foundations ard other organizations throughout 
the metropolitan area. 

You are invited to join the League, or, if already a member, invi te  a friend 
to join. An application blank is provided for  your convenience. 

President 
Thomas H. Swain 

V i c e  Presidents 
Jean King 
Susan Laine 
LuVerne M. Mlberg 
R e d  H. Speece, Jr. 

Secretary 
Kay H. Harris 

Treasurer 
Peter ~ a n d e r p e l .  

STAFF 

Executive D i r e c t o r  
Cur ti s Johnson 

Associate D i r e c t o r  
Paul G i l j e  

Research Associates 
Robert de la  Vega 
Jody Hauer 
Laura Jenkins 
Marina Lyon 

Off ice Manager 
Deborah Loon 

Support Staff 
Alison Crane 
Conna Keller 
Joann Latulippe 
Catherine Sel tz  

John S. Adams 
Kenneth J. M e r s e n  
Lorraine 0. Cerman 
W i l l i s  K. Bright, Jr. 
Ronnie Brmks 
Harold Chucker 
Gordon Dorhowe  
Kent E. Eklurd 
Rober t Erickson 
Scotty G i l l e t t e  
David Graven 
John G. Hoeschler 
Terry %f fman 
Sally Hofmei ster 
Robbin S. Johnson 
Ted Kolderie 
Barbara L. Lukermann 
Dean A. U r d  
Susan C. kCloskey 
Allan E. Mulligan 
Joseph Nathan 
Gregory Peterson 
John A. Rollwagen 
Steven M. Rothschild 
Allen I. Saeks 
hi l y  Anne Staples 
Margo D. Stark 
Parker Trestel 
Lois Ye l l awthder  

PAST PRESIDE?9I'S 

Charles S. Bellms 
Francis M. Baddy 
Allan R. Eoyce 
Charles H. Clay 
Eleanor Colborn 
Rollin H. Crawford 
W a i t e  D. Durfee 
John F. Finn 
Richard J . Fi taGerald 

* Walter S. Harris, Jr. 
Peter A. Heegaard 
James L. H e t l a r d ,  Jr. 
E. Kristine Johnson 
Jean King 
Stuart  W. Leck, Sr. 
Greer E. Lockhart 
John W. W t y  
Arthur Naf t a l i n  
Charles A. Neerlard 
Norman L. N e w h a l l ,  Jr. 
W a p  H. Olson 

* Leslie C. Park 
Malcolm G. Pf under 
Wayne G. Popham 
James R. P ra t t  
Leonard F. m r g  
John A. Rollwagen 
Charles T. Silverson 
Archibald Spencer 
Frank Walters 

* Jdhn W. WiWrst 



Citizens Lssgue 84 South 5th Slreet MEMBERSHIP APPLICAT~ON 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 
Telephone 1612) 338-0791 

Mail to: Home Eloffice 
I 

CL Membership suggested by 1 
My tax-deductible dues contribution will be: I 

Name Telephone 

Address 

SUSTAINING $500 or more.. 8 

I, ......... ..... ............. SUPPORT1 NG $200-499. ! .... - 
........... CONTRIBUTING $75-199. .I .... - 

City State z ip  'FAMILY $40 .............................. 
.................. INDIVIDUAL $30.. 

......... FULL-TIME STUDENT $20.. 
Employer 

.i.. .. 

.'. ... 
-- - 

Telephone 

BUSINESS $150.. .................. .I.. .. Position 

Employer's Address YES NO 
My company has e matching gift program 
My form is enclosed C 

- .  

Spouse Information 

'Family Membershlp Compiete Back Side 1 
lnciuder one-year subscription(820) the 

hdinnesota Journal, studeots half pqke. 
-- - . i 

Famlly memoershrp e.?f!tled to a second JOURNAL: Please 
designate name and address to which lt should be sent. 

Spouse's Name 

Spouse's Employer 

Positisn Telephone 
--- 
Employer's Address 

Through the Citizens League, thocjsands of metropolitan citizens 
and businesses play a constructive r.ole i1.1 dea1j11.q with the public . - .- 
issues our community faces. 

ACTION and 
IMPLEMENTATION 

RESEARCH and 
REPORTS 

PUBLICATIONS 
Minnesota Journal- twenty-two issues 
of engaging public affairs news, analysis 
and commentary - news you cen't find 
anywhere else. 

Citizens comm~~nicate the ~ e b ~ u e ' s  
work to the community and public 
officials, precipitate further wbrk on the 
iss~~es and get things to hap n T .  

Citizen committee research and debate 
develops new policy ideas which often 
become law. 

CL Matters - an update of the League's 
community activities, meetings and 
p~ugress on issues. 

Experts equip the committees with facts 
and judgments. LEADERSHIP 

BREAKFASTS 1 '  Comprehensive reports make the 
rounds, inform the public and frequently 
shape the debates. 

P~~b:.cAffa;rs Directory - a listing of 
agencies, organizations and officials 
involved in the making of public policy 

P I J ~ ~ ~ c  officials ancl communit leaders 
meet with League members i locations 
throughot~t the metropolitan ea to 
disct~ss timely issues. 1 

SEMINARS INFORMATION 
RESOlJRCES Single-evening meetings offer debate 

and education covering pending public 
issues - arl opmrtunity to become fully 
informed about and ?,awe an lmpact on 
isst~es that affect you. 

A clearinghouse for metropolitan public 
affairs information and a resource of 
educational materials and speakers for 
the community. 



Public affairs 
research and education 
in the Minneapolis-Saint Paul 
metropolitan area 
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