
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, March 1, 2012 

12:00 – 2:15 
307 Coffman Union 

 
 
Present: Chris Cramer (chair), Linda Bearinger, Avner Ben-Ner, Peter Bitterman, Elizabeth 

Boyle, Thomas Brothen, Colin Campbell, Carol Chomsky, Nancy Ehlke, Janet Ericksen, 
Caroline Hayes, Walt Jacobs, Sally Gregory Kohlstedt, Russell Luepker, Elaine Tyler 
May, James Pacala, George Sheets 

 
Absent: Jan McCulloch, Richard Ziegler 
 
Guests: Jason Rohloff (Office of the President); Vice Provost Arlene Carney (Office of the 

Provost) 
 
Other: Emily Lawrence (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) discussion with Mr. Rohloff; (2) committee business; (3) leaves and sabbaticals; 
(4) discussion with Vice Provost Carney (7.12 statements)] 
 
 
1. Discussion with Mr. Rohloff 
 
 Professor Cramer convened the meeting at 12:10 and welcomed Mr. Rohloff to discuss his 
responsibilities related to the relationship between the University and the State.  Professor Cramer said 
that in the interest of a candid conversation, the discussion would be off the record.   
 
 In the course of the hour-long discussion, Mr. Rohloff and Committee members touched on, inter 
alia, the faculty voice at the state and federal levels of government, activities vis-à-vis the state 
legislature, the bonding bill, the Vikings stadium, other legislative issues, administrative leaves, and 
relationships with the media. 
 
 Mr. Rohloff thanked the Committee for the opportunity to discuss issues and said he would be 
pleased to return at any time to provide updates on matters that were discussed.  Professor Cramer 
thanked him for joining the meeting. 
 
2. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Cramer noted that the Committee has been asked to suggest names for the Benefits 
Advisory Committee and for an ad hoc committee to review the work of the Compliance Office.  
Committee members identified several faculty members for the two groups. 
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3. Leaves and Sabbaticals 
 
 Professor Cramer turned to Professor Sheets.  Professor Sheets recalled that the Committee on 
Faculty Affairs (SCFA, which he chairs) adopted a resolution about recommending that procedures for 
competition for single-semester leaves and sabbatical supplements be standardized across colleges, within 
certain limits (each college could establish its own criteria for awarding the leaves and supplements).  
There were two reasons that SCFA took the action:  Because both SCFA and this Committee have 
received suggestions that this is an issue of concern to faculty and because the Director of the Office for 
Conflict Resolution reported that there have been complaints to her office a number of times over the last 
few years about the procedures used to grant the leaves and supplements.  SCFA appointed an ad hoc 
committee to look at the issue and collect information from the colleges.  What they found was a 
tremendous inconsistency across colleges:  Some have no written procedures and leave the decision to the 
dean while others have elaborate procedures in place. 
 
 SCFA produced a set of guidelines that called for colleges to establish criteria for the leaves and 
supplements, to set deadlines, and to evaluate proposals in ways that have been found to be effective in 
other settings, Professor Sheets reported.  SCFA adopted the proposal unanimously and asked him to 
convey them to the associate deans.  He did so with CLA and was told that CLA is happy with its 
procedures.  Professor Sheets said he thought it likely he might receive a similar response from other 
colleges, reported his view to SCFA, and it then voted to forward the proposal to this Committee to do 
with as it believes appropriate. 
 
 Professor Bitterman asked if there are any data on the frequency with which such procedures are 
used and commented that standardization appeared to be a good idea.  He surmised that there are 
procedures in use in some colleges and not in others.  Could the use of such procedures be a way to 
enhance the opportunities available to faculty members?  Professor Sheets said Professor Bitterman's 
point was confirmed by what SCFA found:  There are some colleges with no written policy and in which 
leaves are rarely applied for—and inquiries from the SCFA subcommittee were met with surprise.  In 
other cases the decision is left up to the dean with no clear criteria for judging the leave and supplement 
proposals. 
 
 Professor Kohlstedt observed that there is a difference between sabbatical supplements and 
single-semester leaves and said she could imagine that proposals for the two could have quite different 
plans and goals.  In her college (CSE), there is no compensation to a department for faculty members who 
go on a single-semester leave, so they must pay and come up with their own rules.  Any guidelines would 
need to operate at different levels, especially for leaves where there is no central funding.  Professor 
Sheets pointed out that single-semester leaves are college decisions governed by University policy, but it 
may be that departments have considerable say within the college.  In CLA, the department chair must 
endorse a proposal for a single-semester leave and fewer than half of the proposals are awarded.  Also in 
CLA, the same committee decides both the single-semester leaves and sabbatical supplements.  He noted, 
with Professor Kohlstedt, that departments or colleges pay for single-semester leaves while the sabbatical 
supplements are paid from central funds.  It is possible to have separate evaluation processes for the two 
but in practice most colleges do not, he said. 
 
 Professor Chomsky suggested that this Committee could ask that colleges announce the criteria 
and the process to be used and it could provide the form drafted by the SCFA subcommittee as an option.  
It was the intent that the form be an example, Professor Sheets said.  While the original idea was that the 
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evaluation procedure would take the total pool of applicants, rank them numerically, and provide funding 
for those evaluated as best to the extent possible given the amount of money available, but in the case of 
CLA, for example, the decision about how many to fund depends on the quality of the applications. 
 
 Committee members discussed a number of points and options (suggest use of a standard form, 
hand over the recommendations to college governance mechanisms, recommend that colleges have 
systems with transparent procedures and criteria, have a discussion with the provost because there is a 
tension between the two policies, one of which distributes local funds and one of which distributes central 
funds) and agreed that it would return to the topic at a future meeting. 
 
4. The Status of 7.12 Statements 
 
 Professor Cramer welcomed Vice Provost Carney to the meeting to discuss the status of 7.12 
statements.  He said that the discussion would be off the record. 
 
 During the 45-minute discussion, the Committee and Vice Provost Carney discussed, inter alia,  
the process that has been used for the review and approval of 7.12 statements, the reasons that problems 
have arisen (primarily related to clarity and to goals and standards for post-tenure review), the need to 
review 7.12 statements before promotion-and-tenure meetings (especially when departments may have 
faculty members operating under different 7.12 statements), memoranda of understanding (and the 
problem of faculty members who do not exercise a choice about 7.12 statements), the need for articulated 
expectations for contract faculty (and the fact that contract faculty should not be judged by 7.12 
standards), the extent to which college promotion-and-tenure committees should only ensure that 
procedures were followed and 7.12 statements honored or should do an independent review of the quality 
of the candidates, and the (illegitimate) use of covert standards in judging candidates for promotion and 
tenure. 
 
 Professor Cramer thanked Vice Provost Carney for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 2:15 in 
order that Committee members could attend the meetings of the Faculty and University Senates. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


