
 

Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
October 18, 2018 
Minutes of the Meeting 

 
These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of Regents. 

 
[In these minutes : Report of the Ad Hoc Task Force on Faculty Governance Stipends; Faculty 
Development Leaves Policy; Relocating Employees Policy and Proposed Dependent Care 
Language for the Traveling on University Business Policy; Grading and Transcripts Policy; 
Faculty Senate Docket Approval] 
 
PRESENT :  Joseph Konstan (chair), Amy Pittenger (vice chair), Sheri Breen, Sue Chu, Colleen 
Flaherty Manchester, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Peggy Nelson, Les Drewes, Frank Gigler, Jennifer 
Goodnough, Peh Ng, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Wendy St. Peter, Philip Zelazo, Catherine French 
 
REGRETS : Robert Blair, Phil Buhlmann, Lynn Lukkas, Ned Patterson, Jessica Larson 
 
ABSENT : Michael Oakes 
 
GUESTS : Professor Will Durfee, chair, Ad Hoc Task Force on Faculty Governance Stipends; 
Suzanne Paulson, controller, Controller's Office; Nicole Pilman, director, Sponsored Financial 
Reporting; and Beth Tapp, director, Purchasing Services; Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic 
Affairs Rebecca Ropers-Huilman 
 
1. Report of the Ad Hoc Task Force on Faculty Governance Stipends: Professor Konstan 
called the meeting to order and welcomed Professor Will Durfee, chair, Ad Hoc Task Force on 
Faculty Governance Stipends. Next, Professor Konstan introduced the agenda item and provided 
background information. After providing context for this agenda item, he asked Professor Durfee 
to summarize the recommendations from the report of the task force. 
 
In addition to himself, said Professor Durfee, other members of the task force included 
Professors Tabitha Grier-Reed, Greta Friedemann-Sanchez, Janet Shrunk-Ericksen, Peter Tiffin, 
and Vickie Courtney, University Senate Office director and staff to the task force. He then 
outlined the charge to the task force: 

● Examine current and past governance stipends. 
● Develop a statement of principles on stipends. 
● Recommend a stipend structure and desired levels for stipends. 

 
Given FCC members received the task force’s report prior to today’s meeting, said Professor 
Durfee, he would not go over it in detail, but, instead, pointed out important points from the 
report: 

● Regarding the task force’s statement of principles, the task force was unanimous on the 
principle that stipends should not be considered a payment or a reward for service. 
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Rather, a stipend is what makes service possible when the role requires an extraordinary 
time commitment, e.g., FCC chair and vice chair. 

● Stipends should not be tied to average faculty salary levels or course release time. Put 
differently, stipends are a byproduct of the governance role, and should not be tied to 
who is currently holding that role. 

● The current stipend structure is appropriately correct, requiring only modest changes. 
● The stipend of the FCC vice chair should be set at one third the stipend of the FCC chair, 

reflecting the current duties of this position. 
● When a committee, e.g., Senate Judicial Committee, has a year with an extraordinary 

workload, the chair of that committee will receive a stipend that is at the same level as 
that provided to the chairs of the Senate committees who sit ex-officio on the FCC. 

● The Faculty Athletic Representatives (FARs) should not receive a stipend from the 
Senate Office. These positions are appointed by the Office of the President and already 
receive a salary augmentation due to the time commitment required to fulfill these 
positions. 

● When a stipend is transferred from the Senate Office to an account in the home 
department of a faculty or staff member who is receiving a stipend, the Senate Office will 
include verbiage about who has control over the funds, etc. 

● The administration contributes a significant amount of money to faculty, staff and student 
governance, which, in the opinion of the task force, demonstrates that the administration 
values governance. 

 
After Professor Durfee concluded his remarks, Professor Konstan excused himself and Professor 
Pittenger while the committee discussed and voted on the recommendation in the report given 
that their participation in this portion of the meeting would be a conflict of interest. 
 
Questions/comments from members: 

● Professor Flaherty Manchester asked who determines what constitutes a “high or 
extraordinary workload” for the Senate Judicial Committee chair, for example. Professor 
Durfee explained that the task force recommended the creation of a regular ad hoc 
Faculty Governance Stipend Review Committee that would review stipends every five 
years. The FCC also has the authority to form an ad hoc review committee at any time 
should extraordinary circumstances arise between the normal five year review cycles. 

● Why isn’t the stipend amount tied to something such as average faculty salaries, asked 
Professor Flaherty Manchester? How did the task force come up with the stipend amount 
for the FCC chair? Professor Durfee explained that the FCC chair’s stipend is anchored 
by the current stipend. Given that the range of faculty salaries is so wide, the “average” 
salary does not have a lot of meaning. Professor St. Peter suggested linking the stipend to 
median salaries. She added that as salaries are increasing with inflation, tying the stipend 
to a benchmark of some sort would seem to make sense. Professor Flaherty Manchester 
agreed, and said in her opinion the stipend should be tied to something. One idea, said 
Professor Durfee, could be to tie the stipend to annual salary increases; however, because 
this would be an administrative cost, it is uncertain if the administration will want to do 
this. 
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Professor Nelson moved that the FCC adopt the report and its recommendations but make it clear 
in the meeting minutes that a number of members felt that there should be some metric (such as 
median faculty salaries) that anchors the FCC chair stipend to something other than the current 
FCC stipend, and that the stipends be regularly reviewed. Members unanimously approved this 
motion and adopted the report and recommendations. 
 
2. Faculty Development Leaves policy : Professor Konstan welcomed Vice Provost for Faculty 
and Academic Affairs Rebecca Ropers-Huilman who was invited to share the proposed Faculty 
Development Leaves policy that has been in the works for quite some time for a multitude of 
reasons. To set the context for this discussion, Professor Konstan provided background 
information. 
 
Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman reported that this proposed policy has been brought to the Senate 
Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA), which voted unanimously to endorse it with the 
exception of one abstention from a member who arrived late to the discussion. Additionally, the 
policy has gone to Academic Freedom & Tenure (AF&T) where the vote was seven in favor, two 
against, and one abstention. Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman said her sense is that the reason for 
the negative AF&T votes had to do with new language that was added to the policy around 
entitlement. She added that earlier versions of the proposed policy went to the Twin Cities Deans 
Council, the Council for Faculty Associate Deans as well as the College of Liberal Arts (CLA) 
faculty advisory group. 
 
Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman noted that there have been many changes to the policy based on 
the intent of the policy and feedback that has been received. She then turned members’ attention 
to the proposed policy and pointed out the most significant changes: 

● Clarification in the policy about which faculty are not eligible for the leave. 
● Addition of language to the policy for colleges with flexible teaching schedules that a 

one-semester leave may be considered to be equivalent to any four-month time period 
during a faculty member’s regular appointment period. 

● Language changed from “entitled to the privilege of” to “entitled to be considered for a 
sabbatical leave …” The entitlement language in the current policy continues to be 
interpreted differently by different colleges. Some faculty interpret this new language 
(“entitled to be considered for”) as decreasing their eligibility for a leave. However, there 
are other colleges where it is not their culture for faculty to take single-semester leaves or 
sabbaticals, and so the new language would allow them to increase their ability to be 
considered for a leave. 

● Final leave decisions will be made by the colleges. Colleges will also be required to 
set-up a process for reviewing sabbatical proposals if they do not have one already. 
Sabbatical proposals will need to articulate why a sabbatical is needed to fulfill a faculty 
member’s scholarship goals, and how their sabbatical will advance the University. 

● Addition of new language to the policy that allows colleges to put forward to the provost 
an alternative way of fulfilling the spirit of this policy. 

● Allocation of Sabbatical Support Fund dollars to the colleges rather than having the funds 
distributed by the Provost’s Office. 
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Members’ questions/comments included: 
● Why is a one semester leave four-months versus five and a half months, asked Professor 

Flaherty Manchester? Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman explained that a five and a half 
month leave would be for faculty who have a 12-month appointment. The goal is to keep 
the semester at the same time period as the faculty members’ appointment. 

● What does “entitled to be considered for” actually mean, especially as it relates to the 
language about approved leaves not being delayed for administrative convenience, asked 
Professor Flaherty Manchester? Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman said it essentially boils 
down to what extent do faculty members have the “right” to take a leave. The new 
language is intended to point out that a leave is part of a consideration process. For 
example, leaves will be a unit-level decision, and just because someone has been in their 
position for six-years does not mean they will necessarily get to take a leave. Professor 
Flaherty Manchester said she worries about the gatekeeping aspect of this policy and if it 
will impact a faculty member’s ability to take a sabbatical. In response, said Vice Provost 
Ropers-Huilman, it essentially will depend on which college a person is in because 
currently there are a lot of faculty who cannot access a sabbatical. There is not the 
expectation or assumption in some colleges that faculty should be given access to a 
sabbatical in order to reinvest in their scholarship. She reiterated that this policy is 
interpreted very differently from college to college. In her opinion, the new policy will 
provide for a fairer process where people’s sabbatical proposals are evaluated on their 
merits rather than if they can afford to take a leave or not. Most of the University’s peer 
institutions have a much more standard policy like the one the University is proposing it 
move towards. 

● How does the Sabbatical Support Fund, asked Professor St. Peter, help faculty who feel 
they cannot afford to take a sabbatical? The issue of whether a faculty member can afford 
to take a sabbatical will still exist, said Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman. In addition to the 
Sabbatical Support Fund, many faculty will continue to supplement their sabbaticals 
through other funds they have generated, e.g., grants.  

● Professor Chu voiced concern over giving the Sabbatical Support Fund dollars to the 
colleges and leaving it up to the colleges to decide how the funds will be used to support 
their faculty. Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman said the expectation is that the money will be 
given out taking into consideration how many faculty will be on sabbatical in a given 
college, and is not intended to plug other budget holes. 

● Will faculty in the Center for Allied Health Programs (CAHP), which is not a college, be 
able to take faculty development leaves, asked Professor Spannaus-Martin? Provost 
Ropers-Huilman said theoretically all faculty should be treated the same, but 
acknowledged because of the organizational differences across the institution she was not 
sure who would make the decision for CAHP. This will need further investigation. 

● How will this policy be implemented across units, particularly system campuses, asked 
Professor Drewes? He said he is extremely supportive of the policy and feels strongly 
that faculty need opportunities to take leaves in order to develop themselves. Vice 
Provost Ropers-Huilman noted that she had the opportunity to take two single-semester 
sabbaticals and, in both cases, they totally transformed how she thought about her 
scholarship, etc. Regarding the question about implementation and system campuses, she 
added that the leave policy is meant to apply broadly. However, she did clarify that 
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because the unionized campuses have a different structure, they would not fall under the 
jurisdiction of this policy the same way as the Twin Cities, Morris and Rochester 
campuses would. Professor Drewes suggested there be more financial support by central 
and/or the colleges for this leave policy. Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman said the intent 
would be that if colleges want to increase financial support for development leaves, it 
would be incumbent on them to raise the money, or shift how they do things in order to 
give faculty more opportunity to take advantage of the policy. 

● When this policy comes to the Senate, said Professor Konstan, it will important to frame 
it appropriately in order to get buy-in. For example, while the current policy looks really 
good on paper, it is actually not available to all faculty in practice. It should be pointed 
out that the new policy raises the floor substantially to allow for more faculty to be able 
to take faculty development leaves. 

● How will the transition from the old policy to the new policy be handled in a fair way, 
asked Professor Breen? Vice Provost Ropers-Huilman said there will be a transition plan. 
While there are some unit leaders who want to implement the new policy right away, 
other units may want to think about a three-year phased-in process. Details about 
transition plans have not been fully fleshed out. 

 
Hearing no further questions/comments, Professor Konstan called the question and asked for a 
vote in favor of endorsing the policy. FCC unanimously endorsed the policy; there were no votes 
opposed and no abstentions. 
 
Professor Konstan thanked Provost Ropers-Huilman for meeting with the committee and a good 
discussion. 
 
3. Relocating Employees Policy and Proposed Dependent Care Language for the Traveling 
on University Business Policy: Professor Konstan welcomed Suzanne Paulson, controller, 
Controller's Office; Nicole Pilman, director, Sponsored Financial Reporting; and Beth Tapp, 
director, Purchasing Services, and called for a round of introductions. 
 
Starting with the Relocating Employees Policy, Ms. Tapp explained that prior to January 1, 
2018, moving expenses were reimbursed partially as non-taxable expenses and partially as 
taxable expenses, depending on the type of expense. As of January 1, 2018, all relocation 
expenses, due to changes in federal law, must be reported as a taxable expense; hence, the need 
to update the policy. She then proceeded to walk members through the salient policy highlights, 
which included: 

● Moving allowances paid as a lump sum (rather than the reimbursement method) given 
that all moving expenses are now taxable. 

● To be eligible for moving expenses, employees must be hired on a continuing full-time 
basis for a period in excess of 12-months. (Includes people hired on a 9-month 
appointment as long as they are hired with the intent that their appointment would 
continue for at least 12-months). 

● All moving allowances must be negotiated at the time the position is offered and must be 
included in the offer letter. Additionally, moving allowances should not exceed one 

5 
 



 

month’s salary, but there is an exception process if the department feels the amount needs 
to be higher. 

● Employees who are terminated or resign within their first 12-months may have to 
reimburse all or a portion of any moving allowance they received to the University. 

 
Members’ comments/questions included: 

● Professor Konstan commented that the language around who is eligible to receive a 
moving allowance needs to be made clearer. For example, a 9-month faculty member 
may not be continuously appointed for any 12-month period. Additionally, to treat faculty 
equally across the different types of appointments, using the language of “a year” (versus 
12-months) makes more sense. 

● Why is the policy being restricted to only full-time employees, asked Professor Konstan? 
Ms. Tapp and Ms. Paulson said this was not discussed during the policy review, but that 
they would give this question further consideration. 

● Professor Flaherty Manchester asked how a prospective employee would know they are 
supposed to negotiate a moving allowance at the time they are being offered a position. 
Ms. Paulson said that negotiations are often part of the interview process. She also noted 
that the University’s policies are all public so prospective employees can look them up 
prior to their interview. There are a variety of ways potential employees can find out 
about this benefit. Ultimately, it is at the discretion of the hiring unit as to whether this is 
something they want to offer or if they prefer to wait to see if the prospective employee 
asks for it. 

● In thinking about fairness and who would be disadvantaged by this policy, said Professor 
Breen, it will be prospective employees who are not experienced in the ways of business 
because they would not know to be asking about it during negotiations. To address this 
concern, Professor Konstan suggested having a FAQ for unit leaders that talks about 
being transparent with prospective employees about the University’s policies, and letting 
them know that not treating people equitably is a poor business practice.  

● In what sense is the moving allowance not really a moving allowance but rather a signing 
bonus, asked Professor Gigler? Professor Konstan agreed and said taking this point one 
step further, why is the policy only for employees who relocate? Ms. Paulson said the 
University does not offer signing bonuses so the policy was not looked at from that 
perspective. From a public policy perspective, the University would not want to portray 
moving expenses as a signing bonus. In the spirit of the policy, moving expenses are 
meant to offset costs that people incur when they move here for a job. Professor St. Peter 
commented that the reason it can be viewed as a signing bonus is because it is tied to one 
month’s salary. Moving expenses should be tied to where a person is moving from and 
not to a person’s monthly salary. The data indicates, said Ms. Paulson, that the University 
averages about $5,000/person/relocation. The language in the policy says up to one 
month’s salary, but most are less than this amount. 

 
Hearing no further comments/questions regarding the Relocating Employees policy, Professor 
Konstan moved on to the proposed dependent care language that is being considered for the 
Traveling on University Business policy and provided a few introductory remarks. 
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Ms. Paulson said the FCC among other groups are being consulted on the framework that is 
being developed for adding dependent care language to the Traveling on University Business 
policy. Dependent care expenses are defined as expenses used to care for a family member, e.g., 
aging parent, child, while faculty, staff or students travel on University business. In 2014, 
Uniform Guidance, a set of authoritative rules and regulations about federal grants from the 
Office of Management and Budget, allowed universities to charge federal grants for certain 
dependent care expenses while traveling. A caveat to this change, however, was that it had to be 
applied across all funding sources, and not just sponsored projects. Ms. Paulson then turned to 
Beth Tapp, director, Purchasing Services, who outlined the dependent care framework: 

● Dependent care expenses that are outside of normal working hours. 
● Available for conference travel as defined by Uniform Guidance. 
● Available for employee/dependent relations (same definition as University of Minnesota 

Dependent Daycare FSA Program). 
● All employee classifications are eligible for dependent care expenses. 
● Department and/or grant pays for expenses (salary and fringe). 
● Expenses are taxable to the employee because the expense is technically not a business 

expense but a benefit. 
 
Next, Ms. Tapp highlighted the allowable expenses under Uniform Guidance: 

● Onsite daycare when available at a conference. 
● At home care (outside normal working hours). 
● Shipping expenses for breast milk. 

 
She then noted the non-allowable expenses under Uniform Guidance: 

● Airfare, hotel, meals and other travel-related expenses for the dependent. 
● Payment to family members such as a spouse, partner, parent, grandparent. 

 
Members’ questions/comments included: 

● Professor Flaherty Manchester asked for clarification on what is meant by “available for 
conference travel.” Does this mean expenses exclusively for conference travel? Ms. 
Paulson explained that the definition for “conference” under Uniform Guidance is “a 
meeting, retreat, seminar, symposium, workshop or event whose primary purpose is the 
dissemination of technical information beyond the non-Federal entity and is necessary 
and reasonable for successful performance under the Federal award.” This language will 
be included in the Traveling on University Business policy. 

● Professor French asked about dependent care expenses outside of normal working hours 
but when someone is not traveling on University business. For example, what if an 
employee needs to attend a conference on campus on a Saturday, which would be outside 
normal working hours, would this be covered under the policy? No, said Ms. Tapp, 
because the employee is not traveling. 

● Professor Goodnough commented that under the FSA guidelines, a grandparent is 
considered an eligible expense. Ms. Paulson clarified and said in this policy, FSA is 
being used to define a dependent rather than who is eligible. 
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● Professor Flaherty Manchester wondered why the airfare for a dependent would not be 
covered under Uniform Guidance. Uniform Guidance, said Ms. Pilman, is very explicit, 
and it states that travel expenses for dependents are not allowable. 

● Has any consideration been given to situations in which an employee who is traveling for 
work has to pay for eldercare while they are away, asked Professor Breen? Yes, said Ms. 
Paulson. The FSA definition includes a parent, for example. 

● Professor Nelson asked whether the University would consider paying dependent care 
expenses in the form of a lump sum because it would be much simpler. Ms. Paulson said 
this was considered because Uniform Guidance talks about a per diem rate; however, 
because this is a new regulation for the University to administer it has nothing, at least at 
this time, to base a per diem rate on. She added that hopefully after a few years dependent 
care expenses will become a standard travel expense and maybe then the University will 
consider moving to a per diem rate. 

● What about situations where an employee shares the responsibility to care for an elderly 
parent, for example, with his/her siblings, would this be covered and what kind of proof 
would need to be submitted, asked Professor French? Ms. Tapp explained that the 
University is in the process of rolling out Chrome River, a travel and expense 
management software, which has a pre-approval feature. So, for this example, a 
pre-approval would need to be filled out for this type of an expense. The goal is for there 
to be no surprises for employees and students when it comes to what is and is not 
covered; hence, the reason for a pre-approval process. A committee will be formed to 
review and approve these types of expenses in advance. 

● Can a person still get reimbursed for dependent care expenses if they did not get 
pre-approval prior to traveling because something unanticipated happened while they 
were gone, asked Professor French? Ms. Tapp said there is the possibility that individuals 
could still be reimbursed. If something like this should arise, the person should 
communicate their situation to their department as soon as possible. 

● Does this policy apply to all campuses and how will it be communicated, asked Professor 
Drewes? There will be University-wide communication about the changes to the policy, 
said Ms. Tapp, Ms. Paulson said when there are policy changes that are significant, 
usually policy sessions are held, e.g., webinars, etc. 

● Professor Konstan suggested three things related to the proposed policy change: 1) given 
dependent care expenses are not a deniable expense, include in the FAQ that departments 
have an obligation to pay for dependent care expenses even when they are given a travel 
budget to work within; 2) figure out how the policy applies to non-University employees 
and students such as distinguished speakers who are invited to come to the University; 3) 
the policy should include a table that maps what is not an allowable expense to the 
federal regulation that stipulates it is not an allowable expense. Ms. Paulson agreed that 
the FAQ and table suggestions make good sense. Regarding the non-University employee 
issue, for the initial roll-out the University is going to focus on University employees and 
students only, and then maybe eventually consider opening the policy up to 
non-University people. In response, Professor Konstan said at a minimum the University 
needs a clear timetable on when it will roll this benefit out to non-University people. 

● Professor Konstan commented that he worries about discrimination when travel for one 
set of people is more expensive than for other people. At least for the first few years after 
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this policy is implemented, the University should track the distribution of travel being 
done by employees to make sure there is no significant areas of discrimination, e.g., those 
with dependent care expenses are getting fewer travel opportunities. 

 
Hearing no further questions or comments, Professor Konstan noted that based on today’s 
discussion, the committee would support the addition of dependent care expense verbiage into 
the Traveling on University Business policy. 
 
4. Announcement : Professor Konstan announced that the Senate Consultative Committee (SCC) 
meeting, which immediately follows this meeting, has been cancelled due to unforeseen 
circumstances that have arisen for the scheduled guests. He noted that the University Senate 
docket will be sent out electronically for SCC members to approve. 
 
5. Grading and Transcripts policy : Professor Konstan called on Professor Goodnough, chair, 
Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) to summarize the changes made to the Grading 
and Transcripts policy. Professor Goodnough turned members’ attention to a clean copy of the 
policy that, at the top, highlights the key policy changes, which she said the vast majority of 
which were made for the sake of clarity. The biggest change, said Professor Goodnough, was the 
timeframe in which to resolve an incomplete. SCEP proposes changing this from one year to one 
regular term. She then opened the floor for questions and comments from members. The main 
points that were raised included: 

● In the Scholastic Dishonesty section of the policy, Professor Chu suggested replacing the 
word ‘will’ with ‘may’ so the policy would read “… dishonesty in any portion of the 
academic work for a course may be grounds for awarding a grade of F or N for the entire 
course …” It was further suggested that there should be a FAQ that links to the 
procedures in the Office for Community Standards. Professor Goodnough responded that 
the intent is to give faculty the option of giving a F or N. She said she would pass the 
FAQ language on to Stacey Tidball, director, Continuity and Compliance, Academic 
Support Resources, as her office has some guidance around will/shall/may/could/should 
type of formatting.   

● Regarding X and K grades, Professors French and Ng had some questions/comments, 
which Professor Goodnough addressed. After some dialogue, it was decided that there 
should be a FAQ on the proper use X and K grades because they are frequently used 
incorrectly. 

● Professor French also pointed out a typo in section E – GPA calculation and Other 
Provisions under subsection 4(a). 

 
Following this discussion, members unanimously voted to endorse putting the revised Grading 
and Transcripts policy on the November 1, 2018 Faculty Senate docket. 
 
6. Faculty Senate agenda approval : Before voting on the November 1 Faculty Senate docket, 
Professor French asked for an update on unresolved business from the October 4 University/ 
Faculty Senate meeting having to do with amendments to the Faculty Senate Constitution, 
University Senate Constitution and University Senate Bylaws. Professor Konstan said these 
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votes were sent out electronically today to senators, so, depending on the outcome of the vote, 
will determine next steps, but hopefully they will be approved electronically.  
 
7. Adjournment : Hearing no further business, Professor Konstan adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
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