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Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (AF&T) 

Meeting Minutes 
May 8, 2015 

 
[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 represents the views of, 
nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.] 
 
[In these minutes: Discussion of academic freedom and tenure implications of restrictions 
on human subjects research; Discussion of approach to 25% rule over the next academic 
year; Summary of the year and topics for next year] 
 
Present: Phil Buhlmann and Teresa Kimberley (co-chairs), Cristian Cardenas 

Cofre, Barbara Elliott, Al Levine, Holley Locher, Karen Miksch, Paula 

Rabinowitz, Nicole Scott, Nathan Shippee, Kevin Upton 
Guests: Suma Jacob, associate professor, Department of Psychiatry 

Others:  Marti Gonzales, Naomi Scheman 

Regrets:  David Born, Jerry Cohen, Jessica Larson, Catherine Squires 
 

1. Discussion of Academic freedom and tenure implications of restrictions on human 

subjects research 

Professors	  Buhlmann	  and	  Kimberley	  called	  the	  meeting	  to	  order	  and	  asked	  for	  
introductions.	  They	  then	  introduced	  guest,	  Suma Jacob, associate professor, 
Department of Psychiatry. Professor Kimberley said that they asked Dr. Jacob to discuss 
with the committee the issues that are now occurring in the Department of Psychiatry as a 
result of the limitations being placed on human subjects research and the possible 
implications for promotion and tenure. More information on the work plan for 
strengthening human subjects research can be found here: 
http://research.umn.edu/advancehsr/index.html#.VWOixmZrXZR 
 
Professor Jacob provided background information and said that she was recruited two 
years ago to develop a program around autism research. She explained that a hold was 
placed on studies of any medication or supplement being conducted in the Psychiatry 
Department only.  Currently four of her studies are on hold and undergoing external IRB 
review. This is especially an issue because some of the drugs will expire, and the 
investigation is being conducted despite the fact that some of her studies have multi-
institutional approval because they are being conducted in collaboration with other 
universities with rigorous regulatory standards.  The current subjects are able to continue 
if they are already enrolled. She is now reapplying for human subjects approval for the 
third or fourth time for some of the studies, despite the fact that they have been approved 
numerous times previously.  
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Professor Buhlmann said that he was concerned about how the hold will affect promotion 
timelines. Professor Jacob said there has not yet been a discussion about the implications, 
and noted that funding is critical to her promotion prospects because she needs to be able 
to collect data and continue her work.  

• Members commented that while there is an attempt to address systemic and 
cultural issues, individuals should be held accountable for the problems identified 
by the reviews, not the entire department. 

• Dr. Jacob commented that she has not witnessed any unethical actions within the 
department in the time that she has been at the University. She said that the issue 
of promotion and tenure being contingent on outside funding is an issue that 
affects institutions across the country.  

 
Professor Buhlmann posed the question: How can the committee advise or impact this 
issue? Can the committee recommend that faculty that have a hold placed on their 
research be given the option to extend their probationary period?  

• Dr. Levine said that this option would be given, but it needs to be requested by the 
faculty member. Members commented that this extension should be automatic, as 
it is for faculty parents. Professor Kimberley added that the automatic extension 
for parents has been helpful because this becomes part of the culture and de-
stigmatizes the process. 

o Dr. Gram later clarified via email that the extension for childbirth and 
adoption is only automatic in the sense that a faculty member need only 
inform the vice provost of the event and the extension will be granted. It is 
no longer a request that must first be approved by the department head 
before it is sent for final approval. Faculty must notify the vice provost 
within one year of the event for the extension to be approved. 

• Dr. Levine said that both individual faculty and the department chair could make 
this request. The provost has the discretion to extend the probationary period in 
cases in which research productivity has been adversely affected by forces outside 
of the individual’s control and such extensions of the probationary period happens 
routinely. 

 
Professor Kimberley said that there are potential impacts for faculty promotion and 
tenure prospects going forward. She asked what the Judicial Committee might need, in 
the event that someone is denied tenure in the future as a result of this issue.  

• Professor Miksch commented that she agreed with the suggestion that the 
committee make a recommendation for those in the probationary period to be 
granted an automatic extension. The affected probationary faculty can be given 
the choice to opt-out of the extension. She said that a specific recommendation 
should be made in regard to this set of circumstances, not a broad policy 
recommendation. 

• Professor Shippee commented that during tenure review, additional consideration 
should be given for these circumstances.  

• Professor Elliott clarified that promotion and tenure for the Psychiatry 
Department will go through the interim department head. If a recommendation 
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were made to the department, it should be forwarded to the interim department 
head. Dr. Levine said that a policy recommendation would go directly to the 
provost. 

• Professor Rabinowitz said that she sees an issue with the fact that there are 
tenured faculty that are not paid by the University. She believes this impinges on 
the basic idea of tenure. 

 
Professor Kimberley said that she is concerned with the effects on academic freedom.  

• Dr. Jacob said that she has struggled with how to communicate her views about 
recent issues even though she feels supported at a collegiate level.  She feels 
pressure to be careful with public statements because some her colleagues have 
been targeted for speaking about the value of psychiatric research, for 
previous clinical outcomes or for their population focus within psychiatry.  

• Professor Kimberley suggested that the committee encourage the development of 
a support system or training from the department or University to help faculty 
navigate the situations that they might encounter with this unique situation, such 
as contacts from the press. 

 
Professor Scheman informed members that the implementation plan would be released 
soon and encouraged members to review it. She said that in her opinion, this issue is the 
result of those in leadership positions not responding appropriately and in a timely 
manner.  Dr. Jacob commented that this situation would affect the decisions of future 
researchers. Professor Elliott emphasized that it is important that current and future 
psychiatry researchers are not punished for the past.  
 
Professor Buhlmann proposed the committee make a two-part recommendation: 

• Recommend to the provost that affected faculty be apprised of University policy 
and practice concerning extensions of the probationary period. 

• Recommend vertical mentoring be provided outside of the department for affected 
faculty to ensure they are aware of their academic freedoms, rights, 
responsibilities, and are provided with resources in adverse or threatening 
situations. 

 
The committee unanimously agreed to the creation of this proposal. 
 
The committee thanked Dr. Jacob for her honesty and they asked her to return to the 
committee with any updates. 
 
Professor Gonzalez commented that this would be helpful for the Judicial Committee and 
hopefully prevent potential issues. 
 
Barb Elliott, Holley Locher, and Karen Miksch volunteered to help draft the proposal.  
 
 
[Update:  Vice Provost Levine discussed this issue with Senior Associate Dean Mark 
Paller, who is serving as interim head of Psychiatry] 
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2. Discussion of approach to 25% rule over the next academic year 
 
Professor Buhlmann then began the discussion about the policy Academic Appointments 
with Teaching Functions, which states the following: 

In addition, the collegiate plan must include a specific supplemental plan for any 
unit in which the number of FTE contract faculty positions (category 2A) plus the 
number of FTE academic professional positions with primary responsibility for 
teaching (category 4A) exceeds 25% of the FTE tenured and tenure-track faculty.  
 

He further explained that this would likely be one of the main topics for next year. He 
and Professor Kimberley have discussed organizing discussions that include the key 
stakeholders from across the system. He suggested that the discussions result in a white 
paper that would also document the extent of the issue, which at this time is not clear. 
Instead of creating a new procedure, a white paper would more useful and could 
document the opinion of various leaders. He then opened the discussion for comments 
and questions: 

• Professor Miksch said that she sees an issue with the rule itself, and although this 
policy exists, there are no parameters that exist in regard to the college plans that 
are supposed to be created for AF&T to review.  

• Professor Upton suggested that the committee collect data over the summer. If it 
is found that professional programs have different needs, this can be stated in the 
white paper. 

• Professor Shippee suggested a survey be developed to gather the information, 
rather than asking for personnel plans.  

• Dr. Levine clarified that the provost approves the plan and AF&T reviews the 
plans after they have been approved. In his opinion, the entire policy needs to be 
reviewed to bring it up to date.  

• Members suggested the questions address the following: 
o Employment of instructors outside of the University 
o Date of previous personnel plan submitted 
o Date of future personnel plan to be submitted 
o Percent of faculty that are approaching age 62. This could affect the 

overall tenure of a department if these positions are not filled.  
• Ms. Scott noted that there are larger implications for graduate education.  
• Professor Elliott suggested that national categories and trends be reviewed to 

determine benchmarks. 
• Professor Miksch suggested that SCFA be consulted on this issue as well.  

 
In closing, Professor Kimberley said that the first step would be creating the survey to 
gather the information. 
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3. Summary of the year and topics for next year 
 
Professor Kimberley asked Ms. Scott for an update on the Graduate Student Bill of 
Rights. Ms. Scott provided the following update: 

• The provost is currently reviewing it and they will meet to edit the language. The 
name of the document will likely be changed. 

• They added language to address issues for student parents. This is extremely 
difficult for international students because if they take a leave of absence they 
lose their visa.  

 
Members then shared suggestions for topics to addressed in the 2015-2016 academic 
year: 

• Professor Rabinowitz is concerned about the implications of the cumulative 
reduction of graduate students. 

• Professor Shippee suggested a statement be constructed to inform how teaching is 
evaluated. Relying on student evaluations does not result in the most reliable 
information to base continuation of tenure decisions. Members mentioned that 
peer evaluations have been discussed as the preferred method, and this could need 
to be emphasized to departments.  

• Professor Upton expressed concern not only for the protection of tenure, but the 
economic security of P&A faculty. Agreed upon performance standards and 
meaningful feedback is needed. Can longer contracts be developed? Are there 
service obligations beyond teaching? Professor Buhlmann added that these are 
issues that could be addressed in the Academic Appointments with Teaching 
Functions policy discussion. Dr. Levine commented that the terms “contract 
faculty” and “P&A faculty” need to be defined.  

• Professor Miksch noted that an amendment was written for the Minnesota Data 
Practices Act to provide an exemption for those that work with colleagues outside 
of the University of Minnesota and exchange data and scholarly correspondence 
via email. Open records requests are increasing and continuing to cause issues for 
those that share data through email.  The final approved version of the amendment 
can be viewed in these minutes from the March 7, 2014 AF&T meeting: 
http://hdl.handle.net/11299/162894 

• Issues around free speech, trigger warnings, and the role of tenure in creating a 
community. 
 

Hearing no further business, Professors Buhlmann and Kimberley adjourned the meeting. 
 
Jeannine Rich 
University Senate 
	  
	  


