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The CFRR has been working closely with the Faculty Senate to try to fix some serious 
problems with our faculty grievance system.  As reported at the last faculty meeting, the 
Committee notified the Senate back in February that the grievance system had broken 
down, and that we would have to defer any new grievance claims until the faculty and 
administration can reach agreement on basic ground rules.  
 
Several specific problems with the grievance process have emerged in recent months, 
following on the high-profile case of Professor Hindley.  In deferring new grievance 
cases, we simply had no choice, after hearing from some faculty that they are now 
unwilling to use the grievance process, for fear that their claims will not be fairly 
considered by the administration.  We had no choice because the Provost has challenged 
the Committee’s authority and jurisdiction in fundamental ways.  And we had no choice 
after the administration told the Faculty Senate last December that, in their view, the 
judgments reached by this Committee were nothing more than personal opinions of 
individual Committee members. 
 
I realize it is uncomfortable to raise such delicate issues here in the faculty meeting, but 
we too have no choice but to face up to our problems.  Most people in this room have not 
followed the details of the Hindley case, which began last October and ended 
mysteriously in January.  But most faculty know that the Committee found multiple 
violations of faculty rights in that case, and that the Provost responded with a 
significantly different interpretation of the rules and procedures on which our Committee 
was relying.  Putting aside who is right and wrong in this instance, you can see that it 
presents a dangerous situation for the future.  If you were a faculty member with a serious 
grievance, would you be confident that your claim would be fairly considered, when 
there may be no consensus on how the rules will be interpreted? 
 
For all these reasons we turned to the Senate back in December for help in addressing 
these problems, and we are very grateful for their support.  Our Committee will also be 
meeting with the Provost and the Dean at the end of April, where we hope to work 
toward improving mutual understanding and trust.  The Senate shares our concerns about 
the way faculty rules and procedures have been undercut in this case.  On January 31 the 
Senate announced that it was suspending support for the campus harassment policy, and 
would form a working group to propose revisions.  It is fair to say that all of us support 
the goals of the campus harassment policy, and in fact some of us worked hard to bring 
that policy into being.  But we clearly need to review the wording in light of recent 
problems. 
 
What else can be done?  Last month the Senate passed another resolution supporting our 
Committee’s interpretation of several key Handbook rules, which are vital for restoring 
our role as a grievance Committee, but all of which have been challenged by the Provost.  
These rules protect our jurisdiction to hear appeals in harassment cases.  They allow us to 



interpret language in campus policies and procedures that apply to faculty.  They allow us 
to consider faculty rights of procedural fairness and academic freedom as part of the 
grievance process.  And they protect the faculty right to have punishments suspended 
while grievances are pending before this Committee.  All of these powers have been 
sitting under a cloud since December, and we are pleased that the Senate has recognized 
their importance.  These rules are generic to many kinds of grievances, and go beyond the 
special facts of the Hindley case.  For the sake of future cases, we need to reach common 
agreement on basic principles.   
 
We join with the Senate in asking the Provost and Dean to express their clear support for 
these rules and procedures.  Unless we reaffirm the common principles of faculty 
governance, we cannot have a functioning grievance system.  Unless we all agree on 
basic interpretations of procedural rules, our Committee simply cannot function.  If it 
turns out we are not successful in restoring this system, the Committee has advised the 
Senate that they may want to consider other methods of handling grievances.  One 
proposal, which makes good sense under any circumstances, is to appoint an ombudsman 
for faculty concerns.  The advantage of an ombudsman is that he or she is able to deal 
with disputes well before they rise to the level of formal complaints.  Our quality of life 
on this campus will improve if we can approach our problems through mediation, mutual 
trust, and open communication, before they rise to the level of formal charges.  We hope 
the Senate might consider this possibility before the end of the semester. 
 
In the spirit of open communication, the Committee believes that the administration 
should provide the faculty as a whole with an appropriate public account of its actions in 
the Hindley case.  We will raise this issue with the Provost and Dean when we meet later 
this month.  Whether these remedies will fix the overall problem remains to be seen, but 
the Committee will keep working toward that goal with the Senate and the 
administration.   
 
 
Richard Gaskins, Chair 
 


