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Executive Summary  

 
On November 7, 2025, Cornell University entered an agreement with the U.S. 
Government to restore the $250 million dollars of federal research funding the Trump 
administra=on withheld.1 This agreement jeopardizes students, the founda=onal 
doctrines of Cornell, and more generally, academic freedom and freedom of speech. This 
report focuses primarily on aspects related to data-sharing and repor=ng.  
 
We conclude that, by signing the Agreement, Cornell’s administra=on has become 
complicit in the government’s effort to curtail student cri=cism of public policy and 
broader social issues, has not secured las=ng peace with the federal government, and has 
jeopardized the values enshrined in the University’s founding documents. 
 
Far from a benign con=nua=on of exis=ng data-repor=ng prac=ces, the Agreement 
empowers the federal government to collect new data and share it across agencies at 
will. Given the Trump administra=on’s program of “cleansing” so-called “woke” 
ins=tu=ons, penalizing cri=cs of the Israeli Gaza war, and expanding the deten=on and 
deporta=on of immigrants, data sharing can no longer be understood as it has been 
historically. Even fully “anonymized” data—data from which all personally iden=fiable 
informa=on has been removed—can threaten the safety and well-being of students. 
 
In addi=on, the Trump administra=on has recently used the EEOC to generate datasets 
ostensibly intended to document alleged an=semi=sm, but with the apparent aim of 
penalizing so-called “woke” ins=tu=ons. 
 
Although we offer a number of addi=onal recommenda=ons, three core demands emerge 
from our analysis:  
 

1. Students must be no,fied when data are shared. All applicants must be warned 
that their complete applica,on file may be shared with the Federal Government. 

2. All students, and all staff, must be informed that they are not required to 
complete any EEOC or other governmental survey and are advised not to do so. 

3. The University should formally commit that any legi,mate campus climate survey 
will be fully anonymous and include a broad range of student characteris,cs, 
including sexual orienta,on and non-Jewish religious and na,onal affilia,ons. 
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Who will bear the consequences of such agreements? The broader public will face the 
erosion of higher educa=on, and faculty will experience a chilling effect on academic 
freedom. But students—especially undergraduates and interna=onal students—stand to 
lose the most. At Cornell, approximately one-quarter of students are interna=onal; 
threats to their welfare will alter the applicant pool and, in turn, the University’s finances. 
The ways ins=tu=ons regulate behavior, document experience, and report ac=vi=es and 
personal data have las=ng consequences, shaping not only educa=on but also future 
opportuni=es and life trajectories. 
 
More immediately, the implicit threat of oversight and discipline for protests cri=cal of 
the current government is intended—and will almost certainly succeed—to constrain 
students’ freedom of speech, thought, and behavior. This suppression of student voice 
will reduce demand for certain courses, thereby constraining academic speech and 
freedom across the University. Disciplinary reports, and even the threat of them, will also 
shape students’ future prospects and experiences. 
 
Finally, the Agreement—partly jus=fied as a safeguard against further federal 
restric=ons—appears instead to provide an on-ramp for addi=onal constraints, 
subpoenas, and li=ga=on. 
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The Agreement—and Our Concerns 
On November 7, 2025, Cornell University entered 
an agreement with the U.S. Government 
(hereaaer referred to as ‘the Agreement’ or ‘the 
Seclement’) to restore the $250 million dollars of 
federal research funding the Trump 
administra=on withheld.4 Prior to Cornell, only 
four other major research universi=es (Brown, 
Columbia, Pennsylvania, and Virginia), had signed 
such agreements.5 According to a statement from 
Cornell President Kotlikoff, the Agreement 
“immediately restore[s] and con=nue[s] the 
university’s research funding.”6 
 
The Agreement is mul=faceted.7. Here, however, we focus on its data-sharing 
requirements—specifically those involving personal student records and applicant 
admissions data. While other Cornell cons=tuencies are also affected, our concern is the 
dispropor=onate impact of these provisions on students and applicants. The 
administra=on has either downplayed or failed to fully consider the poten=al for such 
harm. 
 
President Kotlikoff has asserted that the data filing requirements of the Agreement do not 
extend beyond prior prac=ce. He stated, “Cornell agreed to provide anonymized 
undergraduate admissions data four =mes per year. These are data that we were required 
to collect and report to the federal government on request prior to the agreement. In this 
agreement, the University is commikng to provide the same anonymized data proac=vely 
and more frequently.”8 He has reinforced this interpreta=on through discussions he 
authorized between Cornell Courage and two University vice presidents (as indicated 
below). 
 
What President Kotlikoff has failed to men=on is the Agreement’s requirement that the 
University preemp=vely give up without a fight any challenge to a subpoena seeking a 
broad range of addi=onal data. That data would include “informa=on, documents, 
reports, answers, records, accounts, papers, and other documentary evidence pertaining 
to par=cipa=on in any program under Title IV of the Higher Educa=on Act.”  
 
The Agreement also requires such data may then be shared with other governmental 
agencies, including Immigra=on and Customs Enforcement (ICE) and other law 

The agreement signed by Cornell and 
the U.S. Government is available at: 
h3ps://statements.cornell.edu/2025/d
ocuments/cornell-se3lement-
agreement.pdf.    
 
Kotlikoff’s statement re the 
Agreement is available at 
h3ps://statements.cornell.edu/2025/
20251107-agreement-to-restore-
cornells-federal-research-funding.cfm  
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enforcement. Moreover, all such data – both anonymized and non-anonymized (including 
personal admissions data) – are subject to government audit and reten=on in 
government data banks. 
 
Accordingly, in lecers delivered to President Kotlikoff and the Board of Trustees on 
December 9, 2025 and shared publicly, the Cornell Courage Steering Group raised these 
concerns and requested ac=on on Cornell’s part: 
 

“The Seclement requires Cornell to turn over [anonymized] student personal data to 
the government including race and performance on standardized tests without a 
subpoena or court order but simply upon government demand (Par. 9). Most 
disturbing is that the Seclement fails to mandate that Cornell provide any no=ce to 
students whose informa=on will be disclosed to the government. The absence of any 
no=ce requirement flies in the face of the protec=ons afforded to all students by the 
Family Educa=on and Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). Cornell must, therefore, abide 
by the terms and intent of FERPA without excep=on.  
 
No students have been consulted or agreed to have their private informa=on 
disclosed to the federal government or, as the Seclement authorizes, then 
disseminated among any federal agencies at the sole discre=on of the government. 
Mindful of President Trump’s history of acacks on individuals exercising their 
cons=tu=onal right of free speech, immigrants, and interna=onal students who are in 
the United States legally, we cannot ignore the high risk that the 
Trump administra=on will use this informa=on in ways inconsistent with Cornell’s 
values [of instruc=on for any person, any study]. We insist that Cornell inform us of 
the specific steps that Cornell will take to guarantee the anonymity of any student 
informa=on disclosed to the government.”9 

 
The group raised these concerns again on January 29, 2026, during a virtual mee=ng 
with Kotlikoff’s advisors, Kyle Kimball (Vice President for University Rela=ons) and Fred 
Van Sickle (Vice President for Alumni Affairs and Development). These VPs assured 
Cornell Courage members that a wricen response would follow within a week. As of this 
wri=ng, however, they have not provided a substan=ve reply, nor has Cornell Courage 
received any response from the university’s Board of Trustees. In the absence of such a 
response, we have conducted our own preliminary analysis, focusing on the Agreement’s 
data-sharing and repor=ng provisions—par=cularly regarding paragraphs 9 and 18. 
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Legal Protections of Student Data 
 
First, it is important to understand exis=ng protec=ons for student data under The Family 
Educa=onal and Privacy Rights Act (FERPA). FERPA safeguards the confiden=ality of 
student educa=onal records. It applies to any public or private elementary, secondary, or 
post-secondary school and any state or local educa=on agency that receives federal 
funds under a program administered by the Secretary of Educa=on.”10 Cornell, obviously, 
is covered by FERPA. 
 
However, FERPA only covers current or former matriculated students. As defined in 
FERPA, a “student” is “any individual who is or has been in acendance at an educa=onal 
agency or ins=tu=on and regarding whom the agency or ins=tu=on maintains educa=on 
records.” Prospec=ve students who submit detailed applica=on materials but are not 
admiced—or who are admiced but do not matriculate—are not protected by FERPA. 
Hence, they may face addi=onal risks related to the sharing of their data with 
government agencies. 
 
FERPA further prohibits educa=onal ins=tu=ons from disclosing “personally iden=fiable 
informa=on” in educa=on records without the wricen consent of the student (or, if the 
student is a minor, the student’s parents), subject to certain excep=ons. One such 
excep=on permits disclosure “to comply with a judicial order or lawfully issued 
subpoena.” 
 
Cornell’s Policy 4.5 reflects this framework, sta=ng that “educa=on records may be 
released only with the signed consent of the student, except where FERPA authorizes 
disclosure without consent...”12 It defines educa=on records broadly as all records directly 
related to a student, regardless of whether they contain personally iden=fiable 
informa=on. These include “transcripts, papers, exams, student databases, class 
schedules, financial records, correspondence, email, and handwricen nota=ons,” and may 
be maintained in any medium. In other words, educa=on records encompass both 
anonymized and non-anonymized materials.  
 
The cri=cal ques=ons, then, are: What excep=ons does FERPA permit to the student-
consent requirement? How does the Agreement weaken the protec=ons FERPA has 
historically provided regarding the release of student records, and how might the risks 
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embedded in this agreement affect individuals who are not protected by FERPA, such as 
applicants who were not admiced or did not matriculate? 
 
Among FERPA’s excep=ons is the “lawfully issued subpoena.” Prior to the Agreement, 
Cornell and all academic ins=tu=ons retained the right to protect students from 
government overreach by challenging the right and breadth of any such subpoena. The 
Agreement effec=vely relinquishes that right by Cornell’s express acknowledgment of the 
government’s authority to issue subpoenas for a broad range of student records—
including admissions materials13 — as discussed further below.  

The Trump Administration’s Demands for Data 
Through Subpoenas 
 
The Trump administra=on has already demanded and received fully non-anonymized data 
from at least three Universi=es — two that have signed agreements (University of 
Pennsylvania and Columbia), and one that has not signed (UC Berkeley). Subpoenas 
served on the University of Pennsylvania, for example, made broad and vague demands 
for extensive sets of student and staff data.14 Under Paragraph 18 of Cornell’s 
Agreement, comparable data collected from Cornell may likewise be made available to 
any federal agency, including law enforcement, without challenge by the University: 
 

“Cornell acknowledges that the Secretary of Educa=on is authorized under 20 U.S.C. 
§ I097a to require by subpoena the produc=on of informa=on, documents, reports, 
answers, records, accounts, papers, and other documentary evidence pertaining to 
par=cipa=on in any program under Title IV of the Higher Educa=on Act. ...Consistent 
with applicable law, Cornell understands that the Secretary of Educa=on is also 
authorized to share such records with other agencies of the U.S. Government for law 
enforcement and other lawful purposes.”15 

 
Title IV of the Higher Educa=on Act is broad in scope, governing both ins=tu=onal 
eligibility for federal student aid and student par=cipa=on in those programs. The 
informa=on subject to subpoena under this provision may include personally iden=fiable 
student data. In a lecer to the editor of the Ithaca Times, alumnus Ray Schlather argues 
that, when read together with Paragraph 9—which authorizes “comprehensive” 
government audits of admissions data, including non-anonymized data—this provision 
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allows such informa,on to be “swept up into the government data banks for who knows 
what improper purposes.”16 This warning is especially important given the record of the 
Trump administra=on. 
 
The authoriza=on to share data across federal agencies compounds the concern. Under 
FERPA, the Department of Educa=on arguably lacks authority to access student 
admissions records.17 However, Cornell’s surrender of its right to challenge subpoenas as 
set forth in Paragraph 18, together with its capitula=on to government audits of all 
admissions data (Paragraph 9), effec=vely eliminates that arguable protec=on. The 
authoriza=on to share data across federal agencies compounds the concern. Under 
FERPA, the Department of Educa=on arguably lacks authority to access student 
admissions records.18 
 
Proof of the threat’s teeth can be seen in the developments at Harvard. Harvard has 
openly shared a great trove of admission data to show that it was in compliance with the 
Supreme Court’s ruling that race not be a factor in admission decisions. S=ll, the 
government has sued Harvard under the False Claims Act, a law designed to punish those 
who swindle the government. The suit demands that Harvard hand over all admission 
data, including essays, etc. for all applicants:  
 

“…the administra=on argues that the university has not released the ‘applicant-level’ 
data it is seeking. The government is seeking a searchable, electronic spreadsheet 
with individual-level data that iden=fies applicants’ race and ethnicity, economic 
indicators, undergraduate class rank and grade point average, scores on the Medical 
College Admission Test and any internal rankings. 
 
The Jus=ce Department has also demanded Harvard provide any factors and ra=ngs 
included in what is known as a ‘holis=c review’ of applicants, which is a process 
aimed at supplemen=ng academic metrics with a broader evalua=on of factors such 
as character or personal growth. Colleges typically include essays and lecers of 
recommenda=on as part of that process.”19 

 
The scope of poten=al government demands is best illustrated by what has already been 
sought from other ins=tu=ons, described in the following sec=ons. 
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UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
On November 18, 2025, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) 
announced its filing in federal court “to enforce a subpoena issued during its 
inves=ga=ons into claims that the University of Pennsylvania engaged in unlawful 
employment prac=ces by allowing an=semi=c harassment to persist and escalate 
throughout its Philadelphia campus and crea=ng a hos=le work environment for Jewish 
faculty and staff.”20  

 
This subpoena related to charges filed by the EEOC’s Commissioner in December 2023 
rela=ng to these allega=ons. The subpoena asked for “among other things, iden=fica=on 
of witnesses to and vic=ms of the religious-based harassment, including their contact 
informa=on.”21 The University did not comply with the subpoena, hence the November 
2025 enforcement ac=on. 
 
Public repor=ng indicates that the scope of the request was significantly broader than 
the ini=al announcement suggested. According to The New York Times:  
 

“The subpoena seeks contact informa=on for employees who have filed complaints 
about discrimina=on based on Jewish faith, those who belong to Jewish clubs or 
groups on campus, and anyone who works in the university’s Jewish studies program, 
according to the lawsuit filed in the United States District Court for the Eastern 
District of Pennsylvania.”22 

 
When the University refused to send over names unless the individuals agreed, the 
EEOC sued the University, “arguing that the Ivy League ins=tu=on has ‘refused to 
comply’ with a subpoena from the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, which is 
inves=ga=ng an=semi=sm on the Philadelphia campus.”24 Recently, although the court 
has entertained the arguments against the subpoena, the “judge appeared recep=ve to 
the Trump administra=on’s demands for informa=on about the University of 
Pennsylvania’s Jewish faculty and staff.”25 The judge accepted the demands of the 
Government for the list of Jewish faculty, staff and students, but on April 25 agreed to 
stay this order while the university pursued its appeal.26 
 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY (including Barnard College) 

Columbia was accused by the federal government of failing to protect Jewish students 
from harassment during pro-Pales=nian protests on campus. Although Columbia 
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admiced no wrongdoing, it agreed to pay $221 million including $21 million related to 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission claims of workplace harassment based on 
religion.27 The agreement between Columbia University and the federal government 
included many commitments from Columbia. However, focusing on the data sharing 
commitments, Columbia agreed to share admissions data on both admiced and rejected 
applicants, disaggregated by race, color, GPA, and standardized test performance. It also 
agreed to provide informa=on on student-visa holders, including disciplinary ac=ons and 
arrests, par=cularly those related to protests. Columbia submiced admissions data and 
training materials in October 2025.28 
 
In addi=on to the data requests under the formal agreement as described above, 
Columbia’s Barnard College employees received text messages from the EEOC on their 
personal cell phones invi=ng them to complete a survey that asked if they were Jewish or 
Israeli and if they felt that they had experienced harassment or ‘an=semi=sm.’29 
  

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AT BERKELEY 

In September of 2025, the Berkeley campus of the University of California gave Trump’s 
Department of Educa=on’s Office of Civil Rights 160 names and personal contact 
informa=on of faculty, students, and staff. The submission of the 160 names and related 
iden=fying data was at the behest of the Office of the President of the University of 
California. The informa=on provided included their “poten=al connec=on to reports of 
alleged an=semi=sm.”30 One of the named faculty, Judith Butler, who is Jewish, wrote to 
the UC Berkeley’s campus acorney: 
 

“Forwarding such names, a well-known prac=ce from the McCarthy Era, may well 
subject a number of faculty, staff, or students named to widespread surveillance and 
cons=tutes a breathtaking breach of trust, ethics, and jus=ce.”31  

 
A spokesperson for UC Berkeley stated that “the University provided numerous 
documents over recent months” to the Department of Educa=on’s Office of Civil Rights, 
in compliance with its legal obliga=ons to cooperate with the agency.”32 Students 
affected were no=fied by email that their names had been handed over.  
  



 

CORNELL STUDENTS AT RISK •  MAY 2026 11 

Problems with Agreeing to Provide “Anonymized” 
Data 
 
Data rou=nely reported to the government are not obtained through subpoenas, but 
they too may be widely shared. These data—typically anonymized—include 
undergraduate admissions and student achievement informa=on and are addressed in 
Paragraph 9 of the Agreement:  
 

Cornell shall provide the United States with anonymized undergraduate admissions 
data consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 100.633 and similar regula=ons broken down by 
Cornell's individual colleges and schools, race, grade point average, and performance 
on standardized tests, on a quarterly basis, in a form permikng sta=s=cal analyses 
for each year of the Agreement. 

 
Anonymized means that data have been processed to remove personally iden=fiable 
informa=on so that this data cannot be linked back to a specific individual, protec=ng 
privacy while keeping the data useful for analysis, sta=s=cs, or other purposes. 
Conceptually, including Cornell’s apparent interpreta=on, the anonymiza=on of Cornell 
student data in par=cular means that such data are no longer protected by privacy laws. 
There are a number of involved techniques for anonymizing data. The most common one 
would involve Cornell simply removing from its Directory Informa=on an individual’s 
name, phone number(s), email address and photograph. Note that date of birth, address 
and Social Security number are not included in Directory Informa=on and so would 
remain protected. In addi=on, FERPA allows, but does not require, schools to release 
“directory informa=on,” including students’ names and addresses, to the public unless the 
parent of the student chooses to prevent that.34 
 
The difficulty with this approach is that modern data-linking and data-mining techniques 
can oaen re-iden=fy individuals with high probability, in a process known as de-
anonymiza9on: 
 

“De-anonymiza=on is the process of re-associa=ng data with a specific person, 
despite its previous ‘cleansing’ of direct iden=fiers. The most common way to do this 
is to use so-called quasi-iden=fiers, that is, [individual] informa=on that does not 
allow iden=fica=on on its own, but when combined with other data sources becomes 
sufficient. A classic example is date of birth, zip code, and gender.” 36   
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Re-iden=fica=on may be even easier in specific contexts—for example, if athle=c 
par=cipa=on is combined with height and weight data. Given these risks, several 
university informa=on security and privacy managers have warned that ins=tu=ons must 
strengthen the ways in which they protect the sensi=ve informa=on they collect and use: 
 

“Failing to properly de-iden=fy or anonymize data carries significant risks, both for 
the data steward and for those whose informa=on is included in datasets. But 
thoroughly de-iden=fying or anonymizing data can be a highly complex and 
expensive undertaking. Determining conclusively what a direct or indirect iden=fier 
might be can be difficult, given that greater access to datasets and increased 
computa=onal capacity means that the answer might lie in what others know rather 
than in discrete characteris3cs of the data.”37  

 
When these limita=ons of anonymiza=on are combined with the Agreement’s provisions 
allowing data sharing across federal agencies, the result is a poten=ally comprehensive 
data stream accessible to en==es such as the Department of Homeland Security, the 
Department of Jus=ce, or ICE. 

Beyond Data Sharing: Data Creation 
We would be remiss not to note a further development in the Trump administra=on’s 
expanding use of data collec=on. Paragraph 19 of the Agreement explicitly preserves the 
government’s authority to con=nue inves=ga=ons and legal ac=ons against Cornell in 
cases of alleged employment discrimina=on: 
 

“19. Nothing in this Agreement affects in any way the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC)'s authority to bring, process, inves=gate, li=gate, or 
otherwise seek relief in any charge filed by individual charging par=es or third par=es 
that may be filed against Cornell alter the Effec=ve Date of this Agreement, in 
accordance with standard EEOC procedures, including individual or third-party 
charges filed aaer the Effec=ve Date of the Agreement but which may allege conduct 
that occurred before the Effec=ve Date of the Agreement. Nothing in this Agreement 
applies to any currently pending EEOC charges brought by individual charging par=es 
or third-par=es against Cornell.”39 
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As seen previously at Barnard and then the University of Pennsylvania, and now Cornell, 
the EEOC is crea=ng data sets of complaints focused exclusively on allega=ons involving 
Jewish iden=ty. These data are not collected through scien=fically designed methods. In 
Paragraph 15 of the Agreement, and in its agreements with Brown40 and 
Northwestern,41 the federal government requires these universi=es to survey Jewish 
students about their sense of safety and belonging. These provisions leave it to the 
universi=es’ discre=on whether to survey other groups, which would have allowed 
meaningful comparisons across popula=ons—for example, among Jewish, Muslim, 
Chris=an, Mormon, or Buddhist students—however, the EEOC shows no indica=on of 
doing so. 
 
It has now been revealed that Cornell has facilitated this type of data collec=on. The 
university provided the Trump administra=on with the names of all recent employees and 
their private contact informa=on. As reported during the week of March 16, 2026, this 
informa=on has been used to solicit among these individuals as to whether they are 
Jewish and have been the subject of any form of alleged an=semi=sm.42 Important 
ques=ons remain about the university administra=on’s handling of the situa=on.43 

Our Assessment 
The Cornell administra=on has presented its September 2025 agreement with the 
Government as benign, allowing access to $250 million dollars of research funding for 
what amounts to nuisance payments while not allowing the Government anything 
beyond what is already authorized under exis=ng law. That characteriza=on is regrecably 
inaccurate, at least about the data sharing agreements under Paragraphs 9 and 18. 
 
The Cornell chapter of the American Associa=on of University Professors (AAUP) notes 
the agreement “contains harmful provisions, which in some areas go well beyond what 
the law requires.”44 As detailed here, the agreement is highly problema=c – some have 
referred to it as a capitula=on – for the threats it poses to student privacy and well-being: 
 

u Allowing the sharing of matriculated student data in a form that in many cases can 
be readily de-anonymized and so associated with individuals, in viola=on of 
FERPA. 

u Allowing the sharing of data on applicants who are not covered by FERPA, 
something likely not realized by those would-be students. 
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u Allowing the Department of Educa=on to issue uncontested subpoenas of student 
data. 

u Permikng the sharing of those data collected under the auspices of the 
Department of Educa=on with other Government agencies, such as the 
Department of Jus=ce which could use it for immigra=on enforcement or other 
non-educa=on related ac=ons. 

 
These represent very significant inroads into student privacy protec=on. As Cornell AAUP 
notes, “[t]his agreement goes beyond the Supreme Court’s SFFA v. Harvard decision …”45   
 
Cornell also presented the agreement as a prophylac=c against further harassment, 
securing the well-being of funding from the government. This will-of-the-wisp imagined 
benefit is clearly far from realized. Defense Secretary Hegseth has already stated that a 
number of ins=tu=ons will be banned from officer career educa=on:  
 

“Hegseth said the change would affect “Princeton, Columbia, MIT, Brown, Yale, and 
many others.” Though Cornell was not explicitly men=oned, Cornell was on a 
preliminary list of ins=tu=ons at risk of losing military tui=on assistance eligibility, 
according to informa=on originally by CNN earlier this month.48 
 

It is important to now focus on how to mi=gate the harms caused by the Agreement 
which is in place un=l the end of 2028. 

 
The Cornell Courage Steering Group, in a lecer to the Cornell President and Trustees, 
requested that “disclosure of student data to the government not take place prior to 
Cornell providing wricen no=ce to any student or applicant whose personal informa=on 
has been demanded.”49 This is a minimal request consistent with Cornell’s standards as 
well as basic principles of due process; even if Cornell will not stand up for its students, 
the students themselves have standing to challenge such an invasion of their privacy. As 
in the case of Columbia University and the University of Pennsylvania, others in the 
Cornell community beyond students are also likely affected and must be considered as 
well in any resolu=on of these macers. 
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Key Takeaways and Calls for Action 
This report is in no way meant to dismiss the many other ways the Agreement threatens 
academic freedom and free speech on campus, much less the other detrimental impacts 
of the agreement. We expect that those concerns will be taken up in further reports in 
the future. Our current analysis, however, leads to the necessity for some specific course 
changes for the University.  
 
We close with a list of those considera=ons and changes which must be brought to the 
acen=on of Cornell’s President and the Board of Trustees to correct the course the 
University has taken. 

 
   

1. Given the power of modern data-mining techniques, Cornell cannot reliably guarantee 
the anonymity of student or applicant data.  

2. Students’ welfare and lives are at risk because of the Agreement’s loophole for 
governmental agencies to share data acquired from Cornell. This risk is especially 
acute for interna=onal students, students of color, and transgender students. Cornell 
must therefore no=fy students and applicants whenever their data are shared. 

3. The Agreement has not func=oned as a safeguard against further federal demands. At 
a minimum, the University must resist addi=onal concessions; ideally, it should seek to 
renego=ate or withdraw from the Agreement.  

4. The administra=on’s use of the EEOC to generate datasets focused solely on Jewish 
students and staff risks crea=ng biased and poten=ally harmful records. The University 
should advise faculty and staff not to respond to such surveys. 

5. The pseudo emphasis on alleged an=semi=sm, to the exclusion of other forms of 
discrimina=on, risks chilling speech on Middle East policy and marginalizing other 
groups, including Muslim students. Any University-supported survey should include 
compara=ve data across a broad range of groups, including students of different 
religions, races, na=onali=es, and gender iden==es. 

6. To preserve its ins=tu=onal values, Cornell must resist further requests from the 
Trump administra=on that erode its autonomy. 
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Finally, there are three core demands that are critical for the safety of Cornell students, 
prospective students, and employees: 

 

1. Students must be no,fied when data are shared. All applicants must also be warned 
that their complete applica3on file may be shared with the Federal Government. 

2. All students, and all employees, must be informed that they are not required to 
complete any EEOC or other governmental survey and are advised not to do so. 

3. The University should formally commit that any legi,mate campus climate survey 
will be fully anonymous and include a broad range of student characteris,cs, 
including sexual orienta,on and non-Jewish religious and na,onal affilia,ons. 

 

Safeguarding current and future Cornellians, and those that have dedicated their careers 
to the university, is of utmost importance for the future success of the Cornell 
community. We therefore call upon the university’s leadership to take prompt and 
thorough ac=on to address these issues, and to provide clear updates on its progress to 
its various stakeholders, including students, parents, employees, and alumni. 
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