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Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (AF&T) 
October 10, 2025 
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. The University Senate Office utilized notes 

taken during the meeting, video recording and transcript of the meeting, and AI to assist 

in summarizing substantive parts of the meeting transcript to compose these minutes. 

Minutes are reviewed by the committee before posting. 

  

[In these minutes: Committee Orientation; Resolution Related to Response to 

President’s Task Force on Institutional Speech Report Update; Reporting on Long-term 

Appointments Update; Committee Discussion: Administrative Hiring Task Force Report; 

Collegiate Personnel Plans Update; Academic Appointments with Teaching Functions 

Update] 

  

PRESENT: Eric Van Wyk (chair), Carolyn Bishoff, Teri Caraway, Shawn Curley, 

Sumanth Gopinath, Richa Kaushal, Margaret Kelly, Chase Krug, Rebecca Krug, Danya 

Leebaw, James Lee, Gopalan Nadathur, Christophe Wall-Romana, Madeline Rowe 

 
REGRETS: Beth Lewis  

  

ABSENT: Michael Kyba 

  

 



 

OTHERS ATTENDING: Amber Bathke, senior senate associate, University Senate 

Office, Michael Gallope, professor and chair, Cultural Studies & Comparative Literature, 

VV Ganeshananthan, professor, English, Ole Gram, associate vice provost, Faculty and 

Academic Affairs, Laurie Cooper Stoll, director, University Senate Office; Kevin Wendt, 

teaching specialist, Department of Computer Science and Engineering 

 

1.​ Welcome  
Professor Eric Van Wyk, chair, called the meeting to order. 

 

2.​ Committee Orientation 

Laurie Cooper Stoll, director, University Senate Office, then provided a brief committee 

orientation, reviewing AF&T’s charge and duties. She provided four key strategies for 

effective governance: (1) cultivate good working relationships; (2) consult widely; (3) 

pay close attention to the insights from ex officio members, other governance leaders, 

and the University Senate Office; and (4) focus on achievable goals and realistic 

solutions. 

 

3.​ Resolution Related to Response to President’s Task Force on Institutional 
Speech Report Update  

Van Wyk then updated the committee on the report AF&T wrote in response to the 

Board of Regents (BOR) resolution passed in March. The committee voted 12 to 1 in 

favor of sending the report on to the BOR. Van Wyk sent the report last Sunday. He 

suggested committee members might want to reach out directly to Regents to offer their 

expertise and answer any questions on the topic, ensuring the committee’s perspective 

was heard. Van Wyk then asked Cooper Stoll about the process for submitting their 

report to the Senate as an information item. Cooper Stoll consulted with Amber Bathke, 

senior senate associate, who confirmed that the document could simply be submitted, 

as it was typical to include information items from committees. Van Wyk agreed to send 

it to Bathke. 

 

Van Wyk then referenced an email from the Provost asking to meet with him individually 

to discuss the issue. He explained that the Provost seemed interested in moving 
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forward with implementing the March BOR resolution. He read a part of the email, 

noting she wanted to discuss “ways to clarify and specify the process for applying the 

institutional statements resolution.” Van Wyk offered to have the discussion at a 

committee meeting, which he felt was appropriate for the committee’s charge to consult 

with senior administrators, but the Provost declined, saying she would be happy to 

come to a future meeting. Van Wyk is scheduled to talk to the Provost Monday 

afternoon and asked the committee for guidance on the conversation. He wanted to 

know if they thought he should decline the one-on-one meeting or if they had specific 

points they wanted him to convey, stressing that the committee’s views, not just his own, 

were what mattered. 

 

Christophe Wall-Romana asked if the Provost had acknowledged the committee's work 

and apparent disagreement. Van Wyk admitted she had said very little, which prompted 

him to decide to email her the report they sent to the BOR, as well as their previous 

report and recommendations from the spring of 2024, to give her background before 

their Monday meeting. Sumanth Gopinath and others suggested Van Wyk should also 

send the report to the President and the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC). 

 

Teri Caraway agreed with sending the report, stating that given its content, she did not 

see how the committee could logically help implement it. Gopalan Nadathur advised 

Van Wyk to meet one-on-one but to reinforce that the committee had a unified voice 

opposing the resolution as unreasonable, and that the Provost should hold a proper 

dialogue with the committee. Nadathur also urged Van Wyk to proactively provide the 

new and past information to the new Provost. 

 

Gopinath suggested that inviting the Provost to a full committee meeting might be 

productive to give her a more personal sense of their long-standing work and strong 

feelings on the issue, particularly the impasse with the BOR. Van Wyk agreed and 

planned to tell her he would report back to the committee and that a full committee 

discussion on general academic freedom topics, including the resolution, would be 

appropriate for their next meeting in November. Nadathur suggested the committee 

focus on a broader discussion of academic freedom rather than exclusively focusing on 



 

forcing the BOR to retract it. Caraway reminded the committee that the Provost had 

already stated publicly at the last Senate meeting that she did not recognize the right of 

units to make statements as an academic freedom issue, aligning her with her 

predecessor. 

 

Van Wyk concluded by confirming his action items: sending the new report and past 

documents to the President and Provost, informing the Provost that he would report 

back to the committee about their one-on-one meeting, and inviting her to the next 

AF&T meeting in November to discuss general academic freedom topics. 

 
4.​ Reporting on Long-term Appointments Update 
The discussion shifted to reporting on long-term appointments, specifically for contract 

faculty. Ole Gram, associate vice provost, Faculty and Academic Affairs, explained that 

the language and documents for this reporting were similar to those used in 2023. He 

noted a technical obstacle from the last round: the data did not fully capture continuous 

appointments where an individual’s job title or rank changed, even if each rank was held 

for less than seven years. This time, they planned to simply ask departments for that 

information directly. 

 

Carolyn Bishoff and Nadathur raised concerns about the language in the draft 

documents, worrying that phrases like “justification for the continued employment of 

term faculty” could cause anxiety among staff by implying their individual job security 

was being questioned. They emphasized the need to clarify that the request was about 

justifying the classification of the position as a term appointment (or P&A) rather than a 

tenure-track appointment, and not about why the person was employed. Gram agreed 

to change the phrasing, preferring to quote the tenure policy language which requires 

justification for the continuation of term status beyond the seventh year. 

 

The conversation then moved to the decision to exclude P&A appointments from the 

justification reporting. Caraway and Danya Leebaw questioned the exclusion, noting 

that the committee had a prior concern about P&A staff doing faculty-like work and 

lacking the protections of faculty appointments. Gram stated the exclusion was to strictly 
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adhere to the tenure policy, Section 3.3, which only expressly calls for justification for 

the renewal of term appointments. He differentiated P&A positions by noting they are 

automatically renewed annually (not time-specific contracts) and that non-renewal is 

costly for a unit due to the non-renewal program. 

 

Leebaw argued that this exclusion effectively created a workaround, providing a 

stronger incentive for departments to classify positions as P&A, which have even fewer 

protections than term faculty, and that P&A positions were not as automatically renewed 

or protected. She asserted that the committee’s overall principle was to compel 

departments to be clear about their classification decisions. Nadathur reinforced this, 

stating the committee’s original concern was about academic freedom protections for 

those in P&A-like faculty positions. He pointed out the administration had previously 

agreed to discuss what it would take to include them. Gram stated that what Leebaw 

referred to as a workaround was a predictable outcome of the senate resolution and the 

ensuing  strict enforcement of the limited circumstances under which contract faculty 

may be appointed. He addedP&A employees are a legitimate employee group and that 

the current reporting vehicle was inappropriate because P&A positions are not covered 

by the tenure policy. He suggested that if the committee’s goal was to extend full tenure 

protection to this group, or if they believed that a decision to introduce these job titles 

was made in error, then they could propose a change to the tenure policy or to eliminate 

the P&A category or some other measure rather than using this reporting mechanism, 

which directly questions the legitimacy of these positions. He added that P&A 

instructional positions exist and that long-term P&A employees in these positions have 

the right not to have their employment careers at the University questioned.  

 

Van Wyk concluded the discussion by proposing a concrete action based on the 

committee’s charge to review annually the use of contract and non-faculty instructional 

appointments. His proposal was to formally extend the reporting process (a similar letter 

and form) currently planned for term faculty to include the P&A category, arguing that 

the need for justification for the category remains perfectly reasonable, even if the 

tenure code only explicitly calls for one type of reporting. He asked if the Provost's office 

would be open to that. Gram replied that they of course would be happy to work with the 



 

committee on providing relevant data and also noting that it had made updated data 

accessible annually in a manner that helped clearly differentiate between the difficult 

employment groups. Van Wyk noted that it was not the data in which the committee was 

most interested, but the justifications for hiring into the P&A category instead of some 

other category. 

 

5.​  Committee Discussion: Administrative Hiring Task Force Report 
Van Wyk then introduced the topic of the Administrative Hiring Task Force Report. 

Caraway called the report’s framing of achieving “shared understandings” a 

mischaracterization, arguing that the Provost had handpicked the committee, required 

the inclusion of ex officio members who report to senior administration, and engineered 

a result lacking genuine credibility. She contended that the report was embarrassingly 

narrow in scope, specifically ignoring academic freedom and the specifics of the Segal 

case. She argued that the Center directorship was not just an administrative role and 

required academic freedom protections, especially since the job advertisement 

prioritized academic excellence. Furthermore, she pointed out that the President’s 

action seemed to circumvent established constitutional procedures for revoking the 

Dean's authority. 

 

Michael Gallope, professor and chair, Cultural Studies & Comparative Literature, stated 

the report had no legitimacy because the task force was handpicked by the Provost, 

who was the subject of a no-confidence vote, creating an explicit conflict of interest. He 

also noted the presence of the Office of General Counsel (OGC) as ex officio, which 

was obligated to defend the university. He recalled that the original charge from the 

President mentioned considering academic freedom, but that was later excised from the 

report. He asserted that authority is delegated to experts for a reason, and the idea that 

delegation and revocation exist in a vacuum from constraining policies like academic 

freedom was an absurdity. Gallope also pointed out that the former Dean’s authority for 

the Segal appointment was never formally revoked in writing or orally, as required by 

Board policy.  

 

Nadathur called the report useless, highlighting a sentence within the report that stated 
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it only identified “formal authority over administrative hiring without assessing the wisest 

exercise of that authority.” He stated this rendered the entire report meaningless, as the 

real issue was never about ultimate authority which resides with the Regents but about 

the wise application of that power. Leebaw recalled that the university’s academic 

freedom policy focuses on the work, not the role or position. She argued that for 

academic-administrators, the work of running a research center is complex, with 

academic and administrative aspects being difficult to separate, and that the academic 

work done by a center director should be protected by academic freedom principles. 

Shawn Curley advocated for an official committee response to the report to ensure the 

issue was not considered resolved. Nadathur strongly seconded this. The committee 

determined that an official response to the report was necessary and that they should 

continue the discussion on what that response should entail. 

 
6.​ Collegiate Personnel Plans Update 
The discussion then turned to a revision of a draft report on the Collegiate Personnel 

Plans. Van Wyk noted the need to find more meeting time due to the full agenda. He 

made revisions to the document based on prior feedback, particularly Nadathur’s points 

about the 75-25% split not being formally part of the tenure code. Van Wyk indicated he 

had resolved some suggestions but left others open for discussion. The key changes 

included a revised preamble that clarified the origin of the 75-25% benchmark and 

emphasized that the tenure code should be considered alongside the appointments 

policy.  

 

Leebaw asked for clarification on the report’s purpose and its audience. Gram 

confirmed that the report goes to the Provost's office. The Provost would then review 

the feedback for each college and engage with those colleges whose plans needed 

improvement or further discussion, particularly if they had not fully answered the 

questions in the request. Gram mentioned he would re-share the original 

instructions/criteria provided to the colleges in 2023, suggesting the committee might 

want to tweak them for future cycles. Van Wyk agreed, proposing that the committee 

could improve future reporting by making the review criteria more precise and explicit 

for the college authors. He suggested that formalizing the data collection, perhaps with 
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a spreadsheet, would help standardize the process. Van Wyk concluded by stating he 

would tidy up the document based on the discussion and comments early the following 

week, circulate it for a final review over the weekend and Monday, and then seek a 

committee vote for its formal approval as a committee report.  

 
7.​ Academic Appointments with Teaching Functions Update  
The committee then moved to discuss the Academic Appointments with Teaching 

Functions, which addresses long-term appointments. Van Wyk offered to schedule the 

discussion for the following meeting if time was short, but Gram expressed hope they 

could finish it that day. Gram explained that he had incorporated previous suggestions. 

These changes included addressing a concern raised by Van Wyk and Ron Krebs at the 

FCC meeting, deleting an irrelevant reference to the Higher Learning Commission, and 

changing the wording that referenced “hiring authority” to “department.” Gram confirmed 

that he had attempted to soften some of the more absolute-sounding statements around 

qualifications, as Gopinath requested. 

 

Margaret Kelly sought to clarify the overlap between the Provost’s office continuing to 

track data on the number of individuals in each job category and the committee’s 

academic personnel reporting function discussed earlier. Gram confirmed that the 

Provost’s office would continue to make the data available, which was already 

accessible online as a 9th pay period snapshot of employee groups and corresponded 

with the job categories listed in the policy. Nadathur noted that the only other change in 

this section was that the report would now come from the Executive Vice President and 

Provost instead of the Vice President for Human Resources, a change he considered 

reasonable. 

 
8.​  Adjournment 
Hearing no further business, Van Wyk adjourned the meeting. 

 
Laurie Cooper Stoll  

University Senate Office 
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