
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, December 3, 2013 

2:45 – 4:30 
300 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Joseph Konstan (chair), Teri Caraway, Arlene Carney, Randy Croce, Sam Gill, Sophia 

Gladding, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Heath Himstedt, Frank Kulacki, Scott Lanyon, Theodor 
Litman, Peh Ng, George Sell 

 
Absent:  Chris Bourland, Kathryn Brown, Dann Chapman, Karen Miksch, Nicholas Poggioli 
 
Guests: Ole Gram (Office of the Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs); Michael Volna 

(Controller's Office) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) update from the subcommittee on leaves and sabbaticals; (2) taxability of late 
travel reimbursements; (1) continued] 
 
 
1. Update from the Subcommittee on Leaves and Sabbaticals 
 
 Professor Konstan convened the meeting at 2:45 and began with a review of the history of the 
appointment of the ad hoc Subcommittee on Leaves and Sabbaticals.  He noted that a significant number 
of faculty members are unable to take advantage of faculty development leaves, for a variety of reasons, 
so this Committee charged a subcommittee to look at the University's policies and decide if it could make 
recommendations that would improve usage.  Professor Ng assumed the chair of the subcommittee at the 
start of the year and has provided an interim report for Committee discussion. 
 
 Professor Ng expressed thanks to Professor Grier-Reed, Professor Peter Tiffin, and Dr. Gram for 
their work as members of the subcommittee and then turned to the proposals they are considering.  She 
said that they considered a number of possibilities and that she and Dr. Gram had also met with Mr. 
Kallsen in the Office of Budget and Finance to obtain data on the financial implications of various 
proposals, and those discussions are continuing.  She emphasized that the report today is only 
preliminary. 
 

The first proposal would eliminate the current single semester leave (which is competitive) and 
replace it with a single semester leave available to all probationary faculty members (only).  She reported 
that they considered the practices at the other Big Ten universities; only Minnesota has the single 
semester leave; all the others have a single semester sabbatical at full pay and either a one-year sabbatical 
at half pay or two-thirds pay.  The subcommittee believes that such a change would be making a 
statement:  the University supports its probationary faculty members.  It would be important to make this 
leave available to all probationary faculty members at the University, a leave for research that all could 
take after they had been at the University for at least two semesters (but not during a terminal year).   
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 This recommendation also calls for reporting and monitoring, Professor Ng pointed out:  "Each 
probationary faculty member must file with their department and college a summary report addressing the 
results of the work done while on single semester leave. The report is to be submitted within three months 
of their return from leave. Each college/unit/campus will maintain an annual report documenting the 
individual probationary faculty who received a single semester leave during that year." 
 
 The second proposal contains two alternatives.  One is to establish single semester (or 5.5 month) 
sabbaticals with full pay and full benefits as well as to continue the two-semester (or 11 month) 
sabbaticals with half pay and full benefits.  A salary supplement program would be available, with 
faculty eligible to request an additional 30% of their recurring base salary, up to a maximum of $30,000.  
The other alternative is the same except that the two-semester/11-month sabbatical would come with 65% 
pay and full benefits.  The single semester sabbatical is similar to what 5 of the other Big Ten schools 
offer, in order to encourage more faculty members to take a sabbatical in those cases when they cannot 
afford to take an entire year off (whether for financial or other reasons).  The second alternative also 
suggests that there would be no supplemental program from the provost's office but that individual 
units/colleges/campuses would be allowed to provide an additional 15% of the recurring base salary as a 
supplement, not to exceed $15,000. 
 
 These proposals are similar to what exist at other Big Ten universities, Professor Ng said, and one 
outcome would be that the provost's office would allocate to the colleges the money it has for 
supplements in order that the colleges could use it to support faculty members going on sabbatical. 
 
 Professor Konstan summarized the key issues: 
 
1.  Changing the single semester leave so that it is not available for up to 4% of the entire faculty (which 
is now the rule) to make it available only to probationary faculty members, and as a developmental leave 
available to them at their discretion (not the first year and not the terminal year). 
 
2.  Introduce a full-pay half-year sabbatical. 
 
3.  Increase the salary support for the full-year sabbatical from 50% to 65%. 
 
4.  Make it clear that the funding for leaves and sabbaticals is at the college/campus level and get the 
provost's office out of the business of allocating leaves and sabbatical funds.   
 
He asked Committee members for comments on #1. 
 
 Professor Kulacki maintained that most junior faculty members are given light initial teaching 
loads and given summer supplements, so they do have a light first-year commitment; the proposed single 
semester leave would have to be taken within five years, and many probationary faculty members are 
given a serious review their fourth year, so it would or could not be taken then, and consequently, the 
leave could be an impediment to their six-year review for tenure and promotion.  Thus the leave for a 
probationary faculty member might produce unintended consequences for probationary faculty members. 
 

Professor Konstan replied that Professor Kulacki identified two separate issues, one of which is 
that many colleges already commit to a light load for probationary faculty members; the other is that for 
faculty members trying to achieve tenure, the probationary period might not be the right time to take a 
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leave (e.g., they need to improve their teaching or their clinical duties would make being on leave 
difficult).  There is nothing in the proposal that "obligates" probationary faculty members to take a leave 
and some could choose not to.  
     

Vice Provost Carney said that some colleges, e.g., CLA, give a two-course release, not a 
dedicated leave, and she pointed out that the colleges vary considerably in what they do.  Professor 
Kulacki replied, "So could there develop a complication in the hiring process where a new hire might 
negotiate a leave when becoming informed about its existence by, say, a member of his/her search 
committee?" Would it complicate the hiring process?  Dr. Carney said that of all the promotion-and-
tenure files she has read, only one person was denied tenure because of teaching, and that person had a 
semester leave.  She said she could not see any pattern that Professor Kulacki expressed concerns about.  
The most common trouble people have with their portfolio is with their research, and the single semester 
leave is about research. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney affirmed that the single semester leave would have no effect on someone 
stopping the tenure clock. 
 
 Professor Lanyon agreed that these leaves are usually for the purpose of research, but it is 
possible to imagine someone focused on improvement of teaching during a leave.  Professor Konstan 
agreed and said it might also focus on outreach. 
 
 Professor Konstan said it will need to be made clear about how a single semester leave will 
interact with McKnight professorships—either it is "in addition to" or it is "replaced by." 
 
 Dr. Gram observed that one unintended consequence of the current system is that it rewards the 
faculty members most likely to succeed; the leaves have not been developed for supporting the faculty 
members who would most likely benefit from it. 
 
 Professor Konstan said he had not heard anyone at the meeting say that it would be bad if the 
single semester leave is no longer available to tenured faculty members.  Professor Gladding said that the 
proposal would remove the single semester leave for contract faculty, who could be concerned.  Dr. 
Carney said that such leaves are allowed under the current policy—but very few contract faculty receive 
them.  They are granted at the discretion of the college after the leaves have been awarded to regular 
faculty members.  Perhaps some thought should be given to a leave program for contract faculty; she 
noted that there are developmental leaves for P&A staff who have academic roles. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that if the provision for single semester sabbaticals were not adopted at the 
same time as the restriction of single semester leaves to probationary faculty, then he would be concerned. 
 
 Professor Sell inquired about whether new faculty hires who come in with tenure would be 
eligible.  Professor Konstan said they would be eligible for a sabbatical after six years.  Dr. Carney said 
that in some cases senior faculty members are hired with sabbatical credit (e.g., three years); Professor 
Konstan also noted that senior faculty members could also negotiate leaves or reduced initial 
responsibilities as part of the hiring process. 
 
 To what extent are the single semester leaves competitive, Professor Sell asked?  Professor 
Konstan said at present that it depends on the number of the leaves that a college has.  Under the draft 
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proposal before the Committee, all probationary faculty members would be eligible for one, as long as 
they remain in the job long enough to become eligible.  Dr. Carney suggested that it would be a mistake 
to make probationary faculty uniformly eligible; if someone is facing serious issues of performance in a 
department, one can question whether a leave should be provided.  The point of providing developmental 
leaves is to aid those who the University believes will become a distinguished scholar. 
 
 Professor Konstan said there are two intentions to be conveyed by the proposal.  One, the 
University will make an investment in each probationary faculty member.  Two, some colleges have 
opted out of the current program, in fact if not by decision, and this proposal removes that option, because 
the University takes the position it is investing in its probationary faculty.  That does not necessarily mean 
that every probationary faculty member would take a leave. 
 
 Dr. Himstedt asked if single semester leaves are centrally funded.  They are not, Dr. Carney said; 
she sends a memo annually to the colleges indicating the number of such leaves they can award (up to 4% 
of the faculty).  The colleges must fund the leaves, Professor Konstan affirmed.  So a college could decide 
not to fund the leaves, Dr. Himstedt said.  If the proposal before the Committee were adopted as 
University policy, the colleges would not have any choice, Professor Konstan said—just as they cannot 
decline to fund sabbaticals. 
 
 Vice Provost Carney asked if the proposal would address the problem the subcommittee was 
charged to address:  many faculty members who seemingly would benefit from faculty development time 
or activity do not take advantage of it.  The decisions are connected to money, Professor Sell said.  In 
some cases that is true, Professor Konstan said, but in other cases people may not want to leave their labs, 
or take their children out of school, or have a spouse/partner who cannot move, etc.—but he agreed that 
for many, 67-75% pay makes taking a sabbatical a non-starter. 
 
 The idea of the proposal is that a semester sabbatical is an important option to have in the mix, 
Professor Lanyon said.  His sense is that some faculty cannot afford a sabbatical and some cannot take 
one because of personal circumstances.  It is a financial issue for a college if it has no one to teach the 
courses of a faculty member going on sabbatical or the funds to hire someone to do so. 
 
 Professor Konstan said that that if all faculty members eligible to take the single semester leave 
(under the draft proposal) were to do so, about 8% of the faculty would be on leave at any given time, 
compared to the maximum 4% allowed by current policy. 
 
 Professor Caraway said she had been surprised to learn about the University's current policy, 
which is not competitive with its peers—even small colleges around the country offer single semester 
leaves at full pay.  She said she believes that developmental leaves are important.  In her own department, 
for example, many faculty members, once they achieve tenure, take on administrative tasks for the good 
of the collective.  It can be difficult for them to get back to research and a single semester sabbatical 
would be beneficial to a number of her colleagues.  Professor Konstan said he has also heard a number of 
times that the single semester without other responsibilities is what people "need to finish the book." 
 
 [The Committee turned to a discussion with Mr. Volna and then returned later to leaves and 
sabbaticals.] 
 
2. Taxability of Late Travel Reimbursements 
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 Professor Konstan welcomed Mr. Volna to the meeting to talk about the taxability of late travel 
reimbursements.  He explained that he had received a note from a department head that mentioned that a 
number of faculty members were concerned about a change in University policy in response to IRS action 
on travel reimbursement.  The IRS has ruled that long-delayed travel reimbursements could be taxable 
income, but if they are processed within a certain period, they would not be treated as income; some, 
including the University, say that employees will require extraordinary documentation if a request for 
reimbursement comes in late.  Some faculty members believe this "is nuts" because some have good 
reason for turning in the reimbursement requests late.   
 
 Mr. Volna said that the University's travel policy has historically had guidelines for submitting 
reimbursement requests and it has not changed in the last 7 or 8 years.  The guidelines have worked 
relatively well up to about 18 months ago.  At that time he was asked what to do about faculty members 
who turned in reimbursements very late—like 2-3 years after the fact.  University policy generally 
requires one to submit expenses within 30 days of travel, or if on sponsored funds, before the grant is 
closed.  If those conditions are not met, local staff *may* not reimburse the expenses.  There is another 
option they can exercise:  they can reimburse the expenses, but as taxable income.  Those circumstances 
seemed to open a floodgate, Mr. Volna said, and led to many calls to his office, which led him to 
conclude that there should be a more specific policy.  He said he would like the Committee's perspective, 
so the timing of this visit works well. 
 
 Mr. Volna said that the IRS views *all* organizations as employers, and as employers, they must 
withhold the employee and employer portion of taxes from pay.  The IRS has rules about what can be 
counted as travel expenses and requires that individuals account for payments that are not compensation 
(there must be substantiation of business expense).  What is key to the rules are three elements: business 
connection of the expenses; substantiation within a reasonable time frame after the expenses were paid or 
incurred; and return of excess advanced funds within a reasonable time frame. The U’s policy defines 
“reasonable time frame” as 30 days after completion of the travel. (Professor Sell inquired if the days are 
work or calendar; Mr. Volna said they are, by University policy, calendar days; the IRS rules are silent on 
the point.) 
 
 In recent months both his office and the Department of Audits did an analysis of the timeliness of 
reimbursements.  The analysis found 84-87% compliance with the 30-day rule and 94% compliance 
within 60 days.  What is good enough, Mr. Volna asked?  Audits said that 84-87% is not good enough, so 
the University has to improve compliance, or reconsider the policy requirement to complete a 
reimbursement request within 30 days. 
 
 Regarding deadlines for submitting reimbursement requests, he asked his counterparts in the Big 
Ten and the U of Chicago, Mr. Volna related.  Of those, 2 set 30 days as the deadline for reimbursements, 
4 set 60 days, 2 set 90 days, and 2 are 120 days (which is outside the safe harbor provision).  So it appears 
that the University provides a shorter time than most of its peers, and he would find it acceptable if the 
policy were to be changed to set a 60-day limit.  One question is whether, if the University changes to 60 
days, those who now submit within 31-60 days will move to 61-90 days.  But he said he believes that a 
94% compliance rate is acceptable.  What to do when people do not submit within the 60 days?  Mr. 
Volna said he would prefer not to have an institutional policy because there are unique circumstances; he 
would prefer that the policy call for resolution of issues at the local level. 
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 Professor Konstan said that a change to 60 days would address most of the questions he's heard 
from faculty members.  Professor Lanyon said that the policy might provide that if someone knows he or 
she cannot make the 60-day rule, they should inform their department; units could discourage 
reimbursement under those circumstances unless there is advance warning.  Mr. Croce said people in his 
department travel a lot and that for efficiency reasons, 60 days would be better.  It can often take an entire 
day to fill out all the forms, so it would be better to only have to do so six times per year rather than 
twelve—and it would be much more efficient for the people who have to process all the forms. 
 
 Professor Sell asked what the definition of "substantiation" is.  Receipts, written document, and 
other evidence that someone went on a trip and spent X dollars, Mr. Volna said.  The University has 
eliminated substantiation for meals during travel because it moved to a per diem reimbursement—so units 
should not be collecting meal receipts from travelers.  Some believe the University over-reimburses with 
per diems, but the administrative costs of collecting and processing meal receipts far outweighs any small 
amount of overpayments to employees because receipts aren't collected.  The policy does provide that if a 
conference provides meals, for example, the employee should deduct that meal from the per diem 
reimbursement. The tendency for some to continue asking for meal receipts indicates there is a wide 
variation for risk tolerance and vigilance in units, Mr. Volna said. 
 
 Professor Kulacki said that keeping the policy for travel reimbursements simple is the best way to 
go.  Set a date, publicize it well, and then evaluate how it works.  There should be a fixed due date, after 
which it becomes more difficult to obtain reimbursement (e.g., the University could impose a fee or the 
IRS might step in).  Mr. Volna said he would not support imposing a fee, which simply inflames 
employees.  Professor Kulacki agreed but asked what else could be done to change behavior.  Mr. Volna 
noted that at Princeton, for example, after 60 days, the dean must approve the reimbursement—and even 
then, it is treated as taxable income. 
 
 Professor Konstan said he found the idea that the University would step in, saying the IRS 
*might* find late reimbursements taxable, and decide that it *will* treat it as taxable would be an 
overreach.  There is no reason to believe that the reimbursement would be taxable if someone took the 
case to the IRS or to court.  Administrative nudges make more sense, but the institution should not use the 
potential IRS tax as a lever.  Professor Kulacki said that to suggest decanal review would mean only a 
cursory look.  Professor Konstan said the point is not for the dean to do anything, it is that when a faculty 
member has three or four reimbursements going to the associate dean, the associate dean is going to call 
the faculty member and ask what's going on.  Professor Gladding agreed that for those inclined to 
procrastinate, the threat of having to go through an extra step would motivate them to get the 
reimbursement in on the 59th day. 
 
 Professor Ng said she knows of faculty members who travel from country to country and 
reimbursement could take more than 60 days, but if the policy allows flexibility in specific cases, she 
would support a 60-day limit.  Mr. Volna said that his office tells local staff to exercise reasonable and 
prudent judgment, considering the facts and circumstances in individual cases.  In his experience at the 
University, people want policy set either at one extreme or the other:  "tell me exactly what to do" or 
"give me guidelines and let me decide."  Trying to reconcile those two approaches to policy can be a 
challenge, he said.   
 
 Dr. Himstedt asked how different the University is from any other working environment.  The 
biggest distinction is in the perception of many faculty members who are traveling:  they view themselves 



Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Tuesday, December 3, 2012 
 
 

7 

as entrepreneurs who had to find the money for the travel and who are being micro-managed.  In most 
businesses, one travels on a company budget and is supervised by someone with responsibility for a 
budget.  When someone is managing one's own budget, on one's own grant, why should someone tell 
them what to do (or so the perception goes)?   
 
 Mr. Volna said Professor Konstan was correct but that in the current environment, external people 
or organizations such as the legislature ask "who's in charge?"  The problem is that late travel 
reimbursements put all reimbursements at risk; it is not likely, but the IRS could say that reimbursements 
submitted outside of the policy requirements indicates the University's reimbursement system in total is 
not compliant, and therefore all such reimbursements are taxable.  It is a challenge to balance expectations 
and the culture.  He concluded by telling the Committee that they are talking about how to tinker with the 
policy to improve compliance, not create disincentives. 
 
 Professor Konstan thanked Mr. Volna for joining the meeting. 
 
1. Update from the Subcommittee on Leaves and Sabbaticals (cont) 
 
 Dr. Carney observed that the provost's office does not collect information on sabbaticals and 
suggested that if the policy is going to be changed, it would be helpful to also require reporting on the 
effects of leaves and sabbaticals.  At present she has no ability to answer questions about the impact of 
leaves and sabbaticals other than with anecdotes, because there are no institutional-level data.  Professor 
Lanyon said that the University should begin collecting data in order to be accountable irrespective of 
whether or not the policy is changed. 
 
 Professor Caraway commented that there are many productive scholars at the University who are 
not receiving leaves or sabbaticals.  Dr. Carney agreed that there are inequities in the system and that the 
University may be out of step when it comes to single semester sabbaticals (but most other institutions do 
not have the single semester leaves, so it is difficult to quantify precisely how different the University is 
from its peers).  She commented that she believes a faculty member should be above average in 
performance in a department to be eligible for a sabbatical. 
 
 Professor Grier-Reed agreed with Professor Lanyon:  what they talked about in the ad hoc 
subcommittee was linking the change in the single semester leaves (making them only for probationary 
faculty members) to the creation of the single semester sabbatical.  They are tied together and she would 
not favor the former unless both recommendations were adopted. 
 
 One major issue will be a department chair facing 3-4 faculty members who all want to go on 
sabbatical at the same time, Dr. Carney said.  The chair is responsible for ensuring that there are faculty 
available to deliver the department's instruction, and it will be important to retain some discretion for the 
chair in the policy in order to keep the place running.  Professor Ng agreed that discretion must be 
retained. 
 
 Professor Konstan surmised that the dislocations would be a short-term problem.  If the 
University reached the point that the faculty generally were renewing themselves every seven year, 
departments would build their curricula around that expectation and ultimately units would reach a steady 
state. 
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 As for the question of reporting, Professor Konstan asked Dr. Carney if there is anything that bars 
the provost from adopting a standard sabbatical report form that would be required, and is that something 
this Committee could help with?  Dr. Carney agreed it would be helpful to have a report form attached to 
the policy, so in the forms library.  Departments are required to fill out forms for probationary faculty 
members, she observed.  Committee members debated possible incentives and sanctions that could be 
incorporated in a policy. 
 
 Professor Konstan adjourned the meeting at 4:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
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