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Middlebury College

Student Government Association

Minutes for the Senate, meeting Sunday, 20 January 2007, in the Crest Room, McCullough Student Center.

Roll was not taken at the meeting. The following list is a recollection of those present.

Present:

Max Nardini

President

Chester Harvey
Brainerd Senator and Speaker of the Senate

Josh Chan

Chief of Staff, not voting

Lance Sun

Atwater Senator

Nicole Wyndham
Wonnacott Senator

Kunihide Suzuki
Senior Senator

Ashwin Gargeya
Senior Senator

Nicholas Sohl

Sophomore Senator

Anne Runkel

First-Year Senator

David Peduto

First-Year Senator

Absent:

Eric Hoest

Student Co-Chair of Community Council

Derek Sakamoto
Ross Senator

Jonathan Kay

Cook Senator

Max Hames

Senior Feb Senator

Katie Hylas

Junior Senator

Bobby Joe Smith
Junior Senator

Vrutika Mody

Sophomore Senator

Scott Kessler

IHC Senator

Recording:

Gabe Suarez

Press Secretary

Press:

Adam Dede

The Campus
Appearing:

Christine Bachman

Ryan Tauriainen

Molli Freeman-Lynde

Alina Levina

Attending:

Alex Eppler

Kevin Broussard

Courtney Guillory, et al

I.

C. Harvey called the Meeting to order at 6:18 PM.

The agenda included:

I. Call to Order,

II. Review and Approval of Minutes, 13 January,

III. Queer Studies House Proposal, by C. Bachman, R. Tauriainen, M. Freeman-Lynde, et al,

IV. Tenure Review Proposal, by A. Levina, et al,

V. Adjourn.

II.

The minutes were reviewed and approved, with no amendments.

III.

M. Nardini informs the Senate at large that the Community Council will be voting on the Queer Studies House Proposal on 28 January 2008.

C. Bachman introduces the proposal, in the 1990s, a similar proposal for a “safe house” was brought up and rejected.  The proposal was not fully residential.

The current proposal, she says, is very different.  The students present wish to have the Queer Studies House up by Fall 2008, capable of housing between four and eight students, and will be open to any student with an academic interest in Queer Studies.

M. Freeman-Lynde adds that the House would serve as a central location for Queer Studies on campus, and reaffirm Middlebury’s vision of diversity.  She adds that other similar schools have similar centers.

C. Bachman adds that the House will be small and open to the community.  Their model would be Carr Hall, the home of PALANA, which serves as an academic, social and residential space.

She also adds that Chellis House, which has served as a space for Queer Studies in the past, is a Women’s Studies center, and Queer Studies does not focus on the male-female binary.

She also adds that, while PALANA is a good example, the students present would like to not include all minority groups into one center, but rather spread diversity around.  The Queer Studies House would also serve as a safe space in response to recent evidence of homophobia on campus.

R. Tauriainen informs the Senate that he contacted other NESCAC and Ivy League schools, all of which have Queer Studies centers, and half of which have residential aspects.  All directors of the relevant centers assert that they have had positive aspects on their campuses, and there have been no attacks against the centers.

He also adds that the Queer Studies House would be associated with the Center for Institutional Diversity, and likely will take the “same path” as PALANA has.

C. Harvey asks the students appearing whether this would be an academic interest house, or a social house?  He also asks why the House needs to be residential?  The Speaker mentions that the current residential houses have clear reasons to be residential; students living in language houses are expected to speak the language; students living in Weybridge House live a greener lifestyle.

M. Freeman-Lynde answers that, when she was living at the French House, the residents took part in organizing speeches, events, screenings, cafés, etc.

R. Tauriainen adds the example of PALANA, and its “cafecito hours” and thesis presentations.

C. Bachman adds that after many conversations with Shirley Ramirez, she had suggested that the students interested seek an academic interest house.

R. Tauriainen also adds that many faculty members suggested finding a center in order to inspire a full Queer Studies major program.

D. Peduto expresses his opinion that this is a perfect example of what an academic interest house should be. 

A. Runkel asks the students appearing how the House intends to reach out to the rest of the campus, and not become the singular center of Queer Studies?  She adds that the House should not become a “hiding place.”

C. Bachman agrees, and answers that when people are living together, interest and excitement in the subject increase.

D. Peduto asks the students appearing if they have an idea for the location of the House?

R. Tauriainen says that they do, 70 Hillcrest Road, with a living room and five single bedrooms.  It is located next door to Chellis House.

M. Nardini asks the students appearing if they have any information on number of students who would be interested in living in the House?

R. Tauriainen says that fifteen students have expressed interest, about half of which are first-years.  But he stresses that the House will only have five students residing in it, out of 168 known homosexual students and many more “allies” on campus.

J. Chan asks the students appearing why exactly the House must be residential?

C. Bachman repeats that living together will generate energy and dynamism, and facilitate work on the subject.  She also adds that the purpose of Chellis is not an academic interest center, but a library and office space.

R. Tauriainen adds that in 1998, the Gender Studies House, a non-residential center was approved, but never set up.

M. Freeman-Lynde stresses that this would not be a MOQA house.

A. Eppler, a student attending, says that a residency is important because it would get gay and straight students living together, and promote education and tolerance.

K. Suzuki asks the students appearing how exactly the House would reach out to the campus at large?

C. Bachman answers that the House would work closely with the Office of Institutional Diversity, and the Women’s and Gender Studies Department.  The House would sponsor lectures, symposium and thesis presentations, and provide for a center through which to contact lecturers and speakers of a higher caliber.

R. Tauriainen adds that, before PALANA, individual organizations had to look for venues that were always scarce.  PALANA became the first fixed space for ethnic and racial studies.

C. Harvey asks about the capacity of 70 Hillcrest?

R. Tauriainen responds that, while it is not very large, it will be a space that is always available.  

M. Nardini expresses his support for most of the proposal, commenting that, until now, Middlebury’s response to homophobia on campus has been reactionary, and that a Queer Studies center would be a good, proactive step.  He is, however, concerned about the residential aspect, which would centralize and limit the House’s reach.  He expresses concern about affording all interested student groups their own residency.

K. Broussard, a student attending, takes issue with the President’s comments.  He mentions that many heterosexual students are interested in living in the House.

A. Eppler reiterates that the House would have heterosexual and homosexuals living together, and that the rationale for a Queer Studies residence is sounder than that for other student interest residences.

K. Broussard again takes issue with the President’s comments, claiming that he had said there was no need for a safe space.

The President and the Speaker ask the Press Secretary to find the comment to which the student attending refers.  A similar comment reads “[this] proposal does not include a safe space,” and not as the student attending claims.

M. Nardini reiterates his comment as read above, saying that the space is an academic interest space, and not a safe space.

K. Broussard responds that the House could be used as a safe space.

C. Harvey responds that that is not written in the proposal.

C. Bachman says that the safe space will be a facet of the House.

M. Freeman-Lynde adds that at the time, there is no process that a homosexual student can take after being harassed.

R. Tauriainen stresses that ---------------this minute has been stricken by the Senate--------------- a gay student should not be expected to impose acceptance and tolerance on the student body.  He also expresses his opinion that if a student organization can express broad interest and necessity for a residence, they should be granted one.

A. Levina, a student attending, tells the SGA that, where there are many students asking for a safe space, free of harassment, the SGA has an obligation to grant it to them.

A. Gargeya responds that the role of the Senate in the current proposal is not one of obligation, but of discussion.  He then addresses the residence proposal, saying that the segregation of homosexual students into their own House is wrong.

R. Tauriainen responds by mentioning PALANA, a residency where students are interested in racial and ethnic studies.

M. Nardini reiterates his support for the proposal, adding that, while the students are looking for a House like PALANA, much of the Senate is looking for a House like Chellis.

M. Freeman-Lynde adds that Chellis is funded by a single alumnus who is intent on keeping Chellis as a Women’s Studies house.

C. Bachman expresses her opinion that, in order to generate discussion, students must live at the House.

K. Suzuki responds that if every student interest group needs a house, then every academic department also merits one.  In light of that, there needs to be another rationale behind the proposal, presumably that of a safe space.  If that is the case, the Senator urges the students appearing to collect data studying how many heterosexual students would be willing to live in the House.

C. Bachman responds that they will not be able to collect data broken up by sexual orientation.  She also adds that if another academic department is likewise interested in a residence, it should be taken seriously, but that a Queer Studies House also provides a safe space.

A. Eppler, a student attending, again reiterates the importance of gay and straight students living together.

A. Runkel expresses her opinion, that centers for socio-cultural studies, such as PALANA, have a more solid rationale for residency than other academic groups.

C. Harvey suggests that the Senate table the proposal, and revisit it at the next meeting.

C. Bachman responds that they’d prefer to have a word from the Senate today, so that they will have time to prepare for a presentation before the 28 January Community Council vote.

D. Peduto moves to close debate.

A. Gargeya seconds the motion.

The Senate votes on the Proposal.  Vote Record No. 11-01.

Yea:

5

Nay:

4

Abstain:
0

The Senate approves the Proposal.

IV.

The Speaker orders a five minute recess.  

The Senate reconvenes, absent K. Suzuki, who has given proxy to J. Chan.

A. Levina introduces a Proposal for the study of the tenure review process.

C. Harvey provides background for the Proposal.  Professor Laurie Essig was denied reappointment by her pre-tenure review committee.  The current process considers student evaluations, department evaluations, a professor’s publications, and audits by the review committee.  

C. Bachman adds that the Reappointment Committee consists of three professors, from three different departments.  No professor can serve on the committee more than three times, and two professors from the committee must attend two lectures by the professor.

M. Freeman-Lynde adds that there is no rule for how much student evaluations should count in the process.  She also adds that the student and department evaluations were very good.

N. Sohl asks why, then, she was not reappointed?

A. Levina responds that the Committee simply said that she was a poor professor, despite the evaluations.  She moves on, and describes the proposal as having two parts: (1) finding a way to overturn the decision, and (2) studying how the system could be reformed to take student opinion into account.

She adds that for the first part of the proposal, an online petition is being organized.

A. Runkel asks the students appearing whether the members of the Committee are known?

C. Bachman says that they are: Professors Wyatt, Packard, and Dunham.

J. Chan asks if there is currently any process for student override?

A. Levina says that there is not, and that the President of the College does not customarily veto a decision.  President Liebowitz has said that he will not veto this decision.

She asks the President and the Speaker if the SGA could send out a petition?

C. Harvey responds that the SGA can only send out surveys, and that it should not be taking sides on this issue.  He suggests that a group be created to study the process, and make a recommendation for increased student involvement.

M. Freeman-Lynde mentions that the deadline for Professor Essig’s appeal will be decided thirty days after Winter Term, and so the recommendation offered by the group will not be applied to this case.

C. Harvey asks the students appearing whether the group would consist of students concerned, or of an unbiased, random sample?

M. Freeman-Lynde responds that any interested student can be involved.

A. Gargeya asks the students appearing how much weight they hope students will have?

A. Levina responds by mentioning the Taskforce on Social Life, which gives recommendations, not orders.

A. Runkel expresses support for Proposal, mentioning that she had spoken about the issue at the last meeting.

M. Freeman-Lynde also mentions that President Liebowitz, after speaking with them, had urged them to go the SGA and to create a group to examine this process.

C. Harvey moves to end discussion, and vote on the Proposal to set up a group to study the review process.

The motion is seconded.

The Senate votes on the Proposal.  Vote Record No. 11-02.

Yea:

9

Nay:

0

Abstain:
0

The Senate approves the Proposal.

C. Harvey moves on to the next part of the Proposal, appealing the decision on Professor Essig.  He recommends a survey, to be sent out by the SGA, which can then be marketed by the concerned students however they may wish.

A. Levina responds that they are willing to make the language as neutral as possible, but expresses concerns about the length of time it would take to prepare a survey.

N. Sohl counters that most students have no interest, or legitimate role in Professor Essig’s appeal.

A. Levina agrees, and thus reiterates her request for a petition.

C. Harvey asks the student attending what the resolution on the petition would be?

A. Levina responds that it would be an understanding that students are upset about the decision, and support for those students’ opinions.

C. Harvey expresses his concerns over such a petition, believing that it simply would state “I trust the students who are upset.”

M. Nardini concurs with the Speaker, and asks the students appearing why, then, do they not approach students who have a legitimate interest in the decision?

C. Bachman responds that they have spoken with other Sociology majors, but that Professor Essig was involved outside of the Sociology Department, and in many social justice initiatives, and that it would be difficult to find all of those students.

M. Freeman-Lynde asks the President if the petition could be sent in the Student Digest?

M. Nardini supports the idea.

C. Harvey expresses concerns about the image of the SGA taking sides on this issue.

J. Chan asks the students appearing if there has been a forum on the decision?

A. Levina responds that President Liebowitz agreed to meet with a small group of students for lunch, to discuss the issue.

J. Chan asks if there has been a larger, open forum on the decision?

The students appearing respond that there has not.

M. Nardini raises the possibility of granting the students appearing an all-student email.  While not customary, it could be done with Senate approval.

C. Harvey expresses reservations, and urges the President and the students appearing to speak about the possibility after the meeting.

N. Sohl expresses his opinion that an open forum would be a more effective way to raise awareness on the decision.

C. Harvey moves to adjourn.

The motion is seconded.

The Senate votes on the motion to adjourn.  Vote Record No. 11-03.

Yea:

9

Nay:

0

Abstain:
0

The Senate adjourns at 8:10 PM.

