
​MNIT Meet & Confer Minutes
​Date: 7/29/2026 
Introductions & Housekeeping
Attendees: 
​MAPE: Carolyn Murphy, Jed Becher, Michelle Belmont, Christopher Butler, Mike Dolbow, Andi Morris, Susie Sunde, Tony Yarusso, and Lyz Losie (MAPE Business Agent)
​MNIT: Chat Thuet, Rachel Dopson, Yia Her, Kristi Lane, Dana Matson, Jeff Nyberg, Mai Vang, and Megan Yang

Agenda Items
ServiceNow Roll Out – Jed
MAPE Questions:
· We don’t want to see our members penalized for any performance issues that have a root cause of a poor rollout. Specifically:
· We’re concerned about the lack of forethought, communication, and user-testing with this. We sense a lot of frustration from colleagues and want to convey that. Given how long the implementation timeline was, we expected a smoother transition.
· We’re curious about the timing of the rollout, given that June is the last month of the fiscal year, when many staff are swamped with other tasks, and there were multiple large scale production rollouts this June.
· We’d like to know why there was no testing done for any groups outside of the Enterprise Service Desk. We don’t know why we weren’t allowed into the sandbox/testing environment earlier.
· At DNR we have a weekly meeting just to try to get on the same page and understand how to use the new ServiceNow tool.
· Tony: the timeline was really short so we understand how feedback had to be prioritized from certain areas, but now that the initial launch is over, we’d like to ensure that new feedback loops are established with groups outside of Enterprise. Just recreating what was in BMC doesn’t fix everything. We think a Phase 2 and/or Phase 3 could be useful.
HR/MNIT Response: 
· Megan: we shared your concerns with Assistant Commissioner Nyberg. We know that the rollout had its own challenges.
· Jeff: I have information about the training that was made available. Some of the testing and training information is also available. Our goal was never to be perfect on this. It’s important to realize that the timeline was compressed because of a contract date. We would have incurred an extra $3m if we hadn’t met that deadline. The other deadlines coinciding really weren’t planned. It wasn’t by design or intention to have those deadlines all coinciding. BMC weren’t willing to give us a 1 year extension without significant costs.
· I have not been part of a program this large that didn’t have training and communication challenges. There are always tradeoffs. Our comms team did do a good job – they worked with MNIT and agencies. We put 3-5K tickets through the system each day.
· There are a lot of things to improve, and we will do that. We are going to have a dedicated Product Manager for ServiceNow and continuous improvement. We have business areas looking to join us on ServiceNow, for example DCT. We think this can be a tool for the entire state, not just MNIT.
· Jed: why wasn’t there more testing beyond the initial group? Jeff: the size and the scope of this implementation for 50,000 users and 10-12 months meant that we had to make some choices. We’d never be able to coordinate testing across a wider set of groups. Our approach falls well within what other organizations have seen worldwide. We worked with an implementation partner that helped us make those decisions. We’re fixing problems every single day. We wanted to make sure that our agency partners could get help on day 1 when they need it. We had a compressed timeline and did the best we could. I think the testing team worked really hard on this – I can provide the entire backlog from that team.
· Andi: I know the teams that worked on this and we don’t have complaints against them. I think one of the issues has been communications. Since the launch, folks at DNR and Revenue in particular are expressing frustration that they keep being told to put in a ticket, and then no timelines are provided on those tickets. Just getting an idea of how issues are going to get prioritized would be good. For example, tickets are still getting routed to the wrong groups. Some folks just need the reassurance that those urgent things are being attended to.
· Jeff: Yes, we do have an intake form for requests and a prioritization process. The big gap is the Product Manager, and that position is still open. Break/fix on this will be a little bit different than new features. That prioritization could probably be raised in visibility. We hope to have a new Product Manager hired soon. The system is stable, and we’re helping people. We’re not taking our foot off the gas in terms of trying to stabilize the workflows and routing. Continuous improvement is the best thing we can do going forward.
· Chad: we’re not going to hear about the successes as much as the problems. The system is working, people can put in tickets. There are challenges, but continuously improving and maximizing the system is still a work in progress. In anticipation of challenges with the rollout, we offered the “HyperCare” model. Initially we did see a higher than average call volume, but that has moderated. The extensive training leading up to deployment helped – those might still be available.
· Jeff shared his screen displaying a list of instructor-led trainings & office hours. Most of the training was done in May and June. We can provide an extensive report on how this was conducted. We had a communications plan and we thought that was executed well. By day 2, we were at normal levels for service desk calls.
· Jed: unfortunately I don’t remember seeing half of those trainings being offered. We just didn’t feel like they were communicated well.
· Jeff showed a list of emails that were sent to staff. We tried really hard to make sure people had the information they needed to do their jobs. I even open tickets in ServiceNow, and I never used BMC/Helix. I get many compliments on the user friendliness of ServiceNow in comparison to BMC.
· Remember our goal was never perfection – we wouldn’t have been able to accomplish that even with 3 years of implementation. I think that even the rush still provided a good experience and we avoided $3m in costs.
· Chad: can you tell us about the Product Manager position? Jeff: the number one candidate from the first round of interviews has been pitched to. Hopefully it’ll be hired soon.
· Carolyn: thank you for listening to our concerns.
The following documents provided by Jeff Nyberg via email after the meeting, and are available to other members on request to the MNIT Meet & Confer team:
· ServiceNow Project Close Report
· ServiceNow Communications Overview
Preferred First/Last Names – Andi
MAPE Questions:
We appreciate the listening during last session and hope that leads to long term change
We are concerned for legal implications if the data is released (i.e. via data request) or breached
However, we keep seeing reports with legal first names that are broadly available; for example, the seniority rosters and state white pages. We’re hopeful that increased education for reporting staff can change this, but we would like to discuss next steps in fixing this both short term and long term.
Can applications and systems (i.e. Planview) that are connected to SEMA4 be identified?
Is there a standard operating procedure for pulling reports of employee information from SEMA4? To try and make sure that users who can pull reports use the field for preferred first names would be a terrific step in the right direction.
Are supervisors and HR staff receiving any training with respect to preferred names?
Are there any plans for protecting individuals with preferred last names?
HR Response: 
· Chad: you cited a few examples. Both of the reports and datasets mentioned are managed by MMB. We don’t publish the white pages. The seniority rosters are created by downloading tables from MMB. We are discussing those concerns with MMB. I don’t know why MMB isn’t more concerned about this.
· Andi: some agencies have fixed this. I know Revenue doesn’t publish legal first names in their seniority rosters. It may be a little bit more work.
· Chad: our own internal reports and dashboards such as the all-employees org chart and compliance tracking will contain preferred first names. One of MNIT’s reporting specialists got special access to that information, and she is making sure as she builds dashboards, they will contain preferred first names.
· Identifying applications that connect to SEMA4 might be possible, but the data and access is controlled by MMB though a security and access form.
· I think your time would best be spent sharing your concerns with MMB. Individuals creating reports are going to need access to the preferred first names fields.
· Andi: we can use our channels with MMB, but we think MNIT leadership can do the same thing and take the issue to them. Chad: I can’t control what MMB does and doesn’t do. I can partner on a joint meeting and conversation. Andi: MNIT should be making sure that the data isn’t published, regardless of where it’s coming from. MNIT is publishing the seniority roster. We are also happy to partake in a joint conversation. We are potentially putting some of our members’ safety at risk by publishing this information.
· Chad: I can’t extend the guarantee to applications and reports that aren’t under my jurisdiction, and I don’t bear responsibility for those challenges.
· Carolyn: Chad, Andi, and I will convene to discuss next steps. MMB might not have a Meet & Confer yet. Lyz: correct, I’m happy to move forward as well. It’s in everyone’s best interest to protect those in vulnerable situations both inside and outside of work.
Telework Form Policy & Home Addresses – Michelle
MAPE Questions:
· We are concerned for legal implications if the data is released (i.e. via data request) or breached
· Confusing language in MMB policy. See the MMB Policy Doc, section V.b. on page 7. Currently employees can’t follow the letter of the policy around home addresses. There is no way for our people to be in compliance with this policy.
The form in Self Service is also confusing around the ADA accommodation section (HR in other agencies have been advising that section be left blank).
HR Response: 
· Dana: thank you for raising your concerns. First, self service does not provide managers and supervisors with access to employee home addresses. Employees are the only ones who can view and validate their home address information. The purpose of that entry is to make sure that the telework address identified aligns with the home address on file. That way HR can follow up if there’s a discrepancy, without disclosing home address information to supervisors.
· Michelle: the data we provide can also access the data, according to the warning in the system. It still seems pretty wide open. Are you saying that all the telework agreement information is obscured with respect to the location? Dana: correct, it just says “MN, USA”. Michelle: can we validate that other managers and supervisors have the same view? Dana: I’ll reach out to our telework contact at MMB to verify this. Michelle: that would be good. Thank you for allowing us to express the challenges.
· Michelle: we also have concerns about the ADA compliance field. Dana: we are aware that other HR teams have been advising employees to leave that section blank. The form language itself says “list any additional …” and to please not include any medical information or ADA information. That last sentence was added a few months ago based on MNIT HR’s suggestion. We also have guidance in our employee guidance materials. Michelle: thank you for those positive changes.
· Chad: if ADA information does accidentally end up in that form, we’ll send it back to the employee so that it gets removed, because we don’t want that there. I’ll confirm the same information about the home address. Michelle: thank you, looking forward to hearing more.
Space Build Out – Andi/ Tony
MAPE Questions:
Tony & Andi met with Sarah Herder-Lewis to discuss. We are also both in the meeting series with Jim.
Please provide as much communication as possible, particularly before the open enrollment period, so that employees can make decisions about parking accounts, etc.
Andi: if space expansion is done in approximately in February, that can particularly impact our finances.
Toni: if there is still some uncertainty at the time of open enrollment, can we talk to SEGIP about having the pre-tax expense accounts opened for changes when a space buildout finishes and then requires different expenses?
HR Response: 
· Kristi: we can definitely talk to SEGIP about that. In the past, with dependent care, there was a form that allowed changes when something like that occurred. They did make exceptions for certain situations like that, but we will check with them to see if there’s something they could promote.
· Tony: an analogy was the increase to prescription drug costs, and we asked SEGIP if adjustments could be made for that, and they declined. So we’re concerned that they’ll take the same stance in this situation.
· Yia: they probably have certain criteria they’re following. Tony: they just said tough luck because they didn’t foresee the situation. Yia: we’ll raise that with them.
· Yia: I’m glad you’re both on that committee now. Please share feedback with that group now. I support the communication continuing. If you can reinforce communications to them, that will be great, and we’ll do our best on the HR side to reinforce that so that employees can plan out their lives.
· Yia: I’m anticipating a walkthrough and a final decision on the build out.
· Chad: I’m familiar with those life events that might qualify us for changes in SEGIP’s mind. The goal would be to have quality information by the time of open enrollment. Please voice concerns in those committee meetings as well because they’ll be leading the communications. That will help us move together jointly and make this a successful transition. Currently the projected date is January 25, 2027, but we know how construction can have delays. If that timeline holds, we’ll be looking at a 50% RTO in February. My guess is that SEGIP will say that we have to plan accordingly. The parking situation should be taken care of automatically pre-tax. Andi: that only works if people have a parking contract, and there are no contracts available for 50% use.
· Tony: the problem will be if someone elects pre-tax expenses for starting in February, and then the implementation didn’t start until June, they could be looking at losing money at the end of the year. So that’s why it needs to be relatively accurate. Chad: I hear this, I just know it’s been difficult for SEGIP to accommodate changes.
Intermittent / Paid Parental Leave Procedure Change – Carolyn
MAPE Questions:
Could those on existing leave be grandfathered into the old procedure?
MNIT@Commerce exception acknowledged. Thank you.
Please communicate this change more broadly so that members can plan in the future
HR Response: 
· Chad: I’m only aware of one person affected by the change in procedure. We made that change because it really helps us with the interrelation of the different types of qualifying leaves. As individuals ask us about the various benefits and how they can be used, it helps us communicate and manage the different types of leaves. The reason there hasn’t been a broader communication is because it only impacts a small percentage of our workforce, and we answer questions with individuals as they come to us. We get into the details as we individually consult with employees on their anticipated leave for birth or adoption. If we broadly communicated this, we fear it would do more to confuse than clarify. We have a leave administrator who works with every expecting parent about these leaves, how to use them, why certain leaves run concurrently, etc.
· Carolyn: is there something on the intranet about leaves? For example, PPL and how it’s administered. If I’m under the assumption that I can take it intermittently, then I find out that it’s constrained by policy, it could be confusing. Some people don’t know to reach out.
· Chad: employees really should reach out because it is very confusing. There are policies and procedures around FMLA, PPL, MPL posted on the intranet. Not in a way that might be as easy to answer as you’re asking. I’d encourage you to use the new policy and procedure agent and see what it yields. It searches the procedures and policies and the MAPE contract. It should answer the question in a way that is understood. It should also say to contact HR if you have further questions.
· Carolyn: I think that creates a legal liability on trust and interpretation, putting an AI bot in charge of this.
· Tony: regarding the small scope of people, when you’re having those 1:1 conversations with people, that’s likely when someone is already pregnant/expecting or the child has already arrived, not when people are considering having children. If people make decisions based on prior policies, then we should really broadly communicate the changes to those policies. Chad: that’s a fair point, so we’ll send a communication about the refreshed procedure. It will have to go through communications, and may be bundled into a message about multiple issues.
· Andi: this does not apply to intermittent FMLA, correct? Kristi: correct, FMLA is treated differently. People are allowed to take intermittent FMLA.

Reallocations – Andi
MAPE Questions:
We’ve heard some agencies are suggesting that due to budget concerns, managers/supervisors should not be requesting reallocations. It’s MAPE’s understanding that budget should not be a consideration in the reallocation process and would like to discuss this. If a person has been doing tasks for a year before they put in for a reallocation, waiting even further does not seem necessary.
Are quarterly numbers available again?
HR Response: 
· Rachel: correct, budget is not supposed to be a part of the reallocation decision. If an employee has been doing duties of a higher classification for more than a year, then we should be looking at that. Do we have any idea of where such ideas are happening around budget restrictions? Otherwise it’s hard to know how to follow up. We do have data for this year about what’s been completed and received. In 2026, we’ve completed 98 requests, and received 56. Our total count waiting right now is at 44, with 19 currently assigned for assessment.
· Andi: we’ll chat offline about specific situations we’ve heard about. Please send report numbers to Mike.
· Andi: do we know about how long the backlog takes? Rachel: our current average is 139 days.
· Susie: do we know, why there’s a difference between backpay and seniority date? Rachel: the seniority is the date of the decision, and the backpay is because we are allowed some flexibility on that.
· Tony: if the person needs to be doing the work for 1 year, but the processing takes 4 months, can a person put in the request at 8 months? Rachel: our preference is to wait a year so that we have documentation that the work has been done for a year. We are working to decrease our processing time. Waiting a year is not a hard and fast rule, but we do think it’s a good habit. Chad: the employee isn’t penalized due to our schedule, correct? Rachel: yes, for the backpay. Chad: the effective date and the back pay is at that one year mark then, right? Rachel: the back pay, but not necessarily the effective date.
Rachel provided reallocation numbers for 2026 via email:
	Months
	Completed
	Received

	January
	18
	7

	February
	11
	7

	March
	16
	12

	April
	11
	10

	May
	7
	10

	June
	4
	6

	July
	31
	4



Emergency Communications with @agency partners – Carolyn
MAPE Questions:
· Looking for an update
· Fire at Anderson Building, Monday July 27, 2026: 
· Major concerns here:
· 1: There was an active EMERGENCY incident and Capital Security let staff go inside.
· 2: MNIT staff were not notified again.
· 3: MNIT HR was not even notified of the incident. 
· 4: It was announced that the building is closed now and all staff will telework rest of the week, maybe longer. Was MNIT HR notified of this for MNIT staff at Anderson?
· 5: Major concerns about lack of communication to MNIT employees and MNIT HR in general.
· Carolyn provided a statement; see Appendix A.
HR Response: 
· Chad: FYI, it is NASCIO’s annual meeting this week, which is why Jon and Brandon are not available today. They send their apologies.
· Thank you for sharing your concerns. It’s unfortunate that our top brass are not here given this timeline. I’m not confident that the data sharing agreement will come to fruition with MMB. There is a workgroup that I’m encouraging MAPE to join in order to figure out how MNIT staff get notified about things that impact their safety in a timely fashion. We’re going to start with the known public data of emails and work phone numbers, and hope to progress beyond. Employees can enter in a personal phone number into self service for getting notifications on emergencies. I agree that it’s important for us to communicate about emergencies.
· I don’t disagree with taking this more seriously. All of the data practices are being interpreted in a way that is blocking our business needs. I’m weighing which business risk to own: not communicating or sharing information that was not allowed to share due to data practices. I will share this information with the Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner. I will insist that this can’t wait.
· Carolyn: I’d like to meet with the Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner, with Andi as well. Chad: I appreciate the mention of an emergency procedure; I hear that a person shouldn’t call the service desk. IT Sev 1’s are managed by a call to the service desk, so admittedly that was just an attempt to get a similar process in place. I’m all ears about how else we can change things.
· Carolyn: when I think about this, I think about it from a legal and risk assessment position. The ultimate ask is that we need to get MMB in the room along with general counsels now, so that we can get this figured out. An initial conversation with the Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner is fine but eventually we need to talk to MMB.
· Michelle: I’ve been speaking to members who work in the Anderson building with no warning that things were unsafe on Monday. The 6th floor was still smoky and MNIT employees were sent there by security. This could have been so much worse, and we have to do better by our people.
Turnover Rate – Carolyn
MAPE Questions:
The turnover rate was not provided in HR’s last two Quarterly Newsletters. Could you provide those rates?
HR Response: 
· Chad: I apologize we don’t have better data, but I do have it for the last quarter: 12 separations total. 6 retirements, 6 voluntary separations. So with the January 1 number of employees (2,807), that’s about .5% for a quarter. Extending that to the year, we’ll probably have about 2% for the year. We often see a spike in retirements in January and July. We’re not seeing abnormal turnover; I have some historical turnover rates that I can share in the future. This data has been on my wish list for a long time since we lost one of our HR specialists. Luckily we are getting strong pools of candidates for our open positions.
HR Items
Yia: we talked about the background check policy, and we want everyone to be aware that we’re updating that policy because of the FTI information and we need to make sure we’re in compliance with FTI / IRS requirements. It’s not just going to be new employees, we’ll have to make sure that we’re in compliance with current employees, and we’ll need to run checks on some current employees. We wanted MAPE to be aware of this.
Chad: the IRS regulations are changing, and we’ve been cited in an audit for several years now. The background checks need to extend to a criminal history records check. When a person is checked, we get a thumbs-up or thumbs-down from BCA, and then we are able to appeal if necessary. In some cases this can lead to a discharge. Some individuals who are required to submit to the check will get the results, and then there will be discussions with leadership about if there are any disqualifying findings. Revenue, DEED, DCYF, DHS, and Enterprise employees with access to FTI, including HR, will also need to submit to background checks. This is just a heads-up right now, and we’ll have to administer the results in an appropriate fashion. There is more to come; we haven’t identified the employees yet, and there might be employers already conducting checks. So there will be questions.
Tony: is there not a list of particular disqualifying events? Chad: I don’t think there is such a list. Yia: I believe there are certain criteria that are required, and we’ll provide those details when available. I don’t recall the details but I do think Revenue had a list. I’ll share more details as we get clarity.
Tony: will this be refreshed annually? Yia: I believe it’s every 5 years under the new laws. Chad: I think that’s correct. Tony: the CJIS checks also reveal expunged charges and arrests that did not lead to conviction, will those be included? Yia: I don’t know. Tony: is this only a criminal background check or do they look at credit reports too? Yia: it’s a criminal check.
Carolyn: thank you for the conversation, I appreciate it. Chad: I appreciate it as well.
Appendix A: Chair Statement to HR on Emergency Communications
The following statement was read from Meet & Confer Chair Carolyn Murphy:
As you know, there was another fire at the Andersen Building this week. Once again, MNIT was not included in the emergency communications. 
When MNIT employees arrived at work in the morning, they were directed by Security to proceed to their workstations. At that time, the alarms were still sounding, and smoke was still in the air. That direction put our members are put at risk. Employees should not have to report to offices where there is no plan to communicate with them in an emergency. It is not safe and we’re asking employees be allowed to work from home until this is resolved.
We acknowledge there is a “Reporting and Managing Non-IT Emergencies Procedure”, however it is unreasonable for an employee to have to call the Service Desk in case of an emergency. That role should be designated to trained individual(s).
The world is changing, and we need to meet it where it stands. In the past few years, we’ve witnessed murders, abductions, and riots. Your employees/ our members are scared. And people who are scared do not perform when they do not feel safe. What happened this past Monday was a systemic failure on all levels and has caused irreparable harm. The past few days I have been contacted by Members and Management about this instance, I am currently working with Members so they do not take this instance and the prior to the news outlets, I’m also fending off their desires to “picket and protest” They come to MAPE to get things done, so let’s get things done. 
We are asking for resolution: this means MNIT employees will receive notification at the same time as Agency employees if there is an emergency anywhere in a building. This Emergency Communications issue was brought up at our January 2026 and April 2026 Meet and Confer meetings … a whole 6-months will little movement towards resolution. 
The asks:
1. Get data sharing agreements with all Agencies, Boards, Commissions 
2. Emergency Planning and Preparedness 
a. Detailed plans shared with Employees
b. Training for Safety Captains, Fire Evacuation Drills, Tornado Drills, Active Shooter 
3. Looking for detailed plan by Monday, August 3rd for communications out to Partnering Agencies. 
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