
 Minutes∗ 
 
 Faculty Affairs Committee 
 Thursday, October 29, 1992 
 3:15 p.m., 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present:  Carl Adams (chair), Daniel Canafax, Carol Carrier, Ann Erickson, Ann Fallon, Roger 

Feldman, Richard Goldstein, Audrey Grosch, Ruth Kanfer, Steve Laursen, Roger Martin, 
Richard McGehee, Dianne Mulvihill, Roger Paschke, Michael Sadowsky, George 
Seltzer, Bernard Selzler, W. Donald Spring, Michael Wade 

 
Guests:  Robert Kvavik 
 
 
 Professor Adams convened the meeting at 3:15 p.m. and made the following announcements: 
 
 1.  The Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) has suggested to central administration that a 
Task Force on Internal Consulting not be established at this time because of the numerous other issues 
currently being addressed by the governance system.  
 
 There is continuing interest in the topic and it is FCC's hope that that interest is reflected with 
some additional study rather than the formation of a task force aimed at developing a policy. 
 
 2.  The University Grievance Policy and Procedures is still under review and questions or 
comments can be directed to Professor Mario Bognanno, chair of the review committee.  
 
Minutes  
 
 The September 24 and October 15 minutes were approved. 
 
Sabbatical Program  
 
 Professor Adams reminded members that SCFA had passed a resolution last year encouraging 
central administration to explore options for making sabbatical programs more inviting to faculty.  With 
this brief background, he introduced Associate Vice President Robert Kvavik to discuss the proposed 
"Faculty Professional Development Leave" and "Professional and Administrative Staff Professional 
Development Leave" policies.  Dr. Kvavik said the proposed program addresses needs for short term 
leave periods as well as improvements in the sabbatical system.  The proposal folds under one umbrella 
the current Faculty Sabbatical Furlough, Single Quarter Leave, and Academic Professional and 
Administrative Staff Professional Development Leaves.  The primary feature of both policies is that 
qualifying employees will accrue full paid leave at the rate of one month per year of service to the 
institution.  Such an approach permits individuals who might otherwise not be able to afford to do so, to 
take extended leaves for professional and development purposes.  The policies also assign the 
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responsibilities associated with the administration of the leaves to the academic employee's immediate 
unit.   
 
 Employees on "A" appointments could accrue 12 months of leave and employees on "B" 
appointments 9 months of leave.  The concept of earning leave time provides employees flexibility to use 
it as it is earned.   
 
 Dr. Carrier reported that less than 3 percent of those eligible to take sabbaticals in any given year 
apply for them.  On the other hand, she said, there is considerable interest in the Single Quarter Leave 
program, which is always over-subscribed.   
 
 In response to a question concerning funding, Dr. Carrier said departments would be expected to 
absorb the costs.  Dr. Kvavik added that there is support from the deans and that it could be a useful 
recruitment tool. 
 
 In order to avoid a rush of faculty applying for leaves if the program is implemented, an 
individual would begin the program with the same amount of time s/he would have accumulated under 
the current system (e.g. if an individual had not taken a leave for 12 years, under the current system s/he 
would have accumulated 4 1/2 months of paid leave--the amount s/he would begin the new program 
with).  Dr. Carrier said additional consideration needs to be given to implementation of the program.   At 
this time central administration is looking for faculty feedback in the early draft stages. 
 
 A number of committee members felt it would be very difficult for departments to absorb the full 
costs associated with the program and suggested funding come from a mixture of sources, including 
central administration.  Dr. Carrier said she thought funding currently reserved for the Bush and Single 
Quarter Leave programs could be used to supplement the new program. 
 
 One individual asked that SCFA be provided with an estimate of costs to see what the potential 
implications are, noting that it would be irresponsible to implement a program that might bankrupt 
departments.   
 
 Concern was also expressed about the effects the program might have on faculty not on leave and 
to students.  Neither group should be disadvantaged by the program.  The program is not an entitlement, 
Dr. Kvavik said, giving departments an opportunity to monitor the number of faculty gone at any given 
time.  Departments, he added, may need to review procedures and initiate new ideas, such as cluster 
teaching, to avoid overload problems. 
 
 In general, SCFA agreed with the concept of the program and with the incentives it offers to 
faculty.  In particular, it supported the accrual rate outlined in the proposal, the flexibility offered under 
the "packaging" section, and the length of leaves section.   
 
 It endorsed the concept that leaves are not an entitlement and suggested Drs. Carrier and Kvavik 
consider alternative language under the Request for Leave section that does not mandate a review process 
but allows for input.  An appeal process should also be considered.   
 
 One member questioned the concept of "use it or lose it" and suggested flexibility.  Further 
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suggestions included developing a method for phasing in the policy and staggering leaves, especially in 
the early years of the program. 
 
 Drs. Carrier and Kvavik thanked the committee for their input and agreed to bring the document 
back to SCFA for further review and discussion. 
 
Workload Principles  
 
 Discussion turned once again to the Faculty Workload document which is scheduled for action by 
the Faculty Senate on November 17.  Professor Adams reported that there has been a significant amount 
of negative commentary on the document.  Some have argued that discussion or constraint of any kind on 
the activities of faculty is inappropriate while others suggest the focus be on accomplishments and output 
rather than effort and input.  There is also considerable support for the document, he said.  Many feel it is 
important that the faculty take the initiative in developing its own workload document rather than have 
one imposed on them.   
 
 One individual recommended that administrators be included in the document, or in a parallel 
document, citing the importance of their accountability also.  Professor Adams said similar sentiment was 
expressed at the Faculty Senate Forum. 
 
 Another member questioned the impetus behind the document, asking whether it was faculty 
driven or stimulated by the administration.  Professor Adams said that the initial impetus came from 
central administration; however the Faculty Consultative Committee responded that such a policy should 
be developed by the faculty without involvement by central administration.  Professor Adams reminded 
SCFA that without endorsement by the Faculty Senate, the document will not move forward. 
 
 A final suggestion was to include language describing the dynamics of faculty positions and the 
changing nature of the job so that 20 years from now the document will not be outdated. 
 
SCFA Agenda   
 
 A list of agenda items was reviewed and assignments were made to the appropriate 
subcommittees. 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 
 
      -- Martha Kvanbeck 
 
University of Minnesota 


