
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (AF&T) 
November 18, 2016 
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 represent the views of, 
nor are they binding on, the senate, the administration or the Board of Regents. 
  
[In these minutes: Motion to Add American Association of University Professors (AAUP) 
Representation to the Committee; Discussion on the Criminalization of Student Dissent and 
Academic Freedom; AF&T Representation in the Bias Response and Referral Network; 
Personnel Plans; Update on the Shield Amendment; Discussion of Possible AF&T Statement on 
Student Dissent and Academic Freedom] 
  
PRESENT: Teresa Kimberley (co-chair), Anne Barnes, Jerry Cohen, Ben Intoy, Deborah John, 
Jessica Larson, Holley Locher, Karen Miksch, Gopalan Nadathur, Gary Peter, Rebecca Ropers-
Huilman, George Trachte 
  
REGRETS: Phil Buhlmann, Marti Hope Gonzales, Yuichiro Onishi, Nathan Shippee 
  
ABSENT: None 
  
GUESTS: Eva von Dassow, president, American Association of University Professors, 
University of Minnesota-Twin Cities Chapter 
 
OTHERS: Renee Dempsey, deputy director, University Senate Office; Ole Gram, assistant vice 
provost, Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost; Bob Kudrle, member, Senate 
Committee of Faculty Affairs (SCFA) 
  
1. Motion to Add American Association of University Professors (AAUP) Representation 

to the Committee 
Co-chair Teresa Kimberley opened the meeting and read the proposal to add ex-officio 
representation from the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) to the 
committee. The proposal was as follows: 
 
The Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (AF&T) proposes a revision to its membership to 
include American Association of University Professors (AAUP) representation. This would 
require a change in the bylaws. The proposal is to add a representative of the University of 
Minnesota Twin Cities chapter of the AAUP to the committee in a non-voting ex officio capacity. 
 



The AAUP provides many of the resources on which the Academic Freedom and Tenure 
Committee (AF&T) relies in its mission to protect tenure and support academic freedom. It is 
therefore helpful to have a representative from the AAUP present at committee meetings in order 
to provide information and resources. 
 
Jerry Cohen moved to approve the proposal; Gary Peter seconded and the motion passed by a 
voice vote. Some discussion ensued about whether “ex-officio” is the correct terminology, since 
the AAUP is an outside organization. University Senate Office staff confirmed that it is the 
correct terminology. Next, the co-chairs will forward the proposal to the Committee on 
Committees, who will vote on it, and then send it up through the Faculty Consultative 
Committee (FCC) and Faculty Senate. 
 
2. Discussion on the Criminalization of Student Dissent and Academic Freedom 
Kimberley told members that she had communicated with Professor Colin Campbell, chair, 
Faculty Consultative Committee, regarding a possible event in the works on the topic of the 
freedom of expression. She shared that Campbell had been meeting with leaders in student 
government, such as the Minnesota Student Association (MSA) and the Student Senate 
Consultative Committee (SSCC), and that he felt this event required a lot of student buy-in and 
should be student-driven, with support from faculty and governance. She asked the committee 
for ideas and feedback on the format of such an event that could be communicated to FCC. 
 
Eva von Dassow, president, American Association of University Professors, University of 
Minnesota-Twin Cities Chapter, said that the format should allow for people to discuss and be 
heard, as opposed to a presentation or panel discussion. Anne Barnes said that this discussion 
should be ongoing, not just a one-time event. She said that she had talked to people in the 
Feminist Student Activist Collective, of which one of the students arrested at the Board of 
Regents protest of June 2016 is a member, and they feel that campus is becoming militarized 
against them, even though their protests have been non-violent. They feel that they are still 
marginalized by the administration, despite all the campus climate discussions. Therefore, said 
Barnes, the event or discussion must be something that can lead to actual change, instead of just 
a gesture, which may be perceived as an attempt to placate students who are upset about this 
issue. She added that it is critical that the students and student groups feeling most marginalized 
are included in this conversation. 
 
Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, vice provost, Faculty and Academic Affairs, said that it would be 
ideal to choose a format that allowed people to talk to each other in an action-oriented way. 
Holley Locher added that it would also be important for as many senior leaders as possible to be 
involved, in order to give people the chance to really talk with them informally and reduce the 
divide between students and the administration. She emphasized the importance of senior leaders 
listening to students’ concerns, as opposed to sharing what plans and programs are underway. 



Kimberley suggested that a way to accomplish this would be to have round tables, with at least 
one senior leader at each table. Cohen agreed with Barnes, stating that free speech can’t be an 
event, but has to be a way of life. He suggested tuition-waived courses where students could talk 
with senior leaders on an ongoing basis. He also added that electronic media is another way 
people can connect on an ongoing basis. 
 
von Dassow echoed the need for continuous dialogue, and suggested varying the days and times 
of such events, in order to allow more people to be involved based on their class or teaching 
schedule. She added that including groups such as the College Republicans would be crucial. 
Barnes suggested also bringing in outside consultants who assess campus climate, and who can 
do it in a helpful way, and Kimberley said that bringing in perspectives from outside the 
University (such as business leaders, community leaders, K-12 educators, etc.) may also be 
interesting. Cohen suggested bringing in student leaders from other Universities. 
 
Kimberley said she would relay these suggestions to Campbell. 
 
3. AF&T Representation in the Bias Response and Referral Network 
Kimberley referred members to a letter from the Bias Response and Referral Network (BRRN), 
formerly known as the Bias Response Team (BRT), in which they thanked governance leaders 
and committees for their feedback, announced their name change, and solicited representation on 
the BRRN from AF&T. She asked members to consider volunteering to serve in this capacity. 
Miksch said that she would be happy to serve, but that the College of Education and Human 
Development is already heavily represented, so it might be good to have a different perspective. 
Locher volunteered to serve, if being a faculty member is not a requirement for the AF&T 
representative. Kimberley said that she would ask. 
 
4. Personnel Plans 
Kimberley referred to the review matrix that was created for personnel plans. She said that three 
members would review each personnel plan, and directed members’ attention to the assignment 
list. She said that in the spring when most plans have been reviewed, the three members of the 
group should meet and come up with a summary to present to the full committee. Miksch asked 
what the deadline was for completing reviews. Members decided that one month from 
assignment was a good deadline to have completed the individual review, but that reports should 
not be submitted until later in the spring, as it may be helpful to evaluate the plans relative to one 
another.  
 
Ropers-Huilman said that she hopes that all plans will be in by the end of fall semester. She 
clarified that these reviews were not meant to be about right and wrong, but rather should offer 
useful feedback to help colleges get where they want to go. She said the 25% rule is not rigid, 



and indeed is not right for all units. It is more about making a case for the ratio of tenured to 
contract faculty than conforming to a given figure.  
 
Members then discussed the Rochester plan, which had recently come in. von Dassow noted that 
⅔ of Rochester’s teaching staff are academic professionals, and only ⅓ are tenure-track. 
Kimberley said that Rochester’s situation is unique, and Miksch added that the Rochester plan 
had been reviewed previously, and that it may be helpful for reviewers to reference the minutes 
from those discussions, in which Rochester’s chancellor participated. Ropers-Huilman reiterated 
that Rochester’s situation is unique; they have only one faculty member who is tenured, and she 
only recently got tenure. She also said that if reviewers have additional questions for Rochester, 
they can ask them. 
 
5. Update on the Shield Amendment 
Miksch and Kimberley reported on their presentation to the University and Faculty Senates on 
November 3, 2016. They reported that many people were surprised that people could request 
data about ongoing research, particularly when it was covered by a confidentiality agreement. 
They are currently awaiting edits from the Office of General Counsel. The proposed amendment 
will go up for a vote at the Faculty Senate during spring semester. 
 
6. Discussion of Possible AF&T Statement on Student Dissent and Academic Freedom 
Discussion then turned to the suggestion that had been put forth at a previous meeting that AF&T 
make a statement regarding the arrests made at the Board of Regents protests in June 2016, and 
the fact that these students are facing trial. Miksch asked how the committee could put such a 
statement on the website. Amber Bathke, University Senate Office staff, said that the committee 
would need to draft a statement and then vote on it. Ropers-Huilman informed members that 
Laura Knudson, assistant vice provost, Student Advocacy and Support, and Danita Brown 
Young, vice provost, Student Affairs, are already exploring various ways that the University 
might respond to students involved in these types of actions. She suggested that if AF&T wants 
to move forward and take action on this issue in some way, that they should talk to Brown 
Young and Knudson. Miksch read a draft of the statement: “The Academic Freedom and Tenure 
committee is in favor of students’ right to dissent and protest and we are gravely concerned that 
arresting students who speak out at university meetings, including Board of Regents meetings, 
has a silencing effect on students and undermines academic freedom.” 
 
Deborah John voiced her dissent, stating that although everyone wants to see a good outcome for 
the students, it is true that students cross the line sometimes. She said that she does not support 
the students’ actions in this case, and would not vote to make a statement that could be construed 
as supporting their actions. She added that if the administration essentially agrees with the 
committee and is looking for options other than prosecution, there is no need to make a 
statement. Cohen said that whether it’s okay for students to disrupt Board of Regents meetings is 



not the issue; rather, the issue is whether it is appropriate to leave students with a criminal record 
that can have a permanent impact on their futures. Kimberley said that statements endure, and 
things can be interpreted differently in different situations. If the committee decides to issue a 
statement, she said, they would need to be careful about the wording and future implications. She 
also pointed out that this discussion would be in the minutes, and would highlight the broader 
conversation taking place. Ropers-Huilman suggested a restorative justice approach could be 
considered, which assumes that damage was done to the community, and rather than face 
criminal charges, the offenders would be expected to do something to mitigate this damage. von 
Dassow pointed out that the student protest could be seen as a response to damage that had been 
done, rather than damage itself. Ropers-Huilman said that the goal could be to have both sides 
listen to each other, and von Dassow agreed that that was a better option than going to trial. 
Cohen said that the protesters may have been out of line, but part of college is learning how to 
push the boundaries. Locher added that the Student Learning Outcomes include acquiring skills 
to become effective citizens; allowing students to protest and make mistakes and learn how to do 
it effectively, without facing dire consequences, should be included as part of that goal, she said. 
Kimberley reminded members that the committee charge does not include discussion of specific 
cases, and that any statement should be about student dissent more broadly, not only about the 
Board of Regents case. Miksch said that the committee had made case-specific statements in the 
past, and that time may be of the essence in this case, as the students are due to face trial in 
December. But, she said, it is possible to make the statement more general. von Dassow added 
that many faculty have already signed on to a statement, and offered to forward that statement to 
members. Kimberley reminded all members that they are encouraged to voice their own personal 
opinions in that manner if they so choose. 
 
Gopalan Nadathur pointed out that Miksch’s statement is fairly neutral, and does not seem to 
condone the disruption of the meeting. He also cautioned that making a statement about the 
effect of a criminal record on students’ future should not be the committee’s concern, but rather 
the silencing effect on freedom of expression. In the interest of time, Kimberley proposed that 
the conversation be continued by email, and adjourned the meeting.  
 
Amber Bathke 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


