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FROM: Deborah Diamond
Subject: Workplace Investigation (Knight)

Following is a report of my fact-finding investigation re: allegations of inappropriate behavior,
discriminatory treatment, and retaliation by Clark College (CC) President Bob Knight.

I. Background of the Investigation

On 06/14/2019, | was contacted by Vice President of Administrative Services Bob Williamson
and briefed on the scope of the complaint. On 06/25/2019, Board of Trustees (BOT) member
Rekah Strong forwarded three written complaints and background information for review. On
06/28/2019, Ms. Strong forwarded an additional written complaint.

Il. Investigative Process

From 06/26/2019 to 07/15/2019, the Complainants, Witnesses, Board members, and the
Respondent were interviewed by Deborah Diamond and/or Investigator Pia Bloom.

Based on analysis of the interview statements, documentation, and Clark College policies, |
reached factual conclusions.

lll. Summary of Factual Conclusions

Based on my investigation, | reached the following factual conclusions:

Inappropriate Behavior

¢ Despite repeated feedback, President Knight made comments which were inappropriate,
unprofessional, and offensive. Many of the comments were micro-aggressive and related

to race and sex.

e Witness Q indicated that President Knight also used the catch-phrase “trouble” to refer to
a White female.



Workplace Environment

Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E felt tokenized when President Knight implied that
they were diversity hires and referred to them individually and collectively as his personal
diversity accomplishment. (“Look what I've done for diversity...| hired you”).

The complainants and several witnesses indicated that President Knight marginalized
them after they pushed social-equity issues beyond his comfort level.

The complainants and several witnesses indicated that President Knight dismissed their
assertions that persons of color were leaving because they felt they experienced a hostile
work environment at Clark College.

Witness | told Witness F and Witness E that President Knight said he suspected that
Witness M leaked the raw survey data to OPB. President Knight subsequently denied that
he said anything about suspecting Witness M.

Vice President Position

President Knight did not approve an EC-equivalent salary for Witness P as the Interim, as
he had done for White males (Person 13 and Person 12) when they were in Interim roles.
President Knight only asked Witness M to come up with a standard policy for Interim
salary-increases when a Black female (Witness P) was involved.

The 12/18/2018 EC minutes show that President Knight was present when the EC agreed
that Witness E would chair the Screening Committee of 8-10 members, including two
staff. (The Student Affairs appointee to the Screening Committee [Person 28] did not join
the staff until 04/15/2019.)

Industry best practices and Clark College past practice included direct reports on
Screening Committees for the prior AVP HR position (2 HR employees), prior VPI position
(3 employees), current CIO position (2 IT employees), and current CCO position (1
employee as Chair).

President Knight required Witness P to give written notice to the EC that she was
applying for the position and told Witness P she was shady for participating in earlier,
related discussions. President Knight did not require White males in Interim roles (Person
13, Person 12, or Witness H) to give written notification or recuse themselves from related
discussions.

President Knight interfered with the process for selecting finalists for the position.
President Knight challenged Witness P’s qualifying experience and pressured Company
B to remove Witness P from the list of finalists, circumventing the role of the Screening
Committee.

The Board of Trustees directed President Knight to pause the process for the recruitment
and leave this decision (and any other HR decisions) to the Interim or new President.
Rather than communicating that the recruitment was being paused (as per the BOT’s
direction), President Knight told the EC that he was cancelling/failing the recruitment. He
cited inequities in a process he agreed to and EC decisions which he was party to (per
the EC minutes). Although there were some procedural issues, President Knight's focus
on precluding Witness P from the finalists was, more likely than not, his primary intent.



Confidential personnel information about Witness P was disclosed in the 05/28/2019 EC
minutes that were published on the Clark College intranet (“They were not objective in...
[moving] an inside candidate forward who did not meet minimums.”)

Budget Cuts

Several witnesses heard President Knight attribute the 5% budget cuts to “the new
people”. Even President Knight questioned the credibility of the person who denied
making this statement at a public forum.

President Knight's comments about “the new people” had the effect of undermining both
the individuals and important efforts in which they were engaged.

Company A Training

Witness H recalls Witness P disclosing that her sister worked for a different division of
Company A at the 12/04/2018 EC meeting. Minutes of the meeting show President Knight
was in attendance when the decision was made to hire Company A.

In order to avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest, it would have been prudent for
someone other than Witness P to sign the contract with Company A.

President Knight and Person 22’s late arrival at the first session was disruptive.

The participants of color thought the training was appropriately challenging. Some of the
White participants found the training too confrontational. This discrepancy presents an
opportunity for further discussion.

Facebook Posting

It was not appropriate for President Knight to discuss Witness A’s issues with anyone
other than Witness A.

Retaliation

Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E each engaged in protected activity throughout the

past 12 months by expressing opposition to discrimination.

It is more likely than not that, as of 05/23/2019, President Knight knew that Witness P,

Witness M, and Witness E were the EC members who were filing complaints.

President Knight did not fail the search for procedural issues and alleged inequities until

05/28/2019, after being informed that complaints were being filed.

More likely than not, President Knight would have handled the electronic-signature issue

with Witness M more collaboratively if he had not known that she filed a complaint.

Witness M acknowledged that a training gap led to the error. There is no evidence that

President Knight was retaliatory in raising this issue.

It is not credible that President Knight did not know that Witness O was_
when he contacted her on 06/20/2019.

It was not appropriate for President Knight to contact Withess O and ask her to forward

any complaints against Witness E, when he knew that Witness E was a complainant.



¢ Although President Knight told Witness O to have people express their concern about
retaliation in writing so that there would be documentation to protect them when they
made a complaint, he is critical and suspicious of Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E
doing exactly that.

e Although (as a best practice) reallocations are generally completed within 60 days, there
appear to be legitimate business reasons (union negotiations, employee retirement) for
the delay in processing a reallocation of Witness O’s position. There appear to be
legitimate business reasons (employee retirement, union negotiations) for the delay in
processing a reallocation of Witness O’s position. There is no evidence that Witness E
and/or Witness M had Witness O’s position reallocated or salary adjusted to get her to
make false statements about President Knight's contacts with her.

e Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E claimed that they were each adversely affected, or
feared they would be adversely affected, by President Knight's treatment.

e Witness P was adversely affected by President Knight’'s decision to cancel the
recruitment by her private personnel information being disclosed in the 05/28/2019 EC
minutes published on the Clark College intranet.

e To date, there is not sufficient evidence that Witness M and/or Witness E have in fact
been adversely affected by President Knight's words and/or actions in direct relation to
their prior protected activity.

IV. Investigation of Allegations

A. Timeline

B. Inappropriate Behavior

C. Discriminatory Actions
C.1. Workplace Environment
C.2. Vice President Position
C.3. Budget Cuts
C.4. Company A Training
C.5. Facebook Posting

D. Retaliation

A. Timeline

11/28/2017
01/16/2018
07/02/2018
07/10/2018
08/16/2018
10/08/2018
01/24/2019
03/26/2019
04/26/2019
05/13/2019
05/23/2019
05/24/2019

BOT member alerted Knight to Witness A’s Facebook posting

Witness D hired

Witness E hired

Witness P appointed to ] role

Witness M hired

OPB published first article

OPB published second article

Company A conducted first cultural sensitivity training

Company A conducted second cultural sensitivity training

Knight told Witness I/Witness F that new EC people responsible for the 5% cut
BOT Pollard notified Knight that he was the respondent in several complaints
BOT Strong explained the complaint-filing process to Witnesses E, M, and P
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05/28/2019 Witness E and Witness P filed complaints against Knight

05/28/2019 Knight notified EC that he was cancelling recruitment

05/28/2019 Witness M filed complaint against Knight

06/10/2019 Witness P told Witness A that Knight mentioned 11/28/2017 Facebook post
06/11/2019 Knight took issue with Witness M signing contracts without his authorization
06/18/2019 Knight emailed rationale for cancelling recruitment

06/20/2019 Kbnight called Witness O and asked her for any complaints against Witness E
06/25/2019 Witness H sent group email to identified witnesses

06/27/2019 Witness A filed complaint against Knight

B. Allegation: Inappropriate Behavior

B.1. Witness Statements

Investigator’s Note: First-hand statements are indicated with an *
Witness J

¢ President Knight often refers to women of color as “trouble” or “troublemakers”. *

e When | was at a CTCLD Meeting with President Knight, a president from another college
approached me about a position at her college. President Knight walked up and
interrupted saying, “You don’t want to hire her, she’s a troublemaker!” The other president
quickly ended the conversation and | was not contacted about the job.*

In public forums, he referred to ||| GGG Vit ess P as the

, which | find to be very diminishing. He has characterized serious community

work as just getting together to have fun.*

e At a farewell party for Person 10 (African American) in March 2018, President Knight
arrived toward the end of the party and sat down at a table with Person 10 and several
women of color. He demanded to know why Person 10 had not been willing to do an exit
interview with him. | told President Knight that it was not an appropriate time or setting for
him to bring that up.”

¢ President Knight’s individual comments and actions may not be considered oppressive,
but it is alarming when his micro-aggressions are so pervasive. He cultivates a fagade of
cluelessness and says he is just kidding, but he has repeatedly been made aware of the
impact of his words and actions.

Witness R

¢ | have heard President Knight say “Here comes trouble!” to Witness J, Person 3, and
other women of color, even after these women have said they felt uncomfortable with that
phrase.*
¢ During the going-away party for Person 10 (Black female), everyone was giving speeches
and wishing her the best. President Knight came in late and sat with a group of women of
color. While sitting around a table, President Knight asked Person 10 why she declined
an exit interview with him, she became visibly upset. When he asked her why she was



becoming emotional, Person 10 responded that she did not feel comfortable or safe
talking to him and began to cry.*

Other women of color at the table shared their experiences of feeling unwelcome and also
got emotional. President Knight said he needed specific examples of how he makes
people feel unsafe or causes harm. Someone told him that his constant use of
“troublemaker” and other allegedly joking comments were hurtful and traumatizing to
women of color.*

Someone pointed out to the President that he was constantly talking over women rather
than listening, as he was doing now. Someone else finally told him that it was not
appropriate for him to bring up these volatile issues at a going-away party.*

Witness E

President Knight continuously makes inappropriate and/or tokenizing comments and does
not respond to related feedback with humility. He minimizes and deflects responsibility by
saying that is not what he meant or he was just joking or we are too sensitive.*

When President Knight sees a person of color, he often says, “Here comes trouble!”
When he sees persons of color talking to each other, he says something like, “Oh, oh,
trouble!” or “What are you scheming?” He has repeatedly been told that calling persons of
color trouble is offensive, but he continues to do it.*

| have heard President Knight make these statements about “trouble” multiple times
throughout the past year, though | cannot specifically recall dates. He shared with me in
several 1:1 sessions that people have said they were not comfortable with him saying
this, though he stated he does not mean anything by it. | recall these conversations
starting around the time of the OPB articles being published. Whenever he brought this
up, | would agree that statements like this could be taken as offensive and advised him
not to say those things. *

Witness |

President Knight commits micro-aggressions against women in general and women of
color. For example, President Knight asked Witness P who helped her write a particular
document. | know that Witness P can write very well. It was a paper-cut but still
offensive.*

Witness P

President Knight says whatever he wants without filters and then just laughs about it or
denies it when he is called out. In April 2018, Witness D (Hispanic female) joined a
conversation | was having with President Knight about social equity issues. Witness D
took notes and gave President Knight feedback on a long list of what she called cringe-
worthy comments, but his behavior did not improve. His lack of thought or censoring of
his words continued even after he was repeatedly given feedback on how offensive his
words can be.*



Witness D

| recognize that President Knight talks over people and says things jokingly that are
culturally insensitive or otherwise inappropriate. He has a disconnect and often does not
realize he has done anything wrong. His comments do not seem to be out of hatred or
bigotry; they seem to be out of ignorance. These comments do not offend me, but | can
see how others would be offended.*

In an Executive Cabinet meeting, | offered to mediate issues of race for him, as long as
he was open to learning and growing. | said | would not be going in with his arm over my
shoulder as his minority cabinet member. | said | would be there as an observer and
would follow up with him, highlighting what he is doing wrong.*

On 04/12/2018, | mediated an equity conversation President Knight was having with
Witness P. | took notes and gave him feedback on a list of what | considered to be cringe-
worthy statements he made. The cringe-worthy statements happened when he became
visibly agitated, stopped listening, and started defending the college’s record. Immediately
after the meeting, we reviewed my notes and | gave him my feedback.”

Witness O

President Knight is consistently disrespectful to women on campus. He talks over them,
shuts them down, and says derogatory comments like “If you wanted more money, you
should have married better.”

Witness Q

President Knight does not joke around with me, which | attribute to his military sense of
hierarchy and rank. He does seem to tease certain women (e.g., Person 17, who mutually
engages in what another Dean has described as “ball-busting” humor with him). | have
also heard him say his catch phrase “Here comes trouble!” to a White female (Person
25).*

B.2. Respondent Statements

Bob Knight

| have used the phrase “here comes trouble” during the first 13 years | worked at Clark
College. | used the phrase as a term of affection when comfortable with a person or group
of people | knew well regardless of their race or color.

Several years ago, at a Washington Faculty and Staff of Color Conference, | was listening
to a presentation by two Clark College employees, Witness P and Person 3. Both are
African American. They were speaking about Employee Resource Groups (ERGs) that
we had recently started at Clark College. An audience member asked, “How were they
able to start these ERGs at the college?” Person 3 replied by saying, “Ask our president,
he is in the audience.” | responded in jest stating that | do not control them, that they are
trouble.



Several weeks later, Person 1, ||| ]l and member of the Social Equity
Council, met with me in my office to share that someone in the audience was offended by
my comments. This was the first time in 13 years at the college that | was told people of
color may take offense to this phrase.

| approached Person 3 to apologize if | offended her. She told me that she was not
offended. | approached Person 2, an African American who works in Student Affairs and
a person | had a good relationship with, about the use of the word. She told me that she
was not offended by the word. | told her that | would apologize to Witness P. Person 2
recommended that | not do so to avoid making Witness P uncomfortable.

After recognizing that my colleagues may be offended by the use of the word “trouble,” |
stopped using the comments. | have not called anyone at the college “trouble” since my
conversation with Person 1 [approximately 2 years ago].

The investigators asked about an allegation that | interrupted a conversation Witness J
was having with another college president. They stated that | said that Witness J should
not be hired because she is trouble. This is incorrect. | did not call her trouble, and
especially did not do so while interrupting her conversation with another school president.
The questioning during the interview was the first time | had heard about this allegation.

| was asked by D Diamond if | walked up to Witness P, Witness M and Witness E at a
recent legislative breakfast and said they “looked like trouble.” | do not recall saying that
nor did anyone bring it to my attention until D Diamond asked me about it in the interview.
| was asked about a mix-up with participant nametags at the same legislative breakfast.
Several of the breakfast attendees, executive cabinet members and trustees did not have
pre-made nametags. At a following executive cabinet meeting, Witness P complained that
she did not have a pre-made nametag and inferred that it was because she was a person
of color. This is unequivocally false. Person 14, a white male and Ms. Jane Jacobsen, a
white female and trustee, among others, did not receive pre-made nametags. A new
employee in the Office of Communications and Marketing organized the legislative
breakfast and made mistakes with the nametags due to confusion with the RSVP
process.

| was asked to speak about the conversation | had at the farewell reception | attended for
Person 10. | attended Person 10’s farewell reception as | try to do with all employees who
leave the college and have a farewell reception. My purpose to attend the farewell
reception was to thank her for her service to students.

| joined a table where Person 10 and several other employees were talking. | asked
Person 10 if she was going to stop by my office for an exit briefing with me before she left.
The conversation turned into a heavy discussion about concerns she and other people of
color had about the college.

I met with a couple of women who were at the table a few weeks later to obtain a clearer
understanding of the concerns. | brought the insight gained from those conversations
back to the Executive Cabinet for discussion and action.

| also followed up with Witness C, who Person 10 worked under. Person 10 only wanted
to work three days a week in order to allow her to develop her own counseling business.
This was an issue with her supervisors and the college, as they hired her to work five
days a week.

| was accused of making various inappropriate comments during my presidency. The
investigators mentioned that there have been complaints that | have made miscellaneous
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comments that were inappropriate or insensitive. During my 13 years as president of

Clark College, | have spoken publicly hundreds of times. If | have said things that made

people feel uncomfortable, | have apologized, learned from it, and resolved to do better. |

have learned a great deal over the years and will continue to learn.

Some vague allegations were made about inappropriate comments | made over 13 years

as president:

o The investigators mentioned a complainant said that | told a faculty member to marry
better if they wanted more money when talking about salary. | do not recall making
that kind of comment.

o A complaint alleged that | joked about filing a #MeToo complaint. | do not recall
making that kind of comment.

o0 A complaint was that | questioned Witness P about a particular document that she
provided and whether she wrote it herself or had help. | do not recall any specific
document | questioned her about but would not be surprised if | did ask her if she had
help. | encourage all employees to get help and have another set of eyes look at any
written document before it goes final. | certainly do that with my written documents. If |
did ask Witness P about a document in email it certainly was not to disparage her. (D
Diamond questioned me about an email | sent to the screening committee cancelling
the search. The investigators said it was well written and did not look like my writing. |
did not take offense to their questioning.)

B.3. Documentation

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of documents are excerpted.]

Exhibit 1: Complaint filed by Witness P 05/24/2019.
Exhibit 2: Complaint filed by Witness E 05/24/2019.
Exhibit 3: Complaint filed by Witness M 05/28/2019.
Exhibit 4: 06/14/2019 email from Person 8 to Witness M:

“On Monday, June 10, | attended the LGBTQ Graduation Reception at Clark College.
After the reception, | was speaking with a colleague, Person 9, for
MESA...[she] reminded President Knight that he hugged her at graduation that year.
President Knight immediately responded by tapping her on the shoulder and saying, “Oh
you’re not going to accuse me of one of those Me Too’s now are you?”...We both found
this comment to be out of touch with Clark College’s values and mission regardless of
President Knight's clearly humorous intentions.”

Exhibit 5: Witness D’s notes from 04/12/2018 discussion with Witness P
“Witness H did a great job listening and responding to questions appropriately in the

beginning of the meeting. Noting he understands the challenges and was open to
discussing how we can make changes in our environment. There was a definite shift in
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Bob's behavior and demeanor towards the end of the meeting. | noted above with cw
where it was clear Bob stopped listening and was just noting how everyone else outside
of Clark thought we were doing great with E&l.

Witness D note: cw comments Bob K seems to have stopped listening and moved to
defending college, seemed agitated and annoyed. These comments are not what is
needed in this moment. | explained to Bob, he needs to listen, support our staff and assist
with resources and an action plan going forward. Clearly there are challenges he needs to
acknowledge. His inconsistency is what is feeding the mistrust.”

B.4. Analysis and Conclusions

Despite repeated feedback, President Knight made comments which were inappropriate,
unprofessional, and offensive. Many of the comments were micro-aggressive and related
to race and sex.
Witness Q indicated that President Knight also used the catch-phrase “trouble” to refer to
a White female.

C. Allegation: Discriminatory Actions

C.1. Workplace Environment

C.1.1. Witness Statements

Witness C

| have observed President Knight showing support of students and faculty of color and
genuinely trying to engage and support diversity. There have been difficult moments
when his actions and words were not aligned with our value of social equity.

President Knight expressed support and enthusiasm for the hiring Witness D, Witness E,
and Witness M, each are women of color and the top candidates for the positions.
However, there is really not a system for intentionally mentoring new leaders. President
Knight’s early support of new cabinet members is not sustainable/sustained beyond the
initial onboarding process.

The new members, four women (three women of color), are asking important questions
and challenging Cabinet to address/view past practices differently. There are new ideas
and opinions about the future direction of the college. | am aware that members of EC
feel that President Knight has questioned concerns about a hostile environment for
women of color.

Witness H

When | first joined the Executive Cabinet (EC) in 2009, | was surprised by how President
Knight treated Person 11, an African American female. As Person 11
was presenting the Cultural Pluralism Plan, President Knight ignored her or barked at her

10



(e.g., for using the word “charged”, which he said was only appropriate in a military
context). Person 11 was clearly distressed by this disrespectful treatment.

| have also observed over the years that President Knight marginalized Witness |, a White
female. He would talk over Witness | and not make eye contact with her, modelling
disrespectful behavior and enabling several other White males on the EC to feel free to
treat her the same way.

President Knight clearly needs Witness I's expertise and respected her intelligence, but
he tends to run out of patience with her and audibly sighs. He was very disrespectful
during Witness I's difficult pregnancy and had no rational reason for not allowing her to
work at home.

President Knight listens to men on the EC (other than me) deferentially, grants them
respect, and finds ways to promote them. He seems to favor as leaders tall, White
extroverted men who share his locker-room, slap-on-the-back, Rotarian humor (e.g.,
Witness C, Person 13, and Person 12).

President Knight was very excited about adding four women of color to the EC (Witness
D, Witness E, Witness M, and Witness P) within the last year, but it was clear that his
excitement was self-focused, i.e., “Check that box! Look at me! I'm wonderful!” President
Knight introduced them to internal and external audiences as examples of how he
personally was moving diversity initiatives forward, rather than acknowledging that they
were the most qualified candidates for the positions.

President Knight initially treated Witness E and Witness M with a great deal of respect in
EC meetings. However, as they began to push the EC on equity issues, he made it clear
that their input was only welcome if they stayed in their lanes. He bristled whenever one
of them challenged a decision through an equity lens and countered by rattling of all of his
diversity accomplishments to date.

President Knight gets combative whenever equity issues are brought up. He minimizes
the messengers and marginalizes their voices. He showed that he was not interested in
self-reflection and did not want to engage in difficult conversations about race, equity, or
social justice. He cannot admit that he is not culturally competent and therefore will not
commit to growing and learning.

Witness J

Originally, the direct interactions | had with President Knight were friendly. He would say
hello and ask how | was doing. Over time, his attitude changed as | voiced my concerns
about equity issues on campus.

When President Knight was speaking at a public forum and said that women of color were
leaving for better pay. | responded by saying that they were not leaving for higher salaries
elsewhere but rather because of the structure of our organization and the institutional
inequities that created a hostile environment for women of color.

At an Instructional Council leadership meeting, President Knight joined a discussion
several women were having about the college climate. He encouraged us to share our
frustrations. We asked for assurances that we would not be retaliated against for
expressing ourselves. He said there would be no retaliation. We talked about his jokes
and his culturally insensitive comments having real consequences. When he again
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asserted that women of color were leaving because Clark could not pay higher salaries, |
repeated that women were leaving because of the hostile environment.

Witness N

My interactions with President Knight have been limited to a few conferences and a few
activities on campus. He often seems overly familiar and makes inappropriate jokes, but
he was not overtly disrespectful to me until | started pushing equity issues.

At an October 2016 faculty breakfast-group meeting, President Knight avoided answering
my pointed questions about equity issues on campus.

In May 2018, President Knight arrived at my tenure-track interview 16 minutes late,
rushed me, and stared at the clock the whole time. He was clearly not listening and
ignored my questions regarding equity issues on campus. Strangely, he avoided all eye
contact. | cannot help but think that my being an openly queer woman who was 38-weeks
pregnant at the time did not comply with his idea of a tenure-track professional. | was not
selected.

At a Guided Pathways conference in January 2019, President Knight actually pretended
not to know me and then made a hasty escape when | reminded him who | was.

On 06/10/2019 at the LGBTQ+ graduation, after the ceremony was wrapping up,
President Knight grabbed the microphone and shifted the conversation to his
accomplishments. He seemed tense and talked over the heads of the graduates, not
really connecting. It was inappropriate and awkward.

President Knight is particularly inappropriate with women of color. He cross-talks,
interrupts, and is rude. He pointedly ignores Witness P and other employees in her Office.
At meetings with the Board of Trustees, President Knight ignores the women of color,
although he interacts freely with White attendees like Person 14 and Witness |I.

President Knight's comments and behavior create an oppressive and disrespectful
climate for women of color at Clark College.

Witness G

President Knight and | typically had friendly interactions. However, things felt more distant
for a while after a farewell reception for a faculty member, who had resigned largely
because she did not feel welcome as a Black, queer femme.

President Knight arrived at the function late and joined several women of color and others
sitting with the departing faculty member. He told her that he would have liked to do an
exit interview with her. When she declined, one of the other attendees suggested that
maybe not everyone felt safe having that conversation with him. President Knight seemed
reluctant to believe that there were women of color who did not feel safe on campus. He
did not initially seem to understand the factors involved in their concerns since they were
referencing other types of “safety,” and not necessarily physical threat. He asked what
could be done to change this, and people provided ideas and suggestions while
expressing frustrations.

Within the next couple of weeks, President Knight stopped by to see me and another
colleague (who had also been involved in the previous discussion). He wanted to talk to
us more about why people of color were leaving the college. We both agreed to go to
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lunch and discuss it with him. | asked for his assurance as to whether he was truly open
to honest feedback. He said yes, stating he really wanted to learn, and he wanted us to
speak freely. My colleague and | shared examples and concerns with him.

My colleague also reminded him that repeatedly calling people of color “trouble,” (i.e.
“here comes trouble”) even in a teasing way, can be triggering and disrespectful. | know
he had already heard this from others on multiple occasions. However, to my knowledge
he did not stop doing this until much later. This was problematic, particularly since these
comments were often made in front of students or other colleagues, which can create
reputational concerns coming from a person with such a high level of authority.

President Knight had also insisted on multiple occasions that women of color were
leaving Clark to accept “great job opportunities”. My colleague and | told him this was not
the entire story. Many of these women really wanted to stay at Clark, but they did not feel
it was a healthy or welcoming environment for them. By denying the real reasons for their
departure, it minimized the existing climate issues on campus. Unfortunately, President
Knight continued to share the same narrative, even at an open forum that was held
shortly thereafter. At this forum, he mentioned two former staff members by name (both
women of color) and said that they are gone and people just need to get over it and move
on. Again, this effectively brushed aside underlying issues and concerns.

Although | was mindful of being constructive and respectful in our conversation, | later
experienced anxiety about having spoken freely, despite being specifically asked to do
SO.

At his retirement event, President Knight mentioned in a speech that Clark has been
working to give a voice to those who have not had one, but stated that “it's been hard and
it's been painful.” People have commented that this statement created a perception of
insensitivity surrounding the difficulties endured by those whose voices have historically
been suppressed.

| used to defend President Knight, saying he was well intentioned and still learning.
However he cannot claim ignorance forever.

Witness P

President Knight engages in a pattern of bullying behavior and uses his positional power
in harmful ways. As the I had a
responsibility to mitigate the college’s potential liability in pending matters. | also
repeatedly came to him to talk to him about how micro-aggressions affect the culture and
climate of the college and how his negative engagement with the community is harmful.
What President Knight values is checking the box of having a DEI office and making
himself look good in the community. He prides himself on the diverse hires he made
within the last year but makes it sound tokenizing when he focuses exclusively on the
hire’s racial diversity rather than them being the best candidates for the jobs.

When the Oregon Public Broadcasting (OPB) article dropped in October 2018, President
Knight wanted to deny the statements made and defend himself. | advised that instead of
defending, we should listen to the community and try to ensure that we do better in the
future.

Instead, President Knight hired a PR firm. They acted more like a vacuum cleaner hired to
clean up the mess, rather than acknowledging the missteps and focusing on efforts
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moving forward. President Knight continued to make comments such as, “People keep
saying we aren’t doing anything, we are doing something — there is now an Office of
Diversity, Equity & Inclusion with five full-time employees, we now have a diverse EC”. He
does not understand that although these are great accomplishments, they are only
focused on the Diversity aspect of DEI. The issue is how included people feel when they
are at Clark College.

o Before | applied for the position in February 2019, President Knight seemed open
to my feedback about comments he made that were culturally insensitive. After | applied,
his attitude toward me totally changed. He said he had taken social justice as far as it can
go at Clark College.

¢ President Knight does not value the DEI work or the position. Throughout m
assignment, he referred to me as the ] rather than the
He never gave me written expectations or goals. | only had four 1:1 sessions with him
over the course of the year.

Witnhess M

e When |l initially hesitated about relocating to the area to accept the position, President
Knight went to great lengths to persuade me to take the job. He said we had some work
to do and Clark College’s social-equity plan provided an exceptional opportunity for me to
have an impact. He said “we” like he was fully invested in operationalizing the social
equity plan and reducing barriers to “systemically non-dominant (SND)” student success
and employee retention at the institution.

e Soon after | started, | realized that President Knight’s actions and behavior were contrary
to moving the College’s social equity plan forward and/or removing barriers to both SND
student success and employee retention. | quickly learned that he becomes upset,
defensive, and/or agitated when anyone vocalizes concerns about how his behavior
and/or actions were contrary to social equity and/or considered micro-aggressions, micro-
invalidations, or micro-assaults.

¢ President Knight expressed frustration with people saying that he was not doing anything
about diversity. He would say, “Look, I've done something. | hired Witness E, Witness D,
Witness P, and Witness M”, minimizing us in front of our peers. In essence, he was
saying that he did not hire us because we were talented individuals in our field or the
most qualified candidates but hired us just because we are women of color.

¢ | did not fully begin to realize the extent of the issues facing persons of color on this
campus until Witness P and | were asked to review Communications’ culturally tone-deaf
draft response to the Oregon Public Broadcasting (OPB) reporter who was writing an
article on the subject. Witness P and | had to drop everything and worked until midnight
rewriting the talking points to meet the deadline.

e Writing responses to the media is not my job, unless it relates to HR matters. | know that
the reason | was tasked with this is because | am Black. This was another example of
how President Knight tokenizes persons of color, assigning us anything that relates to
race, regardless of our areas of subject-matter expertise. The issues covered in the
response involved several areas of the College, yet he did not engage the other members
of EC in charge of them.
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When the OPB article came out, | was highly offended by the statement at the end
stating, that many “would be watching closely” to see how long Witness E and | last. |
found it very disturbing when President Knight's focus was on how the College could spin
this, without seeming to care about how Witness E and | may have been blindsided by the
article, any personal harm to me and/or my reputation, or this idea people were waiting for
us to fail.

When the second OPB article came out 01/28/2019, it referenced raw data from a survey
conducted by the Office of Planning and Effectiveness. President Knight told various EC
and Board of Trustees members that he suspected that either Witness E or |, women of
color, had leaked the information. When this information came out in the 02/12/2019 EC
meeting, he acted stunned and surprised. He requested to meet with us individually to get
specifics. When | told him that he was the originator of the rumor, he denied implicating
us. However, there are credible statements from an EC and BOT member stating
otherwise.

Witness E

It was a big change when Witness D (Hispanic female), Witness M (African American
female), Witness P (African American), and | joined the EC in the last year. President
Knight did not welcome our regularly examining the policies, practices, and barriers within
the institution from an equity framework. He would regularly take equity-related items off
the EC agenda and say we were not going to get into that or that other issues were of
priority.

There were many instances where President Knight reflexively looked to persons of color,
when everyone on the EC should have been involved in and responsible for social-equity
issues that related to their functions. If the issue related to my function, then | could
understand me being asked to review curriculum related issues or HR reviewing hiring
practices but often the issues were global in nature and related to equity issues across
the college. This leads to an increased workload for persons of color, while others are not
held accountable.

When the first scathing article was published by OPB in October 2018, | was alarmed
when it ended with taking bets on how long Witness M and | would last. President Knight
made it sound like it was just a few disgruntled employees who had personality conflicts
with others, but it was clearly more than that. President Knight would insist that the
college was doing things and say, “That’s why | hired you, Witness E and Witness M and
Witness D, and Witness P.”

The PR firm hired to handle damage control from the first OPB article coordinated a
campus climate survey. The raw data was compiled by Planning & Development and later
after EC received the raw results, the themes were summarized by Witness P to send to
the college community. President Knight had communicated to the college community
that he would share the raw results. The EC knew that this would not be a good idea. The
results of the survey were almost solely focused on discontent with President Knight's
leadership, indicating that many respondents felt he was biased or worse.

When OPB published a follow-up article in January 2019, it included raw data from the
survey. President Knight immediately stated to other EC members that he suspected that
Witness M and | were the ones who leaked the data. Witness M and | brought the issue
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up at EC without naming him personally, stating that there were rumors that she and |
were the leakers. He seemed shocked and asked if we knew who would say that. We
both stated that yes, we were aware. | later followed up with him that day in his office to
let him know that | heard he was the source of these allegations. He denied it and stated
that actually, others had come to him to state that they thought it was me and that he
vigorously denied it.

Witness |

| was excited when three women of color were hired because of the changing
demographics of our community and the students we serve and the importance of having
an executive leadership team that is reflective of the community we serve. | had been the
only woman on the EC for years. | hoped we could get beyond the White-male EC and
engage the College in real social equity work to better serve our community.

The first OPB article published in October 2018 was accurate in terms of the specific
incidents for the women of color in the article. The College responded by hiring a PR firm
who recommended that we conduct a survey. | thought the purpose of the survey was to
minimize the allegations and show that it was only a few people who were disgruntled. |
did not have the opportunity to advise whether to conduct this survey because this survey
was proposed during the accreditation visit. Between the accreditation visit and my
vacation, | worked with Witness P and one of my staff to revise the questions. My office
presented the data in raw form broken out by people of color and White people. Witness
P and Withess M summarized the results.

When the 01/24/2019 OPB article came out referencing raw data from the survey, it was
clear that someone had leaked the information to the reporter. Initially, | was concerned
that someone on my staff was responsible, but | confirmed that that was not the case
when | read the OPB article.

| saw President Knight a few days after the January OPB article. | assured him it was not
my staff and pointed out that the SharePoint files could be accessed by the EC members
and their Executive Assistants. He suggested it could have been Witness M. | said | was
sure it was not Witness M.

A few days later, in a meeting with Witness E and Witness Q, Witness E told me she
thought Witness H was the leaker. Witness Q asked if he should leave and Witness E told
him, “No, this pertains to you too.” | told Witness E that | was concerned that President
Knight had concerns about Witness M. Witness E wanted to alert Witness M, but |
thought that Witness M was already hurt. | thought she was doing a good job and this
would cause a distraction from the good work she was doing. | thought we agreed that
Witness E would not to tell Witness M about this.

That night Witness E texted me and told me she had reached out to Witness M and told
her that President Knight suspected her. | was upset and told Witness E that if anyone
was going to tell her it should have been me and that | thought Witness E’s behavior was
very divisive.

I knew Witness M was mad at me for not telling her. | wanted to talk with her, but |
decided | needed to step back.

About three weeks later in an EC meeting, Witness E expressed outrage that she had
been accused of leaking the information. | do not know where she was coming from,
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because | never heard anyone say anything about Witness E. Witness M got so upset
that she stormed out of the meeting and then came back in. Witness M emotionally told
EC about how another member of EC was accusing her of being the leak. All of the
details pertaining to the circumstance of what Witness M was talking about were different
from what actually happened.

Witness Q

During a 1:1 meeting with Witness E on 01/28/2019, Witness | joined us. A second article
published by OPB on 01/24/2019 included sensitive, internal raw data about Clark
College that only the Executive Cabinet had seen. Witness | told Witness E that President
Knight had told her that he suspected Witness M had leaked the information to OPB.
Witness E seem surprised and frustrated that President Knight would immediately
suspect a woman of color rather than one of the White males on the Cabinet.

Witness F

After the 01/24/2019 OPB article, President Knight asked Witness D to search EC
members emails to see who had leaked raw survey data to the reporter. Witness D told
me that the President thought it might be Witness M.

| have not seen President Knight treat Witness M or Witness E any differently from
anyone else on the Executive Cabinet. Whoever is talking, he usually just wants only the
facts and a superficial level of discussion.

| have observed that President Knight is dismissive of Interim Witness P’s input on the
issues she brings to the EC meetings. He tends to shut her down and move on.

Witness D

Public Disclosure Requests for records come through my office. After the first OPB article
was published in October 2018, President Knight told me he suspected someone on EC
was leaking to the press. He asked me to pull the Executive Cabinet (EC) members’
emails, so he could determine who was communicating with the OPB reporter. Nothing
came up.

On or around January 2019, he requested another search of EC emails when it was clear
that raw data from a climate survey had gone to the press. He told me that he felt
“someone was after him” and he wanted to know who was responsible for the leak and if
it was someone from EC. | prepared a thumb drive for him but he did not look at the files,
he said it did not matter anyway.

Witness B

| have dealt with White men in positions of power throughout my career and feel as
though | am able to have direct discussions to resolve issues. | also recognize that | am a
white woman of power and privilege. | cannot say what it is like for my colleagues in
similar situations.
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C.1.2. Respondent Statements

Bob Knight

| was asked to talk about the OPB articles published about people of color at Clark
College and the selection of Clark College’s spokespeople. The investigators expressed
that the complainants had a concern with overuse of people of color in responding to the
OPB reporter.

| first met with a reporter from OPB to discuss issues with people of color departing Clark
College in June 2018. The article was not published until October 2018. As | explained to
the reporter, people of color were leaving the college at a lesser rate than white people.
People of color were leaving the college for a myriad of reasons.

The reporter focused on the people of color who were complaining about Clark College
and had left as a result. Two of the individuals in the story criticizing Clark College,
Person 10 and Person 26, left full time jobs at Clark College but continued on at Clark
College as part-time instructors. Two other African American employees left the college,
Person 23 and Person 24. They left because of significant promotions to universities. This
was not reflected in the OPB story.

When the OPB reporter reached out again late fall with additional questions for a second
article, | solicited help from other members of the executive cabinet. Witness P offered to
help our_, Person 16, with draft responses to the
reporter’s questions.

Witness P solicited support from Witness M. | later learned during a discussion in
executive cabinet that Witness M felt like | was asking her, a person of color, to bear a
heavier load to respond to the OPB questions. | do not recall asking Witness M to get
involved in drafting OPB responses. | knew she was working with Witness P but it was my
understanding that she was joining in to help as a team player. | am not aware of Witness
M helping with any other media responses since she voiced her concern.

The OPB articles did not provide a balanced perspective. There was misinformation
presented and the reporter focused on the disgruntled employees’ perspectives rather
than the facts. For example, they falsely linked my recently announced retirement to
issues raised in the first article released in October 2018. This is not true. In May of 2018, |
met with Board Chair Jack Burkman about my plan to retire in the summer of 2019 well
before the 2018 OPB article.

| was questioned by the investigators about why | chose to hire a public relations firm in
the fall. | explained that we had an inexperienced interim chief communications officer and
we needed professional assistance in getting the facts out about our diversity work. | was
taken aback when the investigators asked me why | hired the PR firm to work on the
“spin.” | clarified that we were not spinning anything. Many public institutions work with
outside public relations firms to share information about their organizations. This should be
no surprise.

| was asked by the investigators about concerns | had with leaking inside information to
OPB. It became clear after the January 2019 article that someone within the college was
leaking raw survey data to OPB. Several members of executive cabinet, including Person
22, Person 21, and Person 14, suggested the information must be coming from someone
on executive cabinet.
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| did not think the leak came from inside executive cabinet. | did ask Witness |, who
oversees Institutional Research and gathers our raw data, who she thought may be
leaking the data. She denied being the source of the leak or knowing who was leaking
information.
Witness | had a subsequent discussion with Witness E and mentioned that | was asking
about who was leaking information to OPB. Witness E misconstrued the conversation she
had with Witness | and told Witness M that | was accusing Witness E and Witness M of
leaking information to OPB. Any allegations that say otherwise are incorrect. This
misunderstanding led to a very difficult executive cabinet meeting where Witness M and
Witness E accused an individual in executive cabinet, without naming the individual, of
blaming them for the leaks.

| subsequently met with Witness E and Witness M separately about the

accusations. During this meeting, | heard for the first time they thought that | was accusing
them of the leak. | told them both that this was not true. | also spoke to the Executive
Cabinet at our next meeting and clarified that | never accused either of them of leaking
information.

D Diamond asked me to respond to an allegation that | was distracted when | was
conducting a tenure-track interview with faculty member Witness N when she was
pregnant. | vaguely recall this interview as it occurred several years ago. | certainly do not
remember being distracted. | take tenure-track faculty interviews very seriously. | do recall
encountering Witness N again for the first time in years a few months ago at a guided
pathways training. | had trouble remembering her name at first because | had not seen her
in a few years. | apologized for not remembering her immediately.
Admittedly it is not easy to remember the names of every one of Clark College’s 1,100
employees, especially when | do not see them regularly. | had not heard of this concern
about being distracted in the interview until being interviewed by the investigators.

| was asked about hiring people of color on executive cabinet as “token” employees. |
have never hired anyone at the college to serve as a “token.” | am proud of the school’s
efforts to increase diversity and be more inclusive during my tenure at the college. We
have increased employees of color from 11% to 17% in the last four years.

| knew that to build on our progress, our organization needed to increase diversity on the
executive cabinet and lead by example. When our four most recent hires on executive
cabinet were people of color, | was proud to mention it whenever | had the opportunity.
When the investigators told me that some interviewees felt that | was simply “checking the
box,” | was taken aback. It has been critical to me that Clark College continues to push
forward with diversity, equity and inclusion initiatives since | became president 13 years
ago.

During my tenure, our institution opened an Office of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion
because of my strong belief. That office now has five full-time employees with a budget in
excess of $500,000. Additionally, the school also has a Vice President of Diversity, Equity
and Inclusion on the Executive Cabinet. This was implemented during my tenure as well.
When developing CC'’s strategic plan, one of the core themes was social equity. As a
result, the first Social Equity Plan was developed. As part of my annual evaluation of
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every executive cabinet member, | hold them accountable for the diversity of their
departments.

This fall we received our 10-year accreditation evaluation by an independent team of
peers from higher education institutions in the Northwest. This is the most important
evaluation a higher education institution receives. One of the six commendations we
received was for the work we have done on social equity.

This is not a college that is checking the box on diversity, equity and inclusion. For those
to say that these efforts are “token” is more than just disingenuous, it is harmful to the
progress we have made and should build on.

C.1.3. Documentation

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of documents are excerpted.]

Exhibit 1: Complaint filed by Witness P 05/24/2019.
Exhibit 2: Complaint filed by Witness E 05/24/2019.
Exhibit 3: Complaint filed by Witness M 05/28/2019.

Exhibit 6: Emails related to responding to OPB reporter’s questions September 26-28,
2018.

Exhibit 7: Emails and documents emails related to Bias-Based Incident (BBI) response.

Exhibit 8: 10/16/2018 and 01/11/2019 emails from President Knight related to the climate
feedback survey.

C.1.4. Analysis and Conclusions

Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E felt tokenized when President Knight implied that
they were diversity hires and referred to them individually and collectively as his personal
diversity accomplishment (“Look what I've done for diversity...l hired you”).

Complainants and witnesses indicated that President Knight marginalized them after they
pushed social-equity issues beyond his comfort level.

Complainants and witnesses indicated that President Knight dismissed their assertions
that persons of color were leaving because they felt they experienced a hostile work
environment at Clark College.

Witness | told Witness F and Witness E that President Knight said he suspected that
Witness M leaked the raw survey data to OPB. President Knight subsequently denied that
he said anything about suspecting Witness M.

C.2. Vice President Position

C.2.1. Witness Statements
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Witness P

 When | was appointed to the [Jlj position in July 2018, President Knight said he
expected to fill the position permanently within a few months. | continued to perform my
duties as the and was given a $10,000 per
year ($833 per month) increase to account for the additional duties.

e | accepted th assignment because | knew | was good at building relationships in
the college and external community. | knew that it would take considerable effort to heal
the wounds from all this department has been through with three different leaders who
each left in an abrupt manner, leaving the office in a state of mistrust (of leadership) and
distress.

¢ In the beginning, President Knight assigned me and a small task force to work on the job
description. | turned over all of the taskforce recommendations to the hiring committee
chair, Witness E and EC taskforce representative on 09/14/2018. | participated in
Executive Cabinet (EC) discussions about the job title change. | did not know what the
final description would look and did not know when the job would be posted until it
appeared online.

¢ Initially, | did not want to apply for the position because | knew it was very contentious.
People got into that position, and they always left on bad terms. | did not want my career
and reputation to suffer at the hands of President Knight.

o After a few months, | decided I really liked the work and was having a positive impact on
the community. | got a lot of positive feedback from my team and the community about
my performance. | was encouraged by this support and decided to apply for the position. |
knew that President Knight does not do well with people within the social equity field, but
for some reason | thought it would be different. In December 2018, | sent an email to EC
that | was recusing myself from any further EC discussions since | intended to apply for
the position.

¢ In a one-on-one with President Knight on 02/21/2019, he stated that he thought it was
“funny” that | decided to apply for the position only after | found out that it was a VP
position and knew the salary (which | did not and do not know). He told me that | needed
to be more transparent and | needed to tell all of EC that | decided to apply for the
position. | sent the email to the team stating that “Per protocol and transparency, | am
letting you all know | am applying for the position”. (After that email, | followed up with
other Interims who applied for the permanent position and they stated that they were not
required to do so.)

¢ President Knight also told me that he did not want my hiring process to turn out like
Person 26’s. | was very distressed that President Knight acted as if | were somehow
being shady in the way | handled the application process. It felt that he was already
counting me out of the position, before | had a chance to apply. | was never told that, if |
served as the ] or participated in related discussions, | could not apply for the
permanent position. | felt like President Knight was questioning my integrity and trying to
dissuade me from applying.

e 0On 05/28/2019, President Knight asked me to step out of the EC meeting because he
was going to talk about the search. He asked if | would meet him at 11:00AM in his office.
In our 1:1 meeting, he announced that he was cancelling the search because of various
alleged inequities in the process, including my pre-recusal involvement.
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When | heard this, | was livid. The search process had dragged on so long, | had no idea
what was happening throughout the entire process. | felt it was so disrespectful to me. He
alluded to me not being qualified for the position and told me that | had an unfair
advantage because | was in the meetings when EC discussed the title change. President
Knight asked me three different times if | wanted to stay as interim. | confirmed three
times that | wanted to stay in the role. | also told him that | needed a pay adjustment.

| immediately left that meeting and sent him an email stating that | wanted to stay in the
role but needed a pay adjustment. President Knight replied that he had already notified
HR about the pay raise, but | still have not seen it reflected in my paycheck.

Witness L

In January 2019, as | was moving Witness P’s salary to the office of he ] position, |
noted that her salary was inequitable compared to that of other members of the Executive
Cabinet (EC), the prior incumbent, and the anticipated permanent position.

| discussed the issue with Witness H, who was supportive of my addressing the issue.
When | met with President Knight, | explained that Witness P’s salary was approximately
$25,000 below that of other comparable positions and that she should receive
compensation that was equivalent to others on the EC. President Knight said that was not
a change he wanted to make at this time. He did not give me any further justification for
his decision.

After | briefed Witness H, | provided the comparative salary data | gathered to Witness M,
in case she wanted to pursue this issue from the HR perspective. My understanding is
that President Knight told Witness M that, because Witness P’s position was interim, the
salary level was solely at his discretion.

The college does not have a policy standardizing the pay for interim positions. The EC
has resisted my efforts to institute a policy that would confine their ability to set pay.

The 2018 recruitment contract went through the RFP process and Company B was
selected as the vendor. The EC erred in approving Company B to work on the 2019
recruitment without going through a new RFP process. After the first bill came in and the
error was discovered, the contract should have been cancelled. Since a significant
amount of work had already been completed, the EC decided to proceed with Company
B. | documented what happened in case of a future audit.

Witness H

| recommended Witness P as the , based on her excellent work building
community with the Black Student Union and the Employee Resource Group. President
Knight appointed her to the Interim position in July 2018. Witness P continued to perform
her duties as the and was only given a $10,000 salary
increase for taking on the additional duties, rather than the more substantial salary
increase given to men who were appointed to other EC-level Interim positions.

Witness P was doing an outstanding job in the [JJj position. I urged President Knight

to just appoint Witness P to the permanent position, as he basically had done for Person
13in the [l position and Person 12 in the NI

paying them the full salary while they were gaining the experience to even qualify for the
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positions. He said he did not want to create what he called another Person 26 situation
with a popular internal candidate.
By October 2018, Witness P’s time was primarily devoted to the Interim work. With my

support, _ Witness L approached President Knight about the
inequity of Witness P’s salary compared to that of other EC members, the prior
incumbent, and the anticipated permanent position. President Knight refused to approve
the approximately $20,000 salary adjustment proposed.

The fact is, when President Knight wants to, he will ignore all of the policies to slot
someone in to a position (even if they do not meet the minimum qualifications) and pay
them accordingly. | could only surmise that President Knight’'s unwillingness to pay
Witness P equitably or appoint her to the permanent position was based on her not being
one of his favored White males.

On 05/28/2019, President Knight told the EC that he was failing the recruitment because
various procedural missteps and mismanagement. He called out Witness E for improperly
influencing the search committee; he called out Witness M for failing to screen candidates
for minimum qualifications; he called me out for not going through an RFP process to
select the recruitment firm (I accept responsibility for that error); he called out Witness P
for her involvement in the search process (even though Person 13 sat in on all of the EC
discussions about the VPI process and | did so when | was competing for the VP HR
position).

Witness |

When President Knight announced at the 05/28/2019 EC meeting that he was cancelling
the recruitment, he came in with a prepared script and read from it. It outlined a number of
process issues such as not going out for an RFP, changing minimum qualifications, not all
screening committee members had participated in the equity in hiring training, etc. He
said he could look the other way on the internal applicant’s early involvement on
preparing the job description and salary, but he failed the search because of the other
multiple factors.

President Knight did not specifically call anyone out. He read down a list of process
issues. If | were to interpret the list, most of the problems lie with the
— (illegal contract due to NOT going out to bid) and the chair of the
search committee (not making sure everyone had taken their equity training, reducing the
minimum qualifications, etc.). From my perspective, the only thing that was the
responsibility of HR was not having the confidentiality agreements signed and the HR
introduction for the screening committee. | believe that the rest of the process issues are
the responsibility of the and the chair of the screening
committee, who were both in attendance at that EC meeting.

Witness M

| raised concerns about Witness P continuing as the after
she was appointed as the in July 2018. | stated that she should not be expected to
do two jobs and that it was inequitable that Witness P only received a $10,000 pay
increase, rather than raising her salary to the level of her predecessor and ensuring she
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had “EC-level pay.” President Knight said the $10,000 “bump” is the “way we’ve always
done it.” | came to learn that was not true as another interim EC member received a
$24,818 “bump” to bring his salary in alignment with EC pay. President Knight was not
willing to readjust her salary and implied that | was only advocating for Witness P
because she was another Black person.

| asked President Knight if he would be supportive of hiring an executive recruitment firm
to handle the recruitment as it was an extremely political and volatile issue for the
College. | did not want HR to manage the recruitment process in order to preclude any
perception of a conflict of interest. President Knight agreed. | brought the issue to EC and
we unanimously agreed to engage a vendor to handle the recruitment.

After Witness P decided to apply for the position, President Knight tried to discourage
Witness P from applying, claiming it was because of her pre-recusal involvement in EC
discussions about the job description, job title, and salary. When President Knight told me
about his concerns in this matter, he specifically told me that Witness P “was
disingenuous” because she did not “opt out” of discussions.

While | was out of the office between mid- and late-April 2019, | left Witness R as the
point person on the recruitment. President Knight instead contacted Person 19 with
concerns that Witness P did not meet the minimum qualifications of the position. Person
19 determined that Witness P did not appear to meet the 3-year senior-level work
requirement. It was negligent of Person 19 to only look at the job title and not the
substance and/or scope of Witness P’s work outlined in her application. Additionally,
Person 19 was not privy to EC conversations about the position qualifications, the
executive recruitment firm’s recommendations (ultimately adopted by EC), or the
successful candidate profile developed by the hiring committee and the executive
recruitment firm.

President Knight called the vendor and threatened to cancel the recruitment if Witness P’s
name was not removed from the list of applicants selected for interview. The vendor
refused. It later became apparent that President Knight went to great lengths to come up
with other reasons to avoid considering Witness P for the position.

On 05/28/2019, when he knew | would be late to the EC meeting, President Knight chose
to notify the EC that he was cancelling the search for the position. | was told that
President Knight alleged several inequities in the process and specifically cited HR for
several and described in great detail how Witness P did not meet the minimum
qualifications for the position. President Knight never alleged any process or procedure
errors by HR in our 04/29/2019 conversation or any time before the 05/28/2019 EC
meeting. He focused on Witness P’s application, his belief that the committee chair
Witness E) was unduly influencing the committee (when | asked for clarification, he stated
he “misspoke” and “it was a single voice” that was influencing the committee), and finally
stated he believed the executive recruitment firm was “unethical.”

| believe President Knight did not want Witness P in the permanent position because in
the interim role, she had to have some difficult conversations with him surrounding the
work.
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Witness R

¢ Inlate April 2019, Witness M told President Knight to contact me while she was gone if
there were any questions about the recruitment, since | was on the search committee.

e 0On 04/26/2019, President Knight instead contacted Person 19 and asked for copies of the
candidates’ applications to review.

e Person 19 said President Knight questioned why some of the candidates were considered
qualified for the position when they did not have the minimum 3 years of experience at the
senior level.

¢ Person 19 had Witness P’s application up on both monitors. She said she had reviewed
Witness P’s application and was not finding senior-level experience.

o | asked Person 19 what President Knight was asking her to do. She said he wanted to call
the recruiting firm. | had no further involvement.

e As an HR professional, | was concerned that Person 19 may have only been asked to
scrutinize Witness P’s application and not the applications of all the other candidates (as |
did not see any other applications in review). | began to wonder whether the job
description might have been written to elevate or preclude a particular candidate.

Witness K

¢ In November 2018, Company B was hired to conduct a search for Clark College. The
Executive Cabinet (EC) asked Company B to do market research and recommend the
appropriate job title, Title IX Coordinator responsibilities, education requirements, and
academic vs. private sector qualifications for the position.

e 0On 12/18/2019, Company B made a presentation to the EC recommending a Vice
President title, a Master’s degree OR equivalent level of experience qualification, and to
include candidates from diverse industries (outside of education).

e 0On 01/29/2019, Company B had a kickoff meeting with the Search Committee, chaired by
Dr. Witness E. Witness P was not present, nor was any reference made to her by name
or title.

e From 01/29/2019 until the end of April 2019, Company B reached out to potential
candidates and reviewed the NEOGOV applications of the internal and external
candidates whom Clark College Human Resources determined met the minimum-
education requirement.

Based on her application, written assessment, and preliminary interview, Witness P had a

On 04/23/2019, Company B presented the resumes and written assessments for 10
viable candidates to the Search Committee. The Committee anonymously ranked the
candidates in six competencies: Trustworthy Relationship Building/Communication,
Strategic Mindset, Leadership and Influence, Accountability, Professional/technical
background and Culture/Fit and voted to advance five candidates as finalists. Interviews
were scheduled.
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On 04/24/2019, President Knight called me unscheduled and said that he and other
stakeholders would be very upset if Witness P was included in the list of finalists. It was
clear from his tone that he was disappointed and not happy with the outcome.

President Knight stated that he called me directly because of the Witness M’s absence.
He could have contacted the internal point of contact (the Search Committee Chair) but
chose to call me even though we had no contact outside of Company B’s market research
presentation to the Executive Cabinet in December 2018.

President Knight then questioned how Witness P and one external candidate met the
qualifying-experience requirement. He was quickly satisfied with my justification of the
external candidate’s experience. He continued to dispute Witness P’s collateral-duty
experience and wanted to know if she had been paid extra for those duties. | stayed calm
and stuck to the facts and the methodology used.

It was certainly not standard for the Appointing Authority to be involved at this point in the
process. President Knight did not have the contextual information that was discussed in
detail with the Search Committee.

On 04/25/2019, Person 19 called from Clark College Human Resources and told me that
President Knight wanted written justification for how the top five candidates met the
minimum qualifications. | prepared this document and sent it directly to President Knight.
On 04/29/2019, President Knight called me and revisited the issue of the qualifications of
the same two candidates he questioned earlier. Once again, he was quickly assured
about the external candidate, but continued to question Witness P’s qualifying
experience.

In this call, | explained that the Search Committee also felt that Witness P met minimum
qualifications. | said that out of the candidates shared in our presentation to the Search
Committee, there was a strong opinion that Witness P was qualified and a good fit for the
position. There was no influence for us to include her in the process; only validation of her
skills was discussed in this meeting.

President Knight said he wanted to speak to my manager. He said this could mean an
ethical issue for Company B if we were not objective in conducting the recruitment
process. President Knight said he was guided by the West Point principle of doing the
harder right rather than the easier wrong. He asked that we regroup and retract our
stance on Witness P meeting the minimum qualifications. His tone was angry, accusatory,
and unprofessional. His voice was elevated and hurried.

| told President Knight that Company B did not have the authority to remove a finalist
selected by the Search Committee. | said that we would need to discuss the issue with
the Search Committee and let them decide.

On 04/30/2019, Company B suggested a meeting between the Search Committee Chair,
Witness M, and the President to discuss the recruitment. President Knight's response
was to schedule the meeting with the Assistant Attorney General present and wrote “not
as a threat, but to guide me and the college through our decision making”.

On 05/01/2019, | received a request to meet with the Search Committee Chair, President,
Witness M, and Assistant Attorney General to discuss the recruitment on 05/23/2019.

On 05/23/2019 | received a meeting cancellation, a few hours prior to the scheduled
meeting.
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On 05/28/2019, Witness E sent an email to me and the Search Committee, indicating that
President Knight was cancelling the recruitment because he did not feel it was fair and
equitable.

There was never any contact, verbal or written, to me about canceling our contract. We
received our middle milestone payment on 05/30/2019, after the 05/28/2019 EC meeting.
| did not have any 1:1 contact with Witness E outside of the full Search Committee
meetings. | deny that she exerted any undue influence over the process.

In my mind, the issue is that President Knight tried to circumvent the collaborative
process with the Search Committee in an attempt to remove Witness P as a finalist.

C.2.2. Respondent Statements

Bob Knight

| was accused of improperly stopping the hiring process for the position. The college
began the process of hiring a permanent vice president beginning late fall 2018. The
process did not progress smoothly from the beginning for two reasons and had many
other problems.

First, the Office of Human Resources entered into a contract with a company named
Company B, an outside hiring firm to assist with the search process, without going out to
bid. As a state agency, we are required to go out for bid on contracts that exceed
$10,000, which this did.

Second, when the Executive Cabinet first met with Company B, a great deal of time was
spent discussing job criteria, job experience, title of the position and salary for the
position. Witness P was involved in those discussions and had not declared any intent to
apply for the position. Within 48 hours of our Executive Cabinet meeting to discuss the
position, | was copied on an email that was sent to Withess M and Witness E from
Witness P stating she may be interested in applying for the position.

I met with Witness P and Witness M about the email and told them | was concerned that
Witness P had an unfair advantage to other applicants because she had access to
Executive Cabinet discussions about what we were looking for in a candidate. Witness P
should have declared her interest in the position and removed herself from the executive
cabinet discussion.

| asked Witness P to send an email to the Executive Cabinet when and if she decided that
she would apply for the position. Witness P eventually sent an email to Executive Cabinet
indicating her intent to apply for the position.

As the process moved slowly forward in the spring, | checked in with HR periodically on
the status of the search. When | found out from HR staff that final interviews were going
to be scheduled for the following week, | asked HR staff to provide me the applications of
the finalists. | wanted to look through the applications to prepare for my eventual interview
of the finalists.

When | reviewed the applications, | became concerned when | determined some of the
finalists did not meet minimum qualifications that the executive cabinet had set. Since
Witness M was on vacation that entire week and the interviews were being scheduled for
the next week, | reached out to the most senior person in HR, Person 19.
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| told Person 19 that | had concerns about some finalists and needed to talk to the point of
contact at Company B. Person 19 put me in contact with Witness K. | spoke with Witness
K several times over the phone about the process and minimum qualifications. She could
not convince me that two of the five finalists met the minimum requirements.

| put the final interviews on hold and waited until Witness M returned from vacation. After
speaking with Witness M, we agreed to a meeting between Company B and the college
before we moved forward with the search. The day before the meeting with Company B
Witness M had to leave town for several days due to a family emergency so the meeting
with Company B was canceled.

It was then, after talking with board members Jane Jacobsen and Paul Speer, that |
decided to stop the search and allow the next president the opportunity to hire this
position. Trustees Jacobsen and Speer were in support of my decision to stop the
process.

This was likely the worst hiring process that | had seen at the college in 15 years. There
were eight issues | clearly outlined in an email to the screening committee for why |
decided to stop the process. At the May 28, 2019, executive cabinet meeting | explained
my reasoning for stopping the hiring process.

| was told by the investigators that there was a complaint made that | intentionally
discussed the hiring process at Executive Cabinet when Witness M was not at executive
cabinet. This is not true. Executive Cabinet begins at 9:00 am. | received an email from
Witness M the morning of Executive Cabinet at 8:37 a.m. informing me that she would be
late coming into the office that day. The Executive Cabinet meeting proceeded as

usual. All of the topics on the agenda, including the hiring process, were discussed before
Witness M came to work. Witness M could have arranged an additional meeting with me
at any time to make up for the one she missed.

The investigators asked me why | did not just appoint Witness P to the permanent

osition as | did for Person 13, formerh and Person 12, former
— D Diamond is misinformed. Person 13 and_

were hired into their positions through full searches and hiring practices.

| was asked about my decision to have Witness M develop a systemic policy on how we
pay interim employees. The impetus of this question is the assumption that | was only
asking to develop a policy about interim pay because there was a request to increase the
interim pay by Witness M for Witness P, a person of color. The accusation is that | was
delaying interim pay for Witness P unfairly, by asking for a policy to be in place first.

This is not true. We were increasingly putting employees at the college in interim
positions without any systemic policy on how much we paid the interims and how long
they could be in an interim role. It would be appropriate to develop a school-wide policy to
ensure fairness.

There were several other individuals in the same situation as Witness P such as Witness
F, Person 15, and Person 16, to name a few. Two other individuals, Person 17 and
Person 18 were also being placed in interim positions on July 1, 2019.

A point of note is that Witness M did not advocate for increased pay for any of the other
interim positions. It was determined that this interim policy would be retroactive, so that if
interims were eligible to receive a pay increase they would still receive compensation
regardless of how long it took to develop a policy.
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C.2.3. Documentation

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of documents are excerpted.]

Exhibit 1: Complaint filed by Witness P 05/24/2019.
Exhibit 2: Complaint filed by Witness E 05/24/2019.
Exhibit 3: Complaint filed by Witness M 05/28/2019.
Exhibit 9: Emails and documents related to the recruitment.

Clark College Board of Trustees discussions with President Knight re: the recruitment
(email from Jennifer Mankowski-Dixon to the Investigator 08/07/2019):

April 30, 2019 — In a meeting with President Knight and Trustee Speer, President Knight
shared concerns he had relative to the process for the position selection and
qualifications of two candidates. President Knight shared that he had been in direct
contact with the search firm to discuss these concerns. He shared that he was
considering a range of options on how to proceed, including pausing the process for the
next president to restart. President Knight stated that he was working on setting up a
meeting with the search firm, Witness E, Witness M, and the AAG to discuss. Trustee
Speer indicated that had President Knight asked for input prior to contacting the search
firm, he would have advised against doing so, and to trust the process. Trustee Speer
advised him that since he had contacted them, and given he was in the last few months in
office, that it might be best to extract himself from the HR decision making, pause the
process, and hand it off to the next president. He also suggested President Knight confer
with Trustee Strong given her HR background.

May 3, 2019 — Trustee Strong discussed the VP of position selection process with
President Knight. She recommended he consider pausing the process for the next
president to pick up.

May 6, 2019 — Trustee Speer had a brief meeting with President Knight and reiterated his
inputs from the April 30, 2019 meeting.

May 13, 2019 — Trustees Speer and Jacobsen met with President Knight and expressed
their concern about input they were getting regarding the climate between Executive
Cabinet (EC) and President Knight, which included President Knight’s involvement in the
selection process. Trustees Speer and Jacobsen encouraged President Knight to
discontinue any HR related actions and pause in the hiring process until the next
president was in position. Trustees Speer and Jacobsen stated that if President Knight
did not find a way to deescalate the exchanges taking place between he and the EC, they
would be duty bound to take the issue to the full Board for consideration. President Knight
expressed concern about the integrity of the selection process with the search firm,
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including how qualifications had been applied, communications between the college and
the firm, and risk issues for the college.

May 27, 2019 — In an email to the Board of Trustees, President Knight indicates, “| am
also recommending that the next president start the process over and that the current
Interim remain in that the position if she wants to until a permanent is decided with a new
process.”

May 28, 2019 — Trustee Rupley (by phone) and Trustee Speer met with President Knight
for a monthly meeting. President Knight reviewed his email from May 27, 2019 and
indicated that he had announced his decision to EC on pausing the process, met with the
Interim to let her know he wanted her to remain in the acting role, was working to increase
her pay to align with responsibilities, and that the new president would resume the
selection process when they arrived. Trustee Rupley and Trustee Speer strongly
encouraged President Knight to recuse himself from any HR related activities.

Exhibit 10: Emails and documents related to Witness P’s salary as Interim.

C.2.4. Analysis and Conclusions

President Knight did not approve an EC-equivalent salary for Witness P as the Interim
role, as he had done for White males (Person 13 and Person 12) when they were in
Interim roles. President Knight only asked Witness M to come up with a standard policy
for Interim salary-increases when a Black female (Witness P) was involved.

The 12/18/2018 EC minutes show that President Knight was present when the EC agreed
that Witness E would chair the Screening Committee of 8-10 members, including two
staff. (The Student Affairs appointee to the Screening Committee [Person 28] did not join
the staff until 04/15/2019.)

Industry best practices and Clark College past practice included direct reports on
Screening Committees for the prior AVP HR position (2 HR employees), prior VPI position
(3 employees), current CIO position (2 IT employees), and current CCO position (1
employee as Chair).

President Knight required Witness P to give written notice to the EC that she was
applying for the position and told Witness P she was shady for participating in earlier,
related discussions. President Knight did not require White males in Interim roles (Person
13, Person 12, or Witness H) to give written notification or recuse themselves from related
discussions.

President Knight interfered with the process for selecting finalists for the position.
President Knight challenged Witness P’s qualifying experience and pressured Company
B to remove Witness P from the list of finalists, circumventing the role of the Screening
Committee.

The Board of Trustees directed President Knight to pause the process for the recruitment
and leave this decision (and any other HR decisions) to the Interim or new President.
Rather than communicating that the recruitment was being paused (as per the BOT’s
direction), President Knight told the EC that he was cancelling/failing the recruitment. He
cited inequities in a process he agreed to and EC decisions which he was party to (per
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the EC minutes). Although there were some procedural issues, President Knight’s focus
on precluding Witness P from the finalists was, more likely than not, his primary intent.
Confidential personnel information about Witness P was disclosed in the 05/28/2019 EC
minutes that were published on the Clark College intranet (“They were not objective in...
[moving] an inside candidate forward who did not meet minimums.”)

C.3. Budget Cuts

C.3.1. Witness Statements

Witness E

| heard from a union member that they were under the impression that | or the “new
people” were responsible for the budget cut being 5%. | thought that was strange. | then
received an email from an interim EC colleague (Witness F) letting me know that when
she had a meeting with President Knight and another EC colleague (Witness 1), he stated
to them that it was the new people behind the 5% cuts. Witness F thought that was odd
and wrote to ask me for clarification. | brought this up at EC as an issue that there were
again rumors that unfairly and inaccurately put the blame on the new people on the EC
and that this needs to be cleared up. President Knight appeared shocked and said that he
wanted to get to the bottom of it. After the EC meeting, | spoke with Witness H and
discussed my frustration with these statements. He told me that President Knight had
made this same statement to him in a meeting blaming the new people for the 5% budget
cut.

Witness F

In a meeting on 05/13/2019 with President Knight and Witness I, | was taken aback when
President Knight said that he did not want a 5% budget cut but “the new people” on the
EC wanted it.

| emailed Witness E (my mentor) to ask for some clarity around the issue of whether we
should proceed with the 5% cut which was to be discussed at EC the next day and asked
for her thoughts. Witness E said she felt discouraged and undermined by President
Knight blaming “the new people” for a consensus decision of the EC.

It felt wrong that President Knight was blaming the four new EC members (Witness E,
Witness D, Witness M, and Witness P, all women of color).

Witness E asked if she could forward my email to the Board of Trustees and | said yes.
At the 05/14/2019 EC meeting, President Knight said there had been some pushback
about the 5% cut, but everyone seemed to be ready to move forward.

Witness M

In mid-May 2019, President Knight further undermined the women of color on the EC by
spreading the false narrative that “the new people” were the ones behind the 5% budget
cut. Ultimately, this narrative was repeated by a union faculty member at a public forum.
She was also one of the members on the labor negotiation team.
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President Knight acted surprised and reassured Witness E and me that he would “get to
the bottom of who made the statements” even though two credible EC members attested
to his making the comments in private meetings with them.

Witness P

President Knight is also diminishing and demeaning toward Witness E (multiracial
female). He treats her like she lies; for example, when she asked him about saying “the
new people (all women of color) were the ones supporting the 5% budget cut”, he denied
ever saying that, although there were first-hand witnesses.

Witness H

President Knight has also made several other attempts to undermine Witness E. He told
the faculty union that “the new people” were to blame for the 5% budget cuts, when in fact
the EC had come to consensus on a 5% cut (initially proposed by Witness E). This
statement in early May 2019 was especially damaging and undermined Witness E
credibility in faculty salary negotiations.

C.3.2. Respondent Statements

Bob Knight

| was asked to explain my discussion with Witness E about her complaining to Executive
Cabinet about her being blamed for the 5% college-wide budget cut.

The Executive Cabinet had been in serious discussions about budget cuts due to the
continuing decline in enroliment. The Executive Cabinet initially discussed a 3% cut.
Witness E and Witness M advocated strongly that we should take a more significant 5%
cut so that we could reallocate funds to new initiatives and higher priorities at the college.
There was some reluctance in Executive Cabinet to the more stringent measures, but we
all agreed to support it.

During an Executive Cabinet meeting in May, Witness E informed us that she was
confronted by Person 4, the incoming faculty union chair, at a faculty forum about the 5%
budget cut. Witness E alleged that Person 4 accused the “new people” on Executive
Cabinet for the 5% cut. | understood and so did the rest of the cabinet, that the term “new
people” as Witness E referred to it, was really referencing people of color.

| was determined to quell that rumor and confronted Person 4, after the Executive Cabinet
meeting, about her alleged claim that the “new people” on cabinet were to blame for the
5% cuts. | made it clear to Person 4 that the 5% cut decision was a decision made by the
entire Executive Cabinet.

Person 4 denied using the term “new people”. | asked her about other faculty who
attended the forum and she gave me several names. | contacted three faculty members
who attended the forum, Person 5, Person 6, and Person 7 and none of them heard the
term “new people” mentioned by Person 4 in the forum.

| then sent an email to Witness E about what | had found out. Witness E became very
defensive and then included Witness P and Witness M into the email conversation. The
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conversation turned into a conversation about why | was questioning people of color. My
sole purpose for looking into this allegation was to get to the truth and negate any rumors,
nothing more.

C.3.3. Documentation

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of documents are excerpted.]
e Exhibit 1: Complaint filed by Witness P 05/24/2019.

e Exhibit 2: Complaint filed by Witness E 05/24/2019.

e Exhibit 3: Complaint filed by Witness M 05/28/2019.

e Exhibit 11: Emails related to the 5% budget cut

05/14/2019 email from Witness M to President Knight, Witness P, and Witness E: “...the
larger issue is, that for some reason through the rumor mill, we (Witness E, Witness P,
and |) continue to be identified as the genesis of un-popular decisions and controversies
which in turn call our professional integrity into question. These continued rumors clearly
center us as “the bad guys” and have the potential to permanently and negatively impact
our relationships with colleagues, direct reports, and/or our departments. For clarity, | am
referring to the previous “leaker” allegations and now this 5% issue. This latest rumor is
extremely concerning and frankly detrimental, given that Witness E and | are currently at
the negotiation table... that does not help the college resolve this issue.”

05/15/2019 email from Witness M to President Knight, Witness P, and Witness E: “I|
continue to be concerned that these outlandish rumors and character assassinations are
directed at us. | feel both personally and professionally attacked and it is not missed on
me that we are all Women of Color. As a new member of the Clark College and
Vancouver community, these rumors attack my professional credibility and integrity and
have the potential to permanently damage my personal reputation and professional
relationships. | have no idea why there are rumors that we are OPB “leakers” with Molly
Solomon on speed dial or going rogue spearheading 5% cuts to the dismay of EC. Both
are not true. At this point, | am just interested in public clarification and

correction. Hopefully, Bob, with your influence at the college and in the community, you
can assist us with this efforts because ultimately, these rumors also negatively impact
Clark College. Thank you for your consideration and assistance to that end.

05/15/2019 email from President Knight to Witness M, Witness P, and Witness E: “Your
assertion and bias towards me about discrediting Witness E is completely unfounded. If
anything it would be the discrediting of Person 4 who | feel has made many false
assertions over the past several months. Ironically, your last statement about being
vigilant around rumors is exactly what | was trying to do. Witness E told the cabinet that
Person 4 made a statement about the “new people” causing the 5% cut. | was striving to
be diligent to quell the rumor and go to the source and stop it. When | met with Person 4
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she denied making the statement. | then told Person 4 that the 5% cut was a collective
decision by the cabinet.”

C.3.4. Analysis and Conclusions

Several witnesses heard President Knight attribute the 5% budget cuts to “the new
people”. Even President Knight questioned the credibility of the person who denied
making this statement at a public forum.

President Knight's comments about “the new people” had the effect of undermining both
the individuals and important efforts in which they were engaged.

C.4. Company A Training

C.4.1. Witness Statements

Witness P

| was entirely transparent with the EC about the fact that my sister worked for a separate
division of the vendor | recommended hiring to conduct cultural sensitivity training. | felt
diminished and demeaned when President Knight later implied that | had been shady in
contracting with the vendor, even though the EC was aware of the fact when they came to
consensus on the decision. He stated, “Rumor has it your sister works for the vendor”. |
told him it was not a rumor, she does work there and had nothing to do with this area of
the company. There were only two vendors that could do this type of training and the
other had a waitlist. He asked if | had told anyone. | told him that | told EC. He said |
should have told the purchasing department. | had no idea that | should tell the
purchasing department since my sister, in no way, was paid or even had anything to do
with the training provided.

President Knight arrived late to the 03/26/2019 training and took offense at the language
and example the trainer used in talking about having a sexual relationship with a Black
person. President Knight did not understand the concept and context the trainer was
trying to convey. The trainer was asking us what comes up for us when we think about
having a more intimate relationship with a Black person. It is all fun and games to just
play with someone and be friendly, but racism sneaks in when we think about more
intimate relationships. He did not show up for the next training at all. President Knight
mentioned to me that he told the Board about how unprofessional the trainers were and
they were absolutely shocked. | felt as if he was creating a narrative about my judgement
to the Board with these statements.

In the first training, there was a comment made about “plantation pie” by an Executive
Cabinet member. This comment was so impactful on everyone else in the room that
people followed up with the person. President Knight never followed up with any of the
impacted members of EC. In fact, he did not seem bothered at all by the comment.
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Witness B

| have been involved in diversity and other trainings in my previous work and would have
taken a different approach. Given there is a perceived trust issue on the EC. | thought it
was more damaging to accentuate the differences and it would have been more beneficial
to dig down and look for shared values and commonalities.

| had a very strong reaction to the trainer trying to create an emotionally charged
environment to (I assume) provoke deeper discussion. | did not feel safe when he was
(what | would call) ranting and raving to ramp things up.

In the first session, | shut down. In the second session, | was very guarded. My reaction
may have been compounded by my personal history and how close | was sitting to where
the trainer was standing.

About a week after the second session, | told President Knight that | had been very
uncomfortable in the training.

Witness C

face. It was uncomfortable at first and a bit intense. President Knight and

Person 22 arrived at the session 2 hours late, at a very intense part of the training.
Their arrival disrupted the flow and discussions of the group.
By the end of the first session and into the second session on 04/26/2019, | saw the
trainers’ model evolving as they pushed us past our comfort zone. President Knight and
Person 22 did not attend the second session and did not have to the opportunity to
experience the shift.
After the second session, | told President Knight that | thought the training was beneficial
and that members of EC were supportive of engaging in further sessions. | told him that |
learned and grew from the experience. President Knight said that some members of the
EC had expressed extreme discomfort. He indicated that he did not support further work
with this particular facilitation team based on discomfort and controversial language used
in the session.

The first session of cultural sensitivity training on 03/26/2019 was aggressive and in—f/our—

Witness E

President Knight and _ Person 22 showed up 2.5 hours in to a 4-hour
Institutional Equity training facilitated by Company A. The race-conscious work we were
doing was reflective, encouraged open dialogue, and delved into our own identity and our
responsibilities as leaders. Their arrival was disruptive and their presence and behavior
felt highly dismissive of the purpose and content of the work sessions. This was
especially evident when the facilitator worked to foster a basic understanding within the
group of the impacts of power and privilege within institutions. The facilitator had to review
elementary terms like Caucasian with President Knight and provide Person 22 multiple
opportunities to reflect on her offensive reference to “plantation pie”.

Based on attending 1.5 hours of the 8-hour training, President Knight cancelled any future
work with Company A because he took offense at the facilitator’s questions about what
constituted “a Black friend” and his use of some profanity.
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Witness M

e 0On 03/26/2019, the EC participated in a training arranged by Witness P with an outside
vendor. President Knight and H Person 22 arrived 2.5 hours late and
disrupted the progress the group was making. As they answered the introductory
questions, one trainer educated President Knight on the history of the term “Caucasian”
after he identified himself as “Caucasian” versus White and questioned Person 22 about
her reference to “plantation pie”.

o | later heard that President Knight was offended by the trainer’s discussion about the
cliché, “having a black friend”, saying that you do not have a Black friend if you have not
had a romantic relationship with a Black person, have not been into their homes, and/or
done more than hang out in a public place after work. President Knight apparently
objected to the trainer’s use of profanity at times for shock value, yet was unconcerned
when everyone in the room (except President Knight and Person 22) gasped or physically
recoiled at Person 22’s “plantation pie” comment.

Witness F

e 0On 04/26/2019, | attended the second session of the cultural sensitivity training with

Company A. There was discussion about President Knight's resistance to the training and

abou Person 22 being clueless about the impact of her talking about

“plantation pie” at the first session.

¢ | felt encouraged coming out of the training because everyone seemed to want to work
together to improve the campus environment. | think that can happen, now that President
Knight is leaving.

C.4.2. Respondent Statements
Bob Knight

e | was asked to explain my decision to not allow Company A to conduct any further
diversity training at Clark College.

e Company A was contracted by Witness P to conduct cultural sensitivity training for
executive cabinet in the Spring of 2019 as part of our ongoing professional development
and Social Equity Plan.

¢ | was able to participate in some of the training. During that time, | felt one of the
instructors was very unprofessional and unnecessarily provocative. One trainer used
expletives throughout the class. He also asked very inappropriate questions including,
“‘How many of you white folks have had a long-term intimate relationship with a black
person?”

e When | questioned Executive Cabinet members individually about the second training
session that | missed, two of them broke down crying (Person 21 and Witness B) and said
it was the worst training they had ever attended. At least five members of executive
cabinet told me they felt the training was offensive.

¢ | later heard a rumor that Witness P’s sister worked for Company A. When | confronted
Witness P, she admitted that her sister worked for the company. This is an ethics violation
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by Witness P since she was the person who contracted for the training. | did not file an
ethics violation but let Witness P know that her relationship with her sister created a
conflict of interest.

Consequently, due to the unprofessional manner of training and conflict of interest issues
| informed Witness P that | did not want to use Company A for any more training at the
college.

D Diamond said that there was an allegation made by a complainant that | intentionally
avoided the training. This is not true. Witness P failed to coordinate the training with my
schedule.

Unfortunately, | was only able to attend two of the eight hours of training that were held in
two 4-hour blocks over a couple of weeks. | missed the first two hours of the first session
because | was called away to Olympia at the last minute to testify in a capital budget
hearing. | missed the entire second 4-hour session because there was a conflict in my
schedule that had been on my calendar for a year. | served as the Chair of the
Community College Presidents monthly meeting this past year. These meetings are held
around the state at other colleges. Our monthly meeting was scheduled at another
community college at the same time this second training session was scheduled.

C.4.3. Documentation

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of documents are excerpted.]

Exhibit 1: Complaint filed by Witness P 05/24/2019
Exhibit 2: Complaint filed by Witness E 05/24/2019.
Exhibit 3: Complaint filed by Witness M 05/28/2019

Exhibit 12: Emails and documents related to EC approval of contracting with Company A
for Deep Equity training.

07/05/2019 email from Witness H to the Investigators: “I recall Witness P telling
Executive Cabinet that her sister worked at Company A but in an area unrelated to
training. | believe she said her sister work in the restorative justice side of the
organization. She made this declaration before we had entered a contract with Company
A for diversity training for EC.”

Exhibit 13: Emails related to Person 22’s “plantation pie” comment:

03/29/2019 email from Person 22 to the EC: “It was just brought to my attention that my
answer to the “food | would bring to a picnic” elicited some concern within the EC. Having
gotten to the training late and not knowing some “south’ history had been discussed prior
to our arrival, | had no idea that a gourmet pie bearing the name “plantation” would have
such an impact. | apologize to anyone who might have been offended. | just know that
these southern pies are something everyone | have made these pies for love them while
satisfying their sweet tooth. Obviously a teachable moment for me. | can now see that the
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dessert should be renamed, but | really was just thinking of the answer to the

question. What | have learned is that the subtle or not so subtle references to racism can
be found everywhere and | need to be more aware of how they might turn up in places |
might not expect them. This is part of my journey and | am hopeful that all of you can
support me as | grow my competency. | appreciate having this brought to my attention
and | know now how insensitive it might have looked. For that, | apologize.”

03/29/2019 email response from Witness P: “Thank you for the apology, Person 22. |
thought about it quite a bit this week and was very impacted. Plantations were places in
which my ancestors were, enslaved, tortured and defiled. The plantation represents a
painful part of our past and | was shocked and in disbelief by the statement. This is a
good reminder that sometimes intent doesn’t always match the impact and it's important
for us all as leaders to continue to grow and learn, build and lean into those equity
competencies. This way we become good examples for our teams”.

C.4.4. Analysis and Conclusions

Minutes of the 12/04/2018 EC meeting show President Knight was in attendance when
the decision was made to hire Company A.

Witness H recalls Witness P disclosing that her sister worked for a different division of
Company A at the 12/04/2018 EC meeting where President Knight was present.

In order to avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest, it would have been prudent for
someone other than Witness P to sign the contract with Company A.

President Knight and Person 22’s late arrival at the first session was disruptive.

The participants of color thought the training was appropriately challenging. Some of the
White participants found the training too confrontational. This discrepancy presents an
opportunity for further discussion.

C.5. Facebook Posting

C.5.1. Witness Statements

Witness A

My complaint relates to President Knight continuing to retaliate against me by telling
people that | posted a negative message about Clark College to my Facebook page on
11/28/2017, which | never did.

The post, President Knight was referring to, had to do with racial development for women
of color and decisions about how transparent to be in dominant-culture situations.

| refused President Knight’s invitation to discuss my post that was totally unrelated to my
work at Clark College. | felt he was questioning my integrity. In addition, it felt as if
President Knight was purposefully searching to find something negative and untrue to
associate with me. | did not feel safe meeting with President Knight face-to-face.

In any case, the college does not have a right to govern my Facebook page, as there is
not a college policy against speaking out against the college on a personal Facebook

page.
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Unfortunately, President Knight has not stopped discussing with people this false claim
regarding my Facebook page.

In 2018, | was informed by Person 3 that, during her presentation to the Executive
Cabinet regarding social-equity initiatives, President Knight asked, “So what is up with
Witness A and her Facebook posts against Clark College?”

On June 10, 2019, Witness P informed me that President Knight also mentioned to her
that | had placed inappropriate content against Clark College on my Facebook page.
Throughout his tenure, President Knight has referred to me as a troublemaker and has
been rude and discounting towards me in my presence. For example, when | was
thanking President Knight for honoring me as an Outstanding Alumni in 2017, he said,
“Don’t thank me. | never would have chosen you.” He was not joking.

| do not think President Knight cares about of the impact of how his positional power in
alignment with his lack of any racial and gender sensitivity might offend a woman of color.
He only seems comfortable with those who do not challenge his biased behavior.

C.5.2. Respondent Statements

Bob Knight

| was asked about a conversation with Witness A, a person of color, regarding a negative
Facebook posting about Clark College.

Trustee Jack Burkman sent a text message to me concerning a negative Facebook post
about Clark College, dated November 28, 2017, that tenured faculty member Witness A
had posted.

| sent Witness A an email and asked her to meet with me about the content of her

post. She refused to meet with me.

| discussed the issue with Witness | because she is a friend of Witness A. Witness |
advised me to let it go and | did.

| have not had any other discussion about this Facebook posting nor have | ever met with
Witness A about it.

If there were concerns about singling out a person of color about Facebook posts, this is
completely unfounded. | was alerted about the posting by a Trustee and simply wanted to
discuss with the employee the genesis of her negative posting.

C.5.3. Documentation

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of documents are excerpted.]

Exhibit 14: Complaint filed by Witness A 06/27/2019.

Exhibit 15: 07/05/2019 email from Witness P confirming Witness A’s statement.
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C.5.4. Analysis and Conclusions

It was not appropriate for President Knight to discuss Witness A’s issues with anyone
other than Witness A.

D. Allegation: Retaliation

D.1. Witness Statements

Witness P

| feel impacted by President Knight's tokenizing, and disrespectful treatment.

| did not want to file a complaint, but | felt compelled to do so after President Knight’s
discriminatory and retaliatory behavior was allowed to continue unchecked. | was not the
first woman of color to complain about this behavior. He has quite the history with women
of color, especially the ones who value social equity.

| am very concerned about President Knight briefing the incoming Interim President with
his false, self-serving narratives and implying to her that | am not qualified for the position.
| have consistently faced discrimination, tokenization and bias being on this Executive
Cabinet. | fear for whomever comes into the position after me. | worry about how Black
and Brown people will be treated when they come into this institution. This is more than |
can handle. | do not know that | can stay in this hostile work environment.

Witness M

| believe President Knight purposely chose to hold this discussion when he knew | would
not be there to defend myself, the HR Office, or provide facts. This action was clearly
retaliatory, since Board of Trustees member Rekah Strong had just asked me to submit
my complaint in writing on 05/24/2019 and during that conversation advised me that BOT
Chair Royce Pollard would be contacting President Knight.

In the 06/11/2019 EC meeting, President Knight made an offhand comment that contracts
should not go out with his electronic signature without his written authorization. He was
laughing when he made the comment and did not say anything else on the subject, so |
thought he was joking. | laughed politely as did others in the room.

In contrast, shortly after in the same meeting, he specifically announced an action item for
me to create an interim policy to ensure equitable pay practices and he was going to meet
with me to “talk about what it should look like.” He did not laugh, his tone was
businesslike, and he said we were going to meet offline to discuss specifics.

On 6/21/2019, he emailed requesting to speak with me before noon, then told me that |
used his signature without his authorization and said he needed to contact the AAG to
“determine if there was any liability” even though he said “he was going to authorize use
[of his electronic signature] anyway.”

Based on this conversation, | immediately contacted the HR staff who worked on the
contracts and discovered there was no written procedure to that effect, there was no
written authorization documented in two years, and that President Knight never requires
written authorization for contracts bearing his electronic signature for new hires,
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reallocations, and off-cycle raises. Moreover, the employee who used to send out these
contracts for over ten years recently retired and | specifically hired her back to train the
person now responsible for the work and she never mentioned any written authorization
process during the training or to the HR leadership team. | believe his pursuit of this issue
is his attempt to impugn my competence and is clearly retaliatory.

Ultimately, | feel like | was glad-handed and sold a bill of goods by President Knight. He is
not committed to making the College an equitable and inclusive place for all Clark College
students and employees. | have not been allowed to make progress on the HR part of the
social-equity plan, implementing the DEHPD model for improving outcomes, hiring, and
retention and have been retaliated against for persisting in raising equity issues. During
my 11 months at Clark College, | have been tokenized, my expertise discounted, and
given assignments outside of my job scope by President Knight because | am a Black
female.

Witness E

Shortly after | filed my complaint with the Board of Trustees that addressed my serious
legal and ethical concerns related to President Knight’s interference in the search
process, President Knight announced that he was failing the recruitment for various
procedural reasons. This included the false allegation that as the Chair of the hiring
committee, | should have screened the applicants for minimum qualifications and had
insinuated that | unduly influenced the independent search firm and/or the hiring
committee to include Witness P as a finalist. He shared his reasoning with EC and again
in writing with the hiring committee, despite my addressing each of his inaccurate reasons
in EC.

Since | filed my complaint, President Knight will not make eye contact with me. | feel like
he is scrambling to deflect the impact of my legitimate complaints against him.

| understand that President Knight has alleged that | manipulated other women of color to
come forward. This is a false allegation. The only other formal complaints against the
President that | am aware of were those of my EC colleagues. It is insulting and
minimizing to me and to them to allege that they were influenced to come forward, when
their experiences made them decide to come forward on their own.

| am also aware that President Knight contacted _ (Witness O) and
asked her to solicit complaints from her constituents because “the Board of Trustees is
openly investigating Witness E (me)”, another false claim.

President Knight thrives on his local status and networks well with the City of Vancouver
and the statewide college community. | am concerned that President Knight's damaging
words are an affront to my personal integrity and that his repeated retaliatory actions will
impact my professional reputation.

Witness O

| have been a since January 2016.
| avoid President Knight to the extent possible and only interact with him in my role as
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Last fall at a classified-employees open forum, people raised concerns that none of the
Executive Cabinet members were listening to their concerns. | shared with President
Knight that several people were having issues with Witness E not communicating openly
or transparently with staff.

At the 06/20/2019 graduation ceremony, President Knight sat down while others spoke,
but pointedly stood behind Witness E (a woman of color) when she spoke.

On 06/20/2019 President Knight called me out of the blue and told me that the Board of
Trustees was investigating Witness E’s interactions with staff and was interested in
hearing any complaints against her. He said that his was not an official request, but the
Board was officially looking at it. He said that any complaints | could provide would be
helpful. | said | would |et_ Person 20 know.

It troubled me that this request was coming directly from the President. | called Person 21
to ask how | would get this information to the Board. She told me to send it to President
Knight and he would get it to the Board.

| spent the entire weekend thinking about President Knight’s request and felt horrified that
he had put me in this position. | had a bad feeling about it, so on Monday 06/24/2019, |
spoke with Witness E and told her about the President’s request and the Board’s alleged
investigation and followed up with an email

| am very concerned that President Knight and his supporters on the Executive Cabinet
will retaliate against me for my participation in the investigation.

Witness D

Both Witness E and Witness M have approached me about their concerns with President
Knight and asked whether he behaved in this manner with everyone. Witness P has also
approached me with concerns about the college culture and environment in her role as
the [

About a month ago, while | was out on extended leave, | touched base President Knight.
He told me that Witness M might not come back to work until he retires due to complaints
that had been filed. Although he did not state it, it appeared he had knowledge that
Witness M had filed a complaint.

D.2. Respondent Statements

Bob Knight

| was asked to identify the race, sex and sexual orientation of all members of the
Executive Cabinet.

o |identified myself as a white heterosexual male along with Witness H, Witness C and
Person 14.

| identified Witness I, Person 21 and Person 22 as white heterosexual females.

| identified Witness P and Witness M as African American heterosexual females.

| identified Witness E as a heterosexual female of color.

| identified Witness D as a Hispanic homosexual female.

O 00O
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| was accused of gravitating towards or favoring white males. This complaint is completely
unfounded. | have hired more females than males to serve on Executive Cabinet. | do not
gravitate or favor anyone because of their race or sex.

This extends to social activities. Witness M, Witness P and Witness E have been to my
home for social events. | have included Witness E and Witness M in many activities over
the past year. | climbed Camelback Mountain in Scottsdale with them earlier this year. |
have great pictures of us all smiling, enjoying the day together.

| have attended out of state conferences with both of them. | travelled to England to visit a
university and advanced manufacturing site with Witness E.

| invited Witness E and Witness M, along with their significant others, to join my wife and |
on a dinner train ride down the Columbia River Gorge last fall. No other executive cabinet
members were invited on the train ride. | invited and paid for a golf outing for Witness E’s
mother-in-law who was visiting from out-of-state.

| spent two hours on the phone helping Witness M work through contract issues
concerning the purchase of her new home shortly after her arrival. | made five phone calls
to three realtors, a lawyer and home builder to help her through her contract issues.

It is disingenuous to suggest that | only gravitate towards or favor white males.

D Diamond asked me to respond to an allegation that | am less warm with someone after
a difficult discussion with them. | will not deny that | tend to give people space after a
difficult discussion, but | am always professional and cordial.

| affirmed there is a personality conflict between Person 14 and Witness E who are both
on the Executive Cabinet. | initiated an investigation on Person 14 concerning allegations
that a former employee made about work conditions and comments he made about other
employees. | hold all Executive Cabinet members accountable for their actions to the
same extent.

D Diamond was asked about a meeting | had with Board Chair, Royce Pollard on May 23,
2019. During that meeting, Mr. Pollard notified me that there were complaints made
against me that the board would need to investigate. He could not and did not tell me
who the complainants are or what the complaints were about.

D. Diamond asked about a phone conversation that | had with Witness O who works
under Witness E. On June 20, 2019, | called Witness O as a follow-up to a conversation
she initiated with me several months earlier. Witness O had approached me in the
hallway one day after a meeting had just completed. She said that she had received
dozens of complaints about Witness E and her leadership methods.

| encouraged her to go to Witness E with the complaints so that Witness E had the
opportunity to deal with the complaints first. She told me she did not feel comfortable
approaching Witness E. | then told her to go to HR with her complaints. She told me she
did not feel comfortable going to HR with the complaints because of the close relationship
between Witness E and Witness M. | then told her to have the complaints put in writing
and send them to me or the board.

The June 20 phone call was to remind her that if she had any written complaints, as the
board chair has asked for them and | had not seen any written complaints come in from
her.

Following the June 20 phone call to Witness O, | received a call from Board Chair
Jacobsen describing an email from Witness O telling Witness E about my June 20%
phone call to her. Witness O misrepresented that the Board and | were doing an
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investigation on Witness E and were encouraging employees to file complaints about
Witness E.

| was initially confused why Witness O was now sharing this with Witness E as a few
months prior she was not comfortable approaching her. It became clear when | recently
received a Personnel Action Form from Witness E to increase Witness O’s salary by 22%
and give her back pay from Feb. 15, 2019. This $11,000 increase in annual salary and
$4,000 plus in back pay likely contributed to is why Witness O no longer has any issue
with Witness E’s leadership.

| was contacted by incoming |||l Person 20 on June 21, 2019, via email about
the phone call | had with Witness O on June 20. She said she had been contacted by
Witness O and asked whether the board was doing an investigation on Witness E. |
responded with no, but the board was encouraging employees to put any complaints in
writing.

D Diamond asked me to respond to an allegation that | retaliated against women of color.
There has been no action, disciplinary or otherwise, that would constitute as retaliation
toward any woman of color.

The allegation that | cancelled the recruitment to retaliate against Witness P for speakin
ui about issues is completely unfounded. | placed Witness P in thﬂ

position in order for her to speak out about issues. The recruitment process was
put on hold because the process was very flawed and inequitable.

D Diamond asked me to respond to the allegation that | questioned Witness M about

sending out contracts with my electronic signature without my authorization to retaliate

against her for advocating for Witness P. This is totally unfounded. It is simply illegal to
use my electronic signature without my authority and | told her so. Stopping this illegal
activity was the appropriate course of action.

D Diamond asked me to respond to the allegation that | did not give Witness E goals and

guidance when she began at the college. This is not true. | scheduled a meeting with her

the first week at the college and gave her notes from my presidential memo pad
concerning things that | wanted her to accomplish. | also told her that | wanted to meet
with her weekly until she became more comfortable at the college. Early on we met
weekly and then shifted to bi-weekly meetings. As my retirement date approached, she
increasingly avoided meetings with me.

During my 15-year career at Clark College | have never had a complaint filed against me.

o Under my leadership, Clark College developed a Social Equity Plan for 2015-2020
and we’ve accomplished a great deal.

o We’re working on tackling all aspects of this evolving issue.

0 Social equity was established as a core theme within the college’s strategic plan, and
we worked to institutionalize practices that challenge systems of power, privilege and
inequity.

o0 As part of addressing all aspects of life at Clark College through our Social Equity Plan

0 including requiring Equity in Hiring training for all screening committees,

0 creating employee resource groups,

o and utilizing principles of universal design and social justice so that all students
can achieve equitable outcomes.
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o | worked to make this a college for everyone, was committed to ensuring that our
college is a safe, welcoming and a supportive environment where all our diverse
members could grow.

| believe that the genesis of the complaints against me are driven by an attempt to cover

up performance issues by complainants. | hold all employees accountable for their actions

regardless of their gender, race, and sexual orientation with the utmost fairness and equity
in mind.

When it comes to employees of protected groups, | attempt to be even more deliberate in

my decision-making, knowing the potential extra scrutiny of my decision. However, | have

never shied away from doing what | felt was the harder right than the easier wrong. | have
always prioritized the best interests of the students and the college.

| have recently received dozens of complaints about Witness E’s toxic interactions, bullying

behavior, poor work ethic, lack of leadership, lack of investment in the college and lack of

transparency, ethics and truthfulness. These complaints have come within the college and
outside the college.

| have received numerous complaints about Witness M cutting back service hours in HR,

being unfriendly, and promoting Witness R from a Level 3 to Level 9 position as thejj i}
& without going through an appropriate hiring
process.

| have concerns about Witness P and nepotism as she hired a family member’s company
to provide the cultural sensitivity training for Clark College.

| notified Board Chair Jane Jacobsen about the complaints against Witness E, Witness M
and Witness P. She responded that | needed individuals to document their complaints and
forward them to me or the board. | took no action with these complaints as | was nearing
my retirement date and Board Chair Jacobsen requested | not take any action.

It seems clear that | am being targeted so that the complainants can benefit. That my
reputation and Clark College’s financial resources could be attacked through deceit and
false accusations is untenable. A fair and just investigation will demonstrate that these
allegations are completely unfounded. | also believe there is collusion among some of the
complainants.

D.3. Documentation

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of documents are excerpted.]

Exhibit 1: Complaint filed by Witness P 05/24/2019.

Exhibit 2: Complaint filed by Witness E 05/24/2019.

Exhibit 3: Complaint filed by Witness M 05/28/2019.

Exhibit 16: Email re: President Knight's contacts with WPEA

06/21/2019 email from President Knight to Person 20: “To be clear, | did not make the

initial request for information about Witness E. Witness O spoke to me a couple of months
ago and informed me that there were complaints from many employees about the
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Witness E. | told her what the options were. | first encouraged her and the others to go to
the Witness E to express their concerns but she did not feel nor did she feel others would
be comfortable doing that. | then told her she should and others should go to HR and
inform HR what their complaints were. Witness O informed me that they didn’t feel safe
going to HR either. | told her and anyone else that had complaints that they should put
those in writing when they went to HR and express their concern about retaliation in
writing so that there would be documentation to protect them when they made the
complaint. | did not have another conversation with Witness O about this topic until
yesterday when | informed her that | had not heard of any formal complaints and |
reminded her of her options.”

Exhibit 17: Emails and documents related to Witness M’s use of the President’s electronic
signature on 2019/2020 contracts.

Office of The President Signature Request Form: For authorization to use the Chief Clark
College Executive Officer's Signature on High Volume Correspondence: If you would like
to utilize Bob Knight's signature on a form letter or any printed material, please fill out
completely the information below then submit it to Bob Knight at Mail Stop

#09 for approval. Once approved, Bob Knight's office will contact you regarding release of
the digital signature for your use.

06/21/2019 email from Person 27 to Witness M: “Attached is the form that we used up
until 2017-18 to obtain authorization to use the president’s signature in the faculty and
admin/exempt contracts. In looking at our archives, we used this form until 2017-18.
There is no record of the form being used for contracts issued on 2018-19. Per our
conversation, | was unaware of such requirement prior to sending the contracts for
2019-20. Currently, there is no written procedure to document that step in the process or
a policy that reflects that requirement. In looking at my training notes, there is no
indication that | needed to have that before generating contracts.”

06/24/2019 email from Witness M to President Knight: “I appreciated you sharing with me
what the authorization process was during our conversation this past Friday (6/21). That
orientation was helpful.”

Exhibit 18: 06/25/2019 email from Witness H to identified witnesses. [Investigator's Note:
Witness H acknowledged that he erred in sending the investigatory-interview email in a
way that disclosed other witnesses who were being interviewed.]

Exhibit 19: Emails and documents related to a personnel action for a retroactive salary
increase for Witness O.

07/08/2019 email from Person 27 to President Knight: “Person 30 and Witness O
requested reallocation out of the bargaining unit on February 15, 2019. Person 19
completed the [preliminary assessment 03/14/3019 and] allocation analysis in April and
our Labor negotiator advised us to wait before notifying the union.”
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07/12/2019 email from President Knight to Ms. Jacobsen: “I have one action that | am
leaving behind for the Interim President to sign off on. | do not feel comfortable signing it. |
received a personnel action form from Witness E this past week to increase the salary of
Witness O by 22% retroactive to Feb 15, 2019. This entails roughly an increase in salary
by $11,000 and back pay of approximately $4000. This did go through HR. | do not think
this is a coincidence that this is the same Witness O who came to me unsolicited
complaining about Witness E’s leadership She actually stated that there were a couple of
dozen others who had similar complaints across the college...a few months ago and then
had a change in tune a couple of weeks ago sending an email to Witness E saying that |
was doing an investigation on Witness E when | called Witness O to remind her that | had
not seen any of the written complaints she had offered. Something smells on this one.”

08/01/2019 emails from Person 27 to the Investigator: “Witness O’s position request was
the only one during the period between February and April of 2019 that was intended to
be reallocated out of the bargaining unit...After the HR director left in May 2019, | was
assigned pending position reviews. | noticed that Witness O position request was still
pending and most likely passed the 60 days. | reached out to our OFM Labor Negotiator
via email to check on the status of the position allocation and subsequent notification to
the union; as | believed we may have not sent such notification, but | needed to confirm.
Labor Negotiator was out on vacation until the end of May and upon his return, he
confirmed no union notification had been sent. | spoke to Witness M on 6/5 during our
one on one meeting. | explained that Witness O’s position request was significantly
delayed and we needed to provide an update on her request. During this discussion, |
explained the timeline of the entire process and she authorized me to move forward with
the process, and to notify the WPEA of our intent to reallocate your position out of the
bargaining unit, which | submitted on 6/7. We needed to wait 21 days for the union to
respond before we could move finish the allocation, which we did on 7/2/19.”

Timeline:

02/15/2019 Position Reclassification Request submitted by Person 30
03/14/2019 Preliminary analysis done by Person 19

April 2019 College Labor Negotiator advised Person 19 to wait to notify WPEA
05/01/2019 Person 19 retired without completing the reallocation process

Early May Person 27 reviewed files/contacted OFM Labor Negotiator (on vacation)
End of May OFM Labor Negotiator confirmed no notification re: position

06/05/2019 Person 27 briefed Witness M who authorized Person 27 to notify WPEA
06/07/2019 WPEA notified of intention to reallocate position out of WPEA
06/27/2019 WPEA confirms no intent to bargain the impact

07/02/2019 Witness M authorized Person 27 to issue reallocation report
07/08/2019 Reallocation completed

07/15/2019 Contract signed by Interim President

47



D.4. Analysis and Conclusions

Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E each engaged in protected activity throughout the

past 12 months by expressing opposition to discrimination.

It is more likely than not that, as of 05/23/2019, President Knight knew that Witness P,

Witness M, and Witness E were the EC members who were filing complaints.

President Knight did not fail the search for procedural issues and alleged inequities until

05/28/2019, after being informed that complaints were being filed.

More likely than not, President Knight would have handled the electronic-signature issue

with Witness M more collaboratively if he had not known that she filed a complaint.

Witness M acknowledged that a training gap led to the error. There is no evidence that

President Knight was retaliatory in raising this issue.

It is not credible that President Knight did not know that Witness O was_
when he contacted her on 06/20/2019.

It was not appropriate for President Knight to contact Witness O and ask her to forward

any complaints against Witness E, when he knew that Witness E was a complainant.

Although President Knight told Witness O to have people express their concern about

retaliation in writing so that there would be documentation to protect them when they

made a complaint, he is critical and suspicious of Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E

doing exactly that.

Although (as a best practice) reallocations are generally completed within 60 days, there

appear to be legitimate business reasons (union negotiations, employee retirement) for

the delay in processing a reallocation of Witness O’s position. There is no evidence that

Witness E and/or Witness M had Witness O’s position reallocated or salary adjusted to

get her to make false statements about President Knight’s contacts with her.

Witness P, Witness M, and Witness E claimed that they were each adversely affected, or

feared they would be adversely affected, by President Knight's treatment.

Witness P was adversely affected by President Knight’'s decision to cancel the

recruitment by her private personnel information being disclosed in the 05/28/2019 EC

minutes published on the Clark College intranet.

To date, there is not sufficient evidence that Witness M and/or Witness E have in fact

been adversely affected by President Knight's words and/or actions in direct relation to

their prior protected activity.

V. Policies and Other References

[Investigator's Note: Relevant sections of references are excerpted.]

Clark College Policy 622.000 Discrimination and Harassment

Clark College is committed to freedom from discrimination for all members of the College
community. The College expressly prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color,
national origin, age, perceived or actual physical or mental disability, pregnancy, genetic
information, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, creed, religion...In
addition, the College is committed to freedom from all forms of harassment including
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sexual harassment, domestic violence and harassment in the workplace. All claims of
discrimination and harassment will be investigated by the designee of the president.

Examples of conduct that could rise to the level of discriminatory harassment include but are
not limited to the following:

o Epithets, “jokes,” ridicule, mockery or other offensive or derogatory conduct
focused upon an individual’s membership in a protected class.

Non-Retaliation, Intimidation and Coercion

Retaliation by, for or against any participant (including complainant, respondent, witness,
presidential designee, or investigator) is expressly prohibited. Retaliatory action of any
kind taken against individuals as a result of seeking redress under the applicable
procedures or serving as a witness in a subsequent investigation or any resulting
disciplinary proceedings is prohibited and is conduct subject to discipline. Any person who
thinks he/she has been the victim of retaliation should contact the presidential designee
immediately.

DISCLAIMERS
The information in this report is based on statements made by the persons referenced and
the documents made available to me in the course of this investigation from 06/14/2019 to

08/26/2019. This report is intended to provide you information to ascertain what corrective
actions, if any, are appropriate in response to the allegations against President Knight.

49



Work Email: [[lEEE @clark.edu
Personal E-mail: [EEEEMI 2 k-edu

Which college area is this grievance about?
An Administrator

I hesitate to write this grievance due to the seriousness of this claim and the power President
Knight holds. | have seen many instances of harm in the past, but it has never happened to me
until now.

Although there have been other instances of bias and discrimination, | will start with February. |
was appointed Interim ||| GG - u!y. | was given no real
direction or vision, so | have taken it upon myself to listen to the community, learn from the
community and repair deep harm for the community. People of color have not felt comfortable,
included or welcomed at Clark College and we need to face this, but since | have been in this
position, I have understood why people of color leave this college. They do not feel supported
or heard, and every time we start to speak up a bit, there is retaliation. The position of |}
. has been an important position that has not gotten respect needed from Bob or the
community.

In February, | had a one on one with President Knight. in this one on one, he stated that he
thought it was “funny” that | decided to apply for the position [JJJili] only after | found out
it was elevated to a VP and after | knew the salary. | explained to him that | was applying for the
job because | was qualified for it. | told him that in December, | sent him an email stating that |
may want to apply so | would recuse myself from all meetings that we were talking about the
position. | further explained that | do not know the salary at all and only found the job was
listed by checking Linkedin. Bob K. then told me that he did not want this to turn out like a
% situation. | was very offended by these statements, one, because it felt that he was, first,
i ing that | was doing something shady, and | also found it to be a slap in the face because it
feit that he was counting me out of the job, even before | had the chance to apply for the
position. He told me that | needed to be more “transparent”. | asked him what his idea of
transparency was. He said | needed to send an email to all of EC letting them know that |
decided to apply for the job. | told him that if it was normatl protocol, | would do it. | sent out
the email to all of EC, however, | did follow up with some people | knew on EC that had been in
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interim roles. They stated they never had to do that before. Again, | felt like he was saying that |
was doing something shady.

| know that he has the final say and from what 1 can see as of |ate, he may have a personal thing
against me, so | am sure he would not choose me for the position. | have worked in this
position, dealt with a broken and fractured team, repaired community (internal and external)
relationships, revived the department, cranked out some awesome trainings and opportunities
for Clark College and am getting paid $75,000 per year and | know that every other executive
cabinet member makes at least $25K more than this. When | agreed on this salary, it was under
the assumption that it would just be a few months. It has turned into aimost a year, and | love
it. This is a labor of love, essentially and | have NEVER been given the respect | deserve. Two
times in front of the community (State of the College AND Opening Day) he referred to me as
Interim Director || 7o date, | have had only four one-on-ones with Bob
Knight since July and he has asked me the same exact questions in each one-on-one. When he
announced his retirement, he came into my office and stated that he has taken this “social
justice thing” as far as he could take it.

May 10, | had another one-on-one with Bob and in this meeting, he told me that he would not
ask SEREEINEEE o come back due to the facilitator who made a crude sexual
comment and cursing. 1 was shocked because | knew the “sexual” comment he was talking
about he took completely out of context. He then told me that he told the board and the board
was very shocked.

For context, in an Executive Cabinet meeting, we talked about bringing in a consultant to help
us continue the work we started in the 8 hours of training we received from [jjjjilij and the EC
thought they wanted to bring [jjjjilij back. For further context, Bob came to the first training 2 %
hours late and did not show up for the next four hours. He was only there for less than 2 hours
of the full eight hours of training. When Bob walked in with [[EllSSIE (2 % hours late), we had
already completed quite a bit of team/trust building. The questions that the facilitator asked
when we first started was: 1. What is your name? 2, What are your pronouns? 3. What is your
race? And 4. We're having a cookout; what are you bringing and why? They asked these same
questions of Jjjij and Bob. Bob said: Bob, he/him and then he said “Caucasian”. The facilitator
explained why Caucasian was not a race, he went through the history and back story on
Caucasian. Once he corrected him, Bob said “White” and this was the answer the facilitator
wanted because he was framing the way that we think about labels and race in America. |
believe Bob felt defensive from this moment. Right after Bob, Jjjij went. Her answer for #4,
“We’re having a cookout...” Her answer was “Plantation Pie!” She said it very happily. When the
facilitator gave her an out, he said, “what plantation is that from?” she said, “some place in
Georgial”. This was never addressed from Bob at all and many were impacted on Cabinet by
that blatant racist statement. He was more upset about a comment the facilitator made which
was taken out of context. The comment that he was upset about was when the facilitator was
talking about how we can all get along when we’re playing on the playground together, but he
wanted to know what comes up for us when we talk about having a sexual relationship with a
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Biack person. None of us batted an eye at that comment, because we understood what that
meant.

After he told me about how they were not coming back, he said, “rumor has it that your sister
works for [l ! told him it was absolutely no rumor, and that | had this conversation in
Executive Cabinet when I talked about initially bringing them there. She doesn’t even work in
the equity facilitation department and had nothing to do with this training. Again, i felt that this
was implying that | was doing something shady. | have nothing to hide because everything | do,
| do with integrity and ethics. When he mentioned to me that the board knew about the
training, | realized that | needed to start to defend myself. In that meeting, he also stated that
the board was concerned that | was conducting equity training for them and he didn’t want me
to do training.

I am concerned, because | feel like | am now starting to be blocked from everything I try to do
to further social equity at the college and targeted. He doesn’t want me to move forward with
social equity training with jjiilj he doesn’t want me to train the board, he told me that | could
not shut my department down for the week for my department to attend NCORE (National
Conference on Race and Ethnicity in Higher Education). This conference is usually in New
Orleans, but is in Portland this year. | paid for my entire team to go because this was an
opportunity to get five days of professional development for us as the social justice
professionals on campus. This, for me, was a no-brainer that we would shut down our office for
the week to attend. The policy is that we do not shut down student-facing departments.
Because we are a small team of 4, we have no one to watch the office while we are gone.

Bottom line, | have never felt that Bob sees me as a professional in my position. This affects my
reputation because | have heard many things in the community that people have “heard” about
me that confirms he does not see me. This is not my first formal position in social equity. | have
experience. | have never had a manager that leads with intimidation and fear as much Bob
Knight does. Many on Cabinet feel the same way. | am worried that my [ and career have
now suffered under his leadership.

Not to mention, | have been blamed (with the other people of color on Cabinet) of leaking the
raw equity survey results to Molly Solomon as well as for being one of the new people that
suggested we should do 5% budget cuts instead of this being an executive cabinet decision. The
people | heard this information from mentioned Bob was the one that said it to them. | think
this is extremely unprofessional. | have consistently faced discrimination, tokenization and bias
being on this cabinet and | fear for whomever comes into the position after me. | worry about
how black and brown people will be treated when they come into the institution. | feel like
Clark College, specifically Bob, wanted to have people of color on cabinet, however, they did
not really want to have us open our mouths for any reason. He told all of executive cabinet that
he does not want a climate survey until the new president comes in. This is more than I can
handle, and | do not know that [ can stay in this hostile work environment.
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What would you prefer as an acceptable resolution to your grievance?
Formal Dispute Resolution
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 4:30 PM

To: Rekah Strong <Rekah.Strong@eocfwa.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Complaint form

Also,

| wanted to let you know that | had an impromptu one on one with Bob today in which he said he told
me that he has halted the entire hiring process. In this meeting, he said that there have been too many
holes in this process. HR had missteps, The committee didn't have the proper training and there was too
many issues with- He also said that | had an unfair advantage, | was there when they did the job
description and | knew the salary. AGAIN, | did NOT know any of this information and recused myself

in December. He told me that some people were moved in without the proper experience. He told me
that there needed to be 3 years of experience in a role such as this. | told him that wouldn't apply to me
because | had 3 years of experience. He then said that he was not "saying anything about anyone's
experience". He then told me that this could work in my favor, because | could get more experience with
the new President making the choice. He told me how much he really liked me and he hopes | know he
likes me (which felt very patronizing). Lastly, | told him that | wanted to continue on as Interim, but |
need a salary review. He went into how if he gave me a review, he'd have to talk to and
back pay her, and then he'd need to talk to and when .Cand took on more
responsibilities, they only got 5%. | explained to him that they were already at VP level pay before their
5%. He made up some weird story about how | am being paid at 85% of what is being paid and
HR told me that. | never once consulted with HR about my pay; He told me what my pay was, and | took
it because | knew what state that department was in.

This is a lot.

Interim

clark.edu
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Non-Student Discrimination and Harassment Grievance Complaint Form

Non-Student Discrimination and
Harassment Grievance Complaint Form

C]ark College wﬂl use the information. you prov1de to assist with resolvmg your gnevance By
51gn1ng thlS document and submlttmg a;gnevance, you consent to Clark College S dlsclosu;re_of;

The 1nf0m1at10n gtven m thlS gnevance 1s true and accurate to the best of my'k.nowledge and I
understand that if I fail to respond to requests for addmonal information or to questions: about o
this grievance, the college may dismiss my grievance. Please note: Your subrmsswn of tlns :
document serves as an electronic signature and mdlcatlon that the mfonnatlon you have o
submltted is true and accurate to the best of your knowledg e

ater your Name
First name

| -

Middle initial

Last name

I

Enter your Phone Information
Daytime phone number
Evening phone

Cell phone TN

Enter your Address
Address line one

|

Address line two

1=

tate
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Zip code”
l [

Enter your E-mail Address
Work E-mail

e T for

Which college area is this grievance about?
&

An Administrator
e An Instructor
A Staff Member

Facilities

(«
{-
o

Policy or Procedure

Services

Other college area: [

Where did this incident happen? Repeatedly since my date of hire on July 2.
Where did this incident happen? Type a building or field name, or use the up and down arrow

keys to navigate through a full list of buildings. ]—

Who was involved? See below

What is the name of the person that this complaint is against? f Bob Knight

. . . e . Below
Was anyone else involved, or did anyone ¢lse witness this incident? E

Many EC members have witnessed this, including [ EESTEN DRSS
There were others, though for fear of retaliation, they may not be
willing to share information.

IF YOU HAVE documents that pertain to this grievance, you may either mail them to or drop
them off at:

Human Resources, ATTN Discrimination Grievances
1933 Fort Vancouver Way
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BRD 133 I
Vancouver, WA 98663 .

What were the circumstances?

Explain the circumstances of this grievance. Be specific in explaining your concerns; include
dates and the names of individuals who may be involved.

Please submit any supporting documentation or additional information you think is relevant to

s
Human Resources. -f-l--j o

Since I was hired on July 2, 2018 there have been many situations and circumstances at the
college when I have had to address Clark College’s cultural climate and the inequitable policies
and practices as it pertains to my job as the

& Executive Cabinet member. Consistently, when [ have addressed these issues either at the EC
table or with Bob Knight 1:1, Bob’s response and resulting behaviors have had significant
consequences that have impacted my professional integrity, professional relationships with
colleagues, and has created additional barriers for me to overcome in successfully completing my
job responsibilities.

There are several specific instances that I will share as part of this complaint, but I would like to
make it clear that there have been pervasive patterns of minimization, tokenization, inconsistent
levels of accountability for different EC members (more for some and substantially less for
others), creation and the source of harmful misinformation, and side bargaining that have
impacted negotiations. One such example was in the Fall after a board meeting. We were in the
room with the Board of Trustees and all of EC and we had been discussing the recent attention
with the OPB articles and the increased tensions at the college with white supremacists. Bob
was attempting to explain to EC in that moment that we have to share with the college that we
have been addressing the cultural climate and stated, “I mean, I am doing something. That’s
why I hired you, |jjijilj and and [fii° The valuc of our skillsets and
professionalism in our fields felt like it was being diffused, (inferring that our hire was due to our
racial and ethnic identities). This example of tokenization/minimization can be corroborated with

the individuals mentioned as well as [ HIEECARIN 2" [EIEEERS] 25 this has been an event

that we have all retured to in discussion over the months since.

Another example was during my “expectations” meeting on December 20, that should have been
done at the start of my hire in July. Ihad been asked (and without guidance) to complete
documents that clearly stated my goals for the upcoming year, the basis for my annual
evaluation. The document was complex in areas and I had asked for clarification many times,
but Bob told me to just ask my colleagues. I came ready to discuss the completion of the 10+
page document that highlighted my job responsibilities, indicators of achievement, and the
multiple ways in which each of these would be assessed according to the templates. Though he
had received my document weeks before, he told me that had not read it. When the meeting
began, he pulled out a piece of paper with three general areas to work on (1. Establish
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Relationships with Key Leaders and Departments, 2. Comprehensively Assess All Instructional
Functions and develop a long-term plan, 3. Lead effort for Guided Pathways implementation). Of
course, the accountability for any of these areas requires shared and coordinated efforts but there
was no discussion about this. These categories on Bob’s list were analyzed in the larger
document that I submitted and specifically illustrated my specific areas of accountability,
something that he did not do in his brief list. For months, I have felt that the president has
overlooked the shared responsibilities in these areas and instead, held me to a different level of
accountability than some of my EC colleagues (specifically, those related to ECD). In most of
my 1:1 meetings, he would put the accountability and responsibility of the need for ECD to
bridge their work with Instruction on to me. In response, I continuously reminded him of the
many meetings | have had with |ESIG since | arrived at the college and the many
opportunities I have facilitated to assist with this work with little to no success. I have also asked
him for other strategies he would like to me to implement, while also having reminded him that
the work of ECD and the accountability for that effort lies with Bob has not only
provided no additional puidance, but he has continued to indicate to me, to my colleagues (il

former -h and others) that the issue might still be my
fault. All of the above individuals have told me that their feedback to Bob was that [l
has a longstanding pattern of ineffective practices and that this was an issuc that the previous
-ﬁ has faced as well. department is over $300,000 in the red and has
been 1n a severe deficit for years and from what was shared at EC during budget conversations,
this number has grown each year. This can be confirmed with [[IEEEERI 2s to the deficit,
as well as the lack of accountability that he has witnessed with regard to ECD.

Most of the time I spent with Bob on December 20 in my “evaluations™ meeting was spent
discussing a separate issue. Specifically, he wanted me to know that just the day before, he was
stopped “by someone” in the Geiser building who stated that “the new [Jfjj cared more about
faculty voice than staff voice.” His response was that he told them to go to HR with any
concerns.

As with microaggressions and microassaults, it can often be difficult to ascertain with some of
these circumstances what is due to poor supervision and lack of leadership skills and what is due
to biased, racist, sexist beliefs that result in inequities, bullying, harassment, and retaliation. My
experience is that these are all intertwined, but will focus on the events that have specific
evidence and individuals privy to these experiences.

On January 27, there was an OPB article that was published and indicated that a recent survey
that had been sent to the college community was anonymously given to the reporter, Molly
Soloman. This survey had been viewed and the results clustered by many within the Planning
and Effectiveness office, had been seen by many of the Executive Assistants who print our
agendas/materials, and had been viewed/discussed by all of Executive Cabinet. 1 was
approached by one EC member who shared in front of one of my deans that
Bob had called her in to discuss the situation and the survey, was angry, and stated that my
colleaguc, [ NEEEII st have been “the leak.” Soon after, I heard from other
colleagues on EC that Bob had shared with them and possibly the Board of Trustees that I was
“the leak.” Similarly, I had heard from colleagues that [ EESRSI had been blamed by Bob
as “the leak.” At a subsequent EC meeting, the article was discussed, as was the suggestion that
the new brown women on EC were “the leaks.” Bob appeared shocked that anyone would say
this and asked if we knew where this was coming from. I told him that I did and I would discuss

009



it with him later. Idid not want to address him as the source of these statements publicly. Later
that afternoon, I went to his office and shared that I had heard it was him. He denied it, stated
that other EC members had come to him to say that I could have been the leak, but he had
defended me. His version of the story did not match the consistent reporting of my EC
colleagues. As stated earlier, his behavior has damage to my professional reputation, integrity,
and relationships with my colleagues.

On Tuesday, May 14 at EC, Bob had asked if I had any information about the faculty and their
response to the budget, as he had heard they might be gathering outside of the room during our
EC meeting. Ishared with EC that the day before (May 13 in the morning), I had an informal
visit with faculty, one of multiple opportunities to sit in a public space and discuss any issues,
concemns, or information that they’ve heard. At that informal meeting on May 13, the future
union president continuously relayed incorrect information and a harmful narrative regarding the
college’s intentions with the budget, reductions, etc. One narrative that was expressed was that
the 5% budget reductions were all of my doing and that she was “told” that it was me,
specifically stating ““You were behind this” and then “the new people.” I shared with EC that 1
was confused and disturbed that this was a running narrative, as it targets the brown women on
EC (the other new individuals on EC were not at the college when the 5% required reductions
were planned/discussed/communicated). As had happened before with the OPB leak
conversation at EC, Bob appeared shocked that this would be stated. In an attachment, you will
see an email from May 13 in the evening sent by my colleague, _ Her intent was
to state her support for my efforts to meet with faculty regarding the issues we were all facing
and in that email, had asked for my understanding of the budget conversation for the next day.
She is new to EC and is an interim for In that email, she stated,” At the beginning
of my meeting today with Bob K and he said that "he didn't want a 5% cut but the "new"
people on EC wanted it ..."! It's like roulette trying to figure out where things are going to land
and how to contribute to the conversation.”

Later on that same day (May 14) during the break, I talked with in the hallway
and expressed my frustration with these narratives. He shared that Bob Knight had expressed to
him in a meeting that it was the “new people” behind the 5% reductions. So, at this point, I now
knew that he had stated this in a meeting that he had with and
now in a separate meeting with [ IEECRRII 2"d may have also shared this with the union
during one of their frequent conversations, as the narratives matched.

On Wed, May 15, I received an email from Bob asking me to forward the email communication
from the faculty member that stated the “new people” were behind the 5% reductions. As you
will see in the attached thread of emails, I reminded him that this was done in person. He then
wrote me later to say that he went to see the future union president, she denied it, he had then
contacted other faculty present, and no one could confirm or deny that this statement actually
happened. My response that included my colleagues _ was to ask
why he was doing this, as it seemed to me that he was not trying to stop the faise, harmfui
narrative but instead trying to determine if what 1 had reported at EC actually happened.

I was also told on April 29 by il that Bob wanted to start meeting again every two weeks. At

our meeting on April 30 (he insisted on it being the next day), he told me that we had met every
week for 6 months and “then I was ready to let you fly but now I need to know what you are
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doing.” The inference was that | need to be watched closely, though | haven’t had any
complaints or performance evaluation issues.

Although we were assured that we would be protected from retaliation by submitting a formal
complaint, today at EC I and others (specifically and were on the receiving end
of retaliation. During our EC meeting, Bob had asked to leave and |l had not yet
arrived. He started with sharing specific details with EC that he was going to stop the
search process, as it was “fraught with inequities and problems from the very beginning.” His
message was clear: HR was at fault, I was at fault as chair, and iR Was at fault for being an
interim. Below are my notes that I took:

“Fraught with inequities and problems from the beginning”
Didn’t do an open transparent process with firm
When cabinet met, we had interim in room

Master’s or equivaient in years of experienice {(believes that the firm inappropriately downgraded the
requirement to bachelors)

Three years of senior level experience
2/5 of finalist candidates didn’t meet min requirement

One candidate that moved forward used Trio as an example of their work and the other, |l vsed
internal experience and he believes she isn’t qualified.

Many of 10 didn’t meet minimum qualifications
Not all on the hiring committee received the diversity in training

No briefing up front on confidentiality or process {Not sure why he would say this, as he wasn’t in the
committee meetings. We did discuss confidentiality and process with the hiring committee and
furthermore, EC members selected who sat in the interviews in their area. We agreed to have two
representatives from -, acknowledging the trauma and harm inflicted by the last hiring process).

il asn't very objective” (EC as a whole unanimously selected i}

“strong internal voice within the committee to move internal candidate forward.” This was apparently a
quote from .F (I shared that this is true, as the committee had a discussion to ensure that all biases
are in check and that the candidate was moved forward due to her experience and resume. He
brought this up multipie times, asking if | can share information, seeming to insinuate that | may have
been the “leading” voice as he called it.)

Strong -ofﬁce presence on the committee (this was discussed at EC as to the required configuration
of the committee members based on past practice)

Wanted to know if the committee checked to make sure candidates met qualifications. (I stated that
no, because the applicants were already screened. That was not our place te discuss if they met
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minimums..- started to argue and cut me off that this was my responsibility and Bob agreed. |
disagreed, as this is not the role of the hiring committee. That is an inequitable practice.)

From Bob, as | asked what he would like me to communicate with the hiring committee: Bob isn’t
comfortable and didn’t feel the process was fair and equitable and not an indictment on any individual
applicants. He will encourage [JIlERN to stay as interim, board is supportive, and he asks that people
support his decision.

I could continue this document for several pages, but the bottom line is that working under Bob
Knight and trying to navigate his frequent microaggressions, microassaults, and retaliation for
simply doing my job has had a toll on my

He continues to behave in ways that
have harmful implications to my professional integrity and reputation.

Are any other organizations involved?
If you filed a grievance with any other organization or entity related to this formal grievance,

please provide us with the name of the organization(s) and the outcome.

What would you prefer as an acceptable resolution to your grievance?

) Informal Dispute Resolution

Formal Dispute Resolution

“ Information Only

Is there any additional information? I would ask the board to investigate my complaints by

speaking it (RN NCEENN (NECNSN

Is there any additional information we should consider as we plan an appropriate interaction or
outcome? Given the EC meeting, I am fearful of continued retaliation and am taking a significant
risk submitting this formal complaint. I’m not sure what else to do at this point, as this has to
stop.

Gi
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From: Knight, Robert
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 2:54 PM

<—c|ark.edu>; <-clark.edu>

Subject: Sheffield Trip

Just got off the phone with the Governor’s office. Lieutenant Governor Habib wants to attend the

trip. They have asked if there is a way that we can subsidize his trip costs. The Lieutenant Governors’
travel budget is maxed out. We need to find a way to get him funded and on the trip. This could help
us lock down our funding for the construction of the advanced manufacturing facility. As you know it
will be a hard push for the legislature to fund our project this next biennium because it is way down on
the capital list. Getting Lt. Gov. Habib to attend the trip will be significant. Since he is visually impaired
he always travels with an aide. We need to come up with about $4000 to cover both of them. State law
allows private companies to fund trade mission trips for government officials. Boeing has funded the
Governor on trips in the past. We need to discuss among the group how we go about asking either
Boeing or Siemens or both for funds to subsidize the Lt. Gov’s trip. Let me know if you have thoughts
about how or if we should go to Boeing and Siemens. Both of you know.CGerry and Brian Taylor
better than me. Maybe we start with them.

Brad or- please chime in if you have ideas too.

Bob

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2018 8:06 AM
To: Knight, Robert <rknight@clark.edu>; _clark.edu>

Cc:_ <_c|ark.edu>; clark.edu>;_

Subject: RE: Sheffield Trip

Hi Bob,

It would be great to have Lt. Governor Habib along—he is a strong advocate for education. - and |
can talk this over and come up with a path forward.

Best Regards,
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|, EEEEI storted at Clark College on August 16, 2018. During my first week at Clark, Bob
Knight stated that we would meet every week for the first six months as the new ||} }  J] Il
I to make sure that | was in alignment with his expectations and get up to speed with various
initiatives. While he met with me early on, he did not meet with me each week for 6 months. It got to
the point where | would have to catch him in his office, set up impromptu meetings, or chat at breaks
during EC. | say this because at times, when | would bring issues or concerns to his attention via email,
he’d respond “let’s discuss at our next one-on-one” but there wasn’t one scheduled. The most recent
example is [EEEIEEEEN -2V

Background: I had raised concerns with [iiEEEREl s interim appointment early on in my tenure when |
discovered that she was still working as || NN NN -'us the Interim | ith
only a small pay increase. Bob dismissed my concerns as “this is the way we’ve always done it.” After
pressing a few times, it is my understanding that eventually most of the Jjjjj duties were removed but
her pay was not fully increased for her EC level work. Bob K compared her increase to il and i
However, they are not appropriate comparators because [jjjiillij was already on EC| I hen

he took on i and IEEEIEEEE B /< he took on HR. Both were already

receiving EC level pay plus a “bump” for taking on these additional areas. Additionally, other Clark
College employees came to me with concerns about [JEEER interim pay, namely [N 2nJ R
I [Email from [REEEIEY entitled “comparison of interim EC member pay]. | broached the issue
gently a few more times as Bob K., who from early on, viewed my association with [l as “friends”
and at times would imply that | was making these statements because | was her “friend” vs doing my job
as [ - d 'etting him know potential points of liability or inequity. Bob K.
has only been willing to reconsider |JIEEEIR sa'ary once his involvement in the |Jjjjij search surfaced
and | voiced my concerns to BOT [See Bob K’s email RE Interim role -Jjjj from May 22, 2019]. In

IRREEEN, resular position, she is the lowest paid || - ofessional in the

entire Washington State Board Community & Technical Colleges (SBCTC) system [SBCTC Salary Survey].

Doing work for others - After- Ieft,_ was named as the interim |

I Vhen issues pertaining to social equity and the climate surfaced (and resurfaced), Bob K.
asked for [lEERRN and | to look at drafts of messaging (email and interview/statement prep) that iR
had written for him [Emails from Bob Knight 9/27/18 at 3:23pm and 4:38pm]. While | did not mind
assisting with review, the scripts were poorly written, entirely culturally insensitive, and would cause
further consternation if released to the community as written. As a result, [l and ! wound up re-
writing much of this work, spending hours on [JEIEEIIE drafts — to the neglect of our own duties. For
example, | was at Central Washington University on September 27, 2018 for a College and University
Professionals Association || Bo-'d Retreat. At 3:393:23 pm, I received a
message from Bob K. asking for my assistance in a response to some questions from OPB. |kl and |
did not finish a draft for him and [jgiElll until roughly midnight [Email chain from JjjjjjSeptember 28,
2018 at 12:05 am]. This caused me to sit in the CWU conference room until a class came in at 5 pm,
then us talking through the draft while | was on the road. We finalized the draft and then finally
submitted it back to Sl at approximately 7 8:15 am the following morning [Email chain from
EEEEEEEE Scrtember 28, 2018 at 6:52am]. This is only one example. This practice even
continued when Bob K. hired an outside PR firm to write this messaging. The firm’s messaging was
inflammatory referring to what was going on at the college as a little social justice situation. No other EC
members were asked to take on extensive additional tasks for another EC member iRl Was interim
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on EC at the time)... and our requests for more culturally competent, cohesive responses prior to asking

for our input went unheard. We were tasked with this additional “oversight” because we were African-

American women. The expectations went well beyond a request to review based on our subject matter

expertise. Instead of holding this individual responsible for their culturally insensitive and poorly written
work products, he continued to give it to us to fix.

Proud Boys and Patriot Prayer - On Wednesday, October 17, 2018, The college community responded to
news that Patriot Prayer (and possibly the Proud Boys) may be on campus the following Monday,
September 22, 2018. Students, Faculty, and Staff attended the BOT meeting. The majority of the public
comments asked for the college to be closed. EC and the BOT had a difficult decision to make: whether
or not to close the college. When the BOT called an executive session, EC discussed whether or not to
close the college. Bob K was still speaking with the Trustees and was not a part of this discussion. We
unanimously agreed to ask Bob K and the BOT to close the college. When Bob came over, EC asked him
to close the college. During the conversation, [l stated that we needed to take a stand and that
systemically non-dominate folx need to feel supported at the College and it’s been reported to her and
other jjjijemployees that the perception from SND folx is that EC is not doing anything. Bob K
expressed frustration that people were saying that he wasn’t doing anything about diversity. He said,
“Look, I've done something, I hired [N N’ SR 2 BEEEl He minimized us in front of our
peers. In essence, he didn’t hire us because we were talented individuals in our field or the most
qualified. He just hired us because we were women of color. | attempted to reframe [EEERR initial
comment because Bob K. appeared agitated, saying instead that “People acknowledge that you have
done things towards diversity, equity, and inclusion but | think folx are feeling that it has not been
effective.” In the end, the college closed on September 22™. This statement was not lost on members
of EC as some approached us and apologized on behalf of Bob K. It was an incident that came up
regularly in individual conversations. Bob K. never apologized. However, it is important to note that this
was the first time | directly heard [JiJEEEl share information that Bob seemed to perceive as critical of
him. He was very irritated.

@ EC Protest — 10/2/18 -l rroposed an idea to respond differently to bias-based incidents. EC
protest and reward campaign [10.02.18 EC response to bias based incidents GPS]. Body agreed, then |
put together a task force group to plan the events [See BBI Response Calendar invite from 10/3/18].
Shortly thereafter, according to reports from Foundation Staff: jjjji§ told Foundation staff it's OK to be
White and we’ve hired some diverse folks. We had X (can’t remember the employee’s name she
referenced) and even another person with breathing difficulties (information reported to me by staff
member at the meeting) [See ] email chain subject EC BBI Response from 10/10/18], jjjjilij to!d staff
they were required to protest (not the case), According to reports from MarComm staff: iRl went
back to MarComm staff and spoke negatively about the proposal and how it would never work
(reported to me by a staff member present)—even though she was supposed to assist with the project
(EC minutes). Bob K tracked me down and said “Jack Burkman (former BOT) told us not to do it, it’s
gonna be a disaster!” Ultimately, in a special meeting on or about October 10", Bob K put me in the
awkward position to make the decision— to cancel or not. | was very upset. | said since there are
multiple cabinet members who reported incorrect and/or negative information about the event and its
purpose, that there was not a united front so we shouldn’t move forward. Bob asked me to meet with
him afterward to provide specifics which | did. Affected staff came to me regarding IR 2nJ N
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comments—both were fearful for their jobs so | told Bob the content of what was stated but did not
give their names. | referenced [JEIERIIEI email since it went to everyone [October 10, 2018 at
3:36pm email from [JEIEEINERN — RE:OPB/Protest Feedback]. Bob K said he’d look into the concerns
raised. Ultimately, Bob K shared that he’d removed [JEEilll|§ from EC for speaking negatively to her staff
about an EC initiative, he’d spoken to JjjjifJJ], and did not indicate any follow up with il

BN 2'so brought up other issues related to[jjthat were uncomfortable to Bob because they
involved him directly or he had to have uncomfortable conversations with BOT:

Savoring Excellence — [l and | were talking at the event. Royce Pollard walked up to us,
he recognized me and then looked at IRl and asked, “Are you a student?” She said no. He
then asked “Don’t | know you?” |llEEEl said ves you do and reminded him who she was adding,
“we’ve been working together for about 4-5 months now.” He told her “you look different”...
she said “well, I've styled my hair differently [she was wearing braids/extensions, but before had
been wearing her natural curly hair].” He told her to “keep doing what she was doing because
she looked better now than the last time he saw her.” | was shocked and all | could do was
reach out and grab [JiiEREIR hand to show support and let her know | witnessed this. Royce
continued talking for a few more minutes, trying to clean up his comment and finally said, “I
guess | should stop talking and go away now.” Right after the incident with Royce happened, |
mentioned the interaction to BOT Jane J. who was at the same table as jjjjjjj and | that night.
She was very sympathetic. At an EC meeting, when we were debriefing the event,-
reported this incident and Bob K. said he would take care of it.

Legislative Breakfast - EC members were given an Outlook Calendar invite to attend the
Legislative Breakfast on December 10, 2018. | recall being advised by Bob K. that we were
expected to attend. When | got to the event, there was not a printed name tag for me and | did
not have a table to sit at. When | went to sit at a table near the front, | was told there was
assigned seating. While other tables had Clark College swag and information about the college
as well as the opportunity to sit with legislators and community members, the table where |
wound up sitting appeared to be an extra set up at the last minute near the buffet line. Asit
turned out, it was me, | BEEEHEEIN =< IIEEEEE ~!! women of color. The only
table at the event were all women of color were seated in the back. At the end of the function,
Royce came by and asked what we were doing back there and “when [I] was in the military,
they’d call this a mutiny.” “What are you doing back here plotting?” When we brought the issue
up in an EC meeting, Bob remarked that he thought it was “weird too” and asked [jjj to follow
up. il did so and followed up with me and said there was also another link we were
supposed to respond to (not just the calendar invite we accepted) and that could have been why
we didn’t have printed name tags and a place to sit. However, the response (in the moment) to
us sitting at the back of the room by the food, in the corner was not acceptable nor culturally
responsible. At another EC meeting, |l shared her concerns about the situation and |
confirmed the events as described. Bob K. agreed to provide feedback to BOT.

OPB articles — shortly after my arrival at Clark College, OPB published an article about the climate for
women of color at the college. The final paragraph noted that | iEESIl] and | were also women of
color and people were taking bets as to how long we would stay at the College. | was angry and
embarrassed to read this information. | felt ambushed by the article and upset that Molly Solomon did

017



not call me for a comment or give me a courtesy head’s up. | spoke openly about this upset on a few
occasions at EC. | was not a fan of Molly Solomon.

A few months later, Molly Solomon published a follow up article after receiving raw data from a survey
and incorrectly referenced an 80K settlement (vs offer of judgement) with a former faculty member.
Bob K. immediately began referring to someone at EC “being a leaker.” It came to my attention that he
believed that | “was the leaker” and he wanted to get to the bottom of who was leaking this information
to OPB. On January 28, 2019, i shared with me that [JEEEEIE (now IIEEEEN to!d her that Bob
K. thinks I was the leak. [lEERN told her this at a Guided Pathways Event in front of a least one other
person. | was so upset... this was my professional reputation and this was being said to others and
spread to others. Shortly thereafter, BOT Paul and Jane set up a meeting to interview each member of
EC about an unrelated matter. During this meeting, | divulged that Bob K. thought | was the “leaker”
and | was very concerned about my job and professional reputation. That the selfish part of me wanted
the investigation to clear my name and receive a public apology but the CHRO in me knew if the college
community became aware that he was trying to find out who said what that it would create an overall
chilling effect and the community would be less likely to respond to climate surveys and/or provide
candid information. During this conversation, BOT Jane shared Bob K. told her that he believed jiiili
was the leaker. | shared | thought it was interesting that only the WOC on EC were suspected as the
“leakers.” | believed that it was discriminatory. Just because | am a woman of color, doesn’t mean that |
cannot make decisions for myself or that | can’t do my job or I’'m willing to risk my job solely because I'm
a WOC. BOT Jane and Paul assured me that they’d find a way to broach the subject with Bob K. without
putting my name in it.

On February 12, 2019 — There was an EC agenda item called “EC Culture” if | recall the title correctly.
During that topic, this particular issue came up. Bob K. pretended that he had no idea that this “leaker”
rumor was out there. | specifically spoke to “EC members spreading gossip” and that this was my
professional reputation on the line and that | moved my family and life across the state and did not have
a dog in the OPB fight—until now, after being called the “leaker.” jjjjjilij also shared that she was aware
of the rumors about her being the leak. Bob K. asked us to share where we got that information and he
wanted to meet with us separately because he took these allegations seriously. After that meeting,
IGEEEE <t me a message saying that she heard me and the impact of her actions. She was
tremendously sorry and would never do that again [Screenshot of text message from [iiEEEIIEGE
was the EC member who Bob K. told that | was the leaker. It is my understanding that later in the day
on 2/12, i spoke with Bob and told him that he was allegedly the origin of the rumor. jjjjjij shared
that Bob K. denied he named her as a “leaker.”

| met with Bob on February 19, 2019 — | told him that he was the EC member who allegedly originated
the rumor that | was the “leaker.” He denied it and repeatedly said it wasn’t him. Near the end of our
conversation, he said that spoke with the BOT and only one EC member told them about the “leaker”
accusations and he thought he knew who it was. | got the sense he was insinuating that he knew that |
was the one who expressed those concerns to EC.

Climate survey - Bob K. came to my office to discuss the upcoming climate survey. He said that he
wanted to postpone it and asked if | had concerns. | said that | did: If this is what the practice is—why
are we changing that? The community does not have a high level of trust in the institution and that
would feed into it. He felt it would not be fair to the new president. | told him that it would be a good

018



baseline for the new president to be evaluated against. To see whether there was improvement. He
said | was the only one who felt that way. In speaking with others EC members, | learned that was not
the case. Apparently Bob K. was the one who wanted to hold off. [Bob K 1on1 re Climate Survey
3/11/19 at 3:40pm notes]

5% percent — Bob K. has shared with members of EC that “the new people” were the ones who made
the decision for the 5% budget cut. [jjjjilij raised this issue at EC (without mentioning Bob K. as the
originator). Bob K. said that he was surprised and asked for details. [jjjilij recalled how she was caught
off guard during a faculty open forum. In a follow up email to the conversation at EC, Bob K. claimed he
followed up with that particular faculty member and they denied it. He chalked it up to “he said, she
said.” SRR and | were copied [Email from [IIIEEElY May 15, 2019 11:22 am - RE: Email follow up]. |
shared my concern that these types of rumors tended to be directed to the WOC on EC and this was not
missed on me [Jjjjj email dated May 15, 2019 at 10:37 am — RE: Email follow up and Bob K’s response
ge at 12:04 pm]. | forwarded this email chain to BOT Paul and Jane already so | will not go into too
much detail here [Jjjj forwarded on May 15, 2019 at 11:01 am — FW: Email follow up]. It is also
important to note that Bob K. specifically made this comment in a meeting where [EEEEEE 25
present and she documented it in an email. In the email, [EEEM noted that [NEEEEIE 25 2/so
present. Additionally, sharing these comments with EC members-- and possibly faculty on the union
negotiation team—further strained an already tenuous relationship at the negotiations table as |jjjili
and | (me as the designated “chief negotiator”) were part of the “new people” who were blamed for the
5% budget cut. Moreover, throughout negotiations, Bob K. continued to meet with the union president
ECEEREEE - discussed negotiations. This is known as “side bargaining.” This also came up at
a BOT meeting in an AHE report where [SEIEEIIEEJ discussed a meeting where Bob K. said that he was
not willing to bargain a contract for multiple years... In a subsequent conversation with me, Bob K.
acknowledged having this conversation and attempted to provide context. However, these
conversations should not be happening as they could be construed as unfair labor practices AND he
should not be undermining the management labor negotiations team or me as the assigned chief
negotiator. Finally, for several months, Bob K. refused to give me parameters to negotiate salary. Over
several months, | repeatedly asked Bob K. to let me know what he was comfortable with negotiating.
Every contract or salary negotiation | have ever managed, | was provided a financial threshold. In other
words, as chief negotiator, | was empowered to engage in good faith bargaining. This was not the case
here. Bob K. has undermined me, the management negotiation team, and the process. Sending a team
to the table without the authority to negotiate in good faith is also an unfair labor practice. [Bob K.

lonl re AHE neg and I
March 26" and April 26" SEREEINEEEE - EEEEEE i he' ro'e as [ I 2rranged

for EC to have diversity, equity, and inclusion training for EC. Prior to moving forward, [llEEE disclosed
that her sister worked in mediation and restorative justice, a separate arm of the organization. EC
agreed to move forward. The training was 4 hours long on two separate days for a total of 8 hours. Bob
K. and [REIEEIEE missed the first two and a half hours of the training on March 26" (and did not come
at all on April 26™). When they walked in, they were asked the ice-breaker questions we were asked at
the beginning of our time together: name, racial identity, and what dish you’d bring to a celebration.
Bob K. shared his name, he was Caucasian, and that he’d bring ribs. The facilitator explained the history
of the word Caucasian and why it was problematic. Bob then said he was white but was clearly annoyed
with the training from that point. When it was [jjjjiil§ turn, she said, “Plantation Pie.” Everyone in the
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room audibly gasped and/or physically recoiled. The facilitator asked, “I’'m sorry, what did you say?”
Bl repeated it. The facilitator asked “I've never heard of that, what is it?” |jjif described it. The
facilitator asked where it came from, jjjji§ replied, “Georgia.” The facilitator gave jjjjif every opportunity
to back down. She didn’t. | was shocked. Others in the room were shocked. We continued with the
training and were having some difficult and uncomfortable, but necessary conversations. One
conversation was about the cliché, “having a black friend.” One of the facilitators said that if you
haven’t had a romantic relationship with a black person, haven’t been to their homes, and/or done
more than hang out in a public place after work, you do not have a black friend. They did use some
profanity for shock value. There were hard, uncomfortable conversations about policies giving the
outcomes that were intended. If we didn’t like the outcomes, then we needed to change the policies.
We had a debrief conversation at EC where the majority of EC members enjoyed and learned from the
training. It is my understanding that Bob K. does not plan to bring them back because he was offended
by the discussion about the black friend and the profanity used. However, he never followed up with
any of us about the effect of jjjjjiij comment. It negatively impacted many of us in the room-- not just
the WOC-- as it was a topic of conversation for several weeks afterward. It strikes me that he was only
concerned about his discomfort with conversations he’d taken out of context because he was not there
for the entire training. (FEEEHEEN arology and JEEENE response email chain dated March 29, 2019
at 7:04 pm - RE: My apologies]

Il - This position has been a highly political position where the college community has had a keen
interest in next steps.

@ In an August 7, 2018 email sent at 11:38 am, Subject — Message from the President: Changes in
the | . 5ob
addressed several changes. In this email, he states [ilEEEIN “Will oversee the other functions that fall
under the Office of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion... and providing leadership on issues related to power,
privilege, and inequity.” He further stated that “She will also serve on the Executive Cabinet and as EC’s
liaison to the Social Equity Council.” Finally, he advised the college that he’d “asked a small team
consisting of” NS i N EEEEEEI 2o BEEEREE to ‘conduct a thorough review
of the Associate Vice President position and to present recommendations to the Executive Cabinet.”
Therefore, from the beginning, Bob K. inserted [JiilEEEl} in the development and evolution of the i}

I Hosition. Itis disingenuous for him to claim several months later that he was

concerns that she had “insider information” when he appointed her to the committee tasked with
presenting recommendations on the |G -osition to the Executive Cabinet.
In fact, any appointee to an interim role would have “insider information” by the virtue of performing
the role on a temporary basis.

Due to the high visibility, | raised the possibility of using an Executive Recruitment firm to fill the
position. | raised this possibility at an EC meeting. Everyone in attendance (including Bob Knight)
agreed. We also all agreed (including Bob K.) to ask il the firm that the college retained for the VP
of Human Resources and Compliance position, to come in to present to EC [October 23, 2018 EC
minutes and | GPS form]. They agreed to do so [October 31, 2018 at 8:40 am
email thread between JJjjj and [EEEENE from SEEERNEI c2 e to an EC meeting and presented
their vision and how they could help. They recommended some modifications that Bob K. had been
reluctant to implement, most notably, the VP title, increased salary, and the degree requirements. It is
important to note that these were issues that some members of EC had been trying to convince Bob K of
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prior to [ Based on their presentation, we all voted (including Bob K.) to use their
recommendations. We also all voted (including Bob K.) to move forward with retaining [[lEE

CEEEIEN I otified RN that we needed to go out for bid because this

recruitment was going to cost more than $10K. Advised that it was a misstep but Bob K. allowed it to
move forward. [Bob K. 1onl re AHE neg and I

B started working on the recruitment by conducting market research and interviewing folks in the
field. [December 18, 2019 email from [ EEEESII =t 1:55 pm — Subject [EXTERNAL] Follow up —
Recruitment Sources & 12.18.18 EC Minutes]. | asked EC to identify a representative from their units to
sit on the hiring committee [see llllfollow up reminder email from December 26, 2018 at 2:57pm —
Subject i Hiring Committee]. [N 2sked that two members of ] sit on the panel given the
lingering trauma from the last process [12.18.18 EC Minutes]. We all agreed. [l cited the Diversity
& Equity in Hiring and Professional Development (DEHPD) framework (created by faculty in the SBCTC
system) and planned to align their search with this framework. [l email to QR on December 26,
2018 — Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Follow up — Recruitment Resources with embedded email between
-and_ As a part of the Guided Pathways presentations, the Office of Instruction had planned
to have one of its creators, Vik Bahl, present at the college. | coordinated having the identified
committee members, as well as the senior recruiter for [l attend this equity in hiring training. The
committee members and RN attended [see[llemail dated February 13, 2018 at 11:28 am — FW:
Guided Pathways Winter Event Friday, February 22]. Due to the nature of this training, JJjjjjj counted it
towards our Equity in Hiring training requirement so each member met the requirements to be on a
hiring committee [See emails: Training Records for Transforming Hiring Processes for Equity and
Student Success, 2-22-19, Equity in Hiring Login_Application Records, and Bob K. training record.pdf].
@ Also on February 22, 2019 at 7:523m,- sent an email — Subject; VP of Diversity, Equity,
and Inclusion to EC regarding her intend to apply. She cited “protocol and transparency” as the reason
for her email there is no such protocol. Sometime after the email, |l shared that Bob K. wanted
her to send an email to EC citing those reasons.

R 2'so held a “kick off” meeting with the hiring committee where they created a successful
applicant profile. HR only worked with logistics and applicant tracking system information, but very
intentionally left the recruiting to il siven the sensitivities and political nature of the position. |
believed that Bob K. was onboard with this because he told me that he was. While | was out of the
country from April 18 — April 26", | learned that Bob K. reached out to HR on or about April 23™ or April
24" with concerns that [ EEEEEI did not qualify for the position. | was told that he reached out to

EEEEEEERN << though | left [NEEEIR on point. However,-was not involved in the process

nor any of the committee conversations or contact with NN BN 25 | discovered that he
asked jjjjijf to review [JIIEREI arrlication but did not ask her to do so of other applicants [
lonl.pdf]. Bob K. wanted to halt the process — | was advised of this by a call from one of my HR staff
and [ EEEIE (the committee chair) as | was clearing customs and returning to the country on or
about April 25th. | told them that | would be in the next day. Bob and | met on Monday, April 29" [see
Il ccting notes, Bob 1onl.pdf]. He started out saying that 2 candidates did not meet but our
conversation mostly focused on [JiliEEER He believed that [} “influenced” the committee to select
BEEEEl Vhen | asked for specificity, he said that he “misspoke” and “the committee was influenced.”
He believed that iRl decided to apply because she heard the salary and title. He believed that
Bl vas “being unethical” but didn’t provide any specificity. | attempted to warn Bob K. that his
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actions were highly unusual and could negatively impact the college and/or perception of the process. |
mentioned that it was my understanding that the community still had some sensitivities about the way
the prior process played out and folx believedijii} (the last internal candidate) wasn’t hired because
she’d had difficult[Jjj] conversations with Administration as well. | told Bob K. that several EC members
had been encouraging [l to apply because she was doing great work vs just because the salary and
title changed. He acknowledged that [l had approached him about making [l permanent.—
but Bob K. said he believed that [l Was “untrustworthy” because she stayed at the table during EC
conversations about the permanent position. However, it is my understanding that [JEEN 29 il
[l \ere both at the EC table during similar conversations when they were serving in their interim
roles. However, it is important to note that [l \vas only in on a part of the early conversations
about the i position. In December 2018, she sent an email stating she would take herself out of
the ] conversation as she decided to apply e mail to Rl on December 26, 2018 — Subject:
RE: [EXTERNAL] Follow up — Recruitment Resources with embedded email between-and-
And she did so. Bob K. also argued that it was unethical that Jjjjj employees were on the hiring
committee [See EC meeting minutes previously provided where EC agreed]. However, that has been
the past practice. For example, [l recalled that members of HR were on the hiring committee
when [l as interim HR VP and applying for the permanent position. When- was Interim
I Bl recalled there wereJjjjjj employees on his hiring committees. Bob K. objected to |[EEEE
candidacy for the position because she is not qualified (which [l |, and the hiring committee all
seem to dispute), yet | was advised that when- was Interim ] and he initially applied for the
permanent position, the first hiring committee attempt was a failed search (and- was a
candidate). However, Bob K. Ieft- in the interim role until he was the successful candidate in a
subsequent permanent search.

**However, it is also important to note that prior to this issue with [ B shared a
conversation she had with Bob K. that troubled her. This conversation happened sometime before she
went to Paris. In my conversation with her, she stated Bob K. was disrespectful to her implying that she
would not be considered and he was comparing her to the ‘- situation” but wasn’t sure what the
Bl situation was. She believed he was questioning her integrity and her qualifications. She wanted the
opportunity to follow up with Bob K. directly. | am not sure if she did.

Shortly after my conversation with Bob K. on April 29", | spoke with [ -from- She
shared she felt threatened by Bob K. and he was upset because [Jiil] Wasn’t screened out. He told

her [N \vas being unethical. |JERRI} said she kept trying to explain how [N (and initially
another candidate) met the minimum qualifications. |[JijESEE] sounded very shaken by her

conversation with Bob K.

@ On or about May 1, 2019, | notified [ ESEI that the process had been placed on hold, per
Bob K. until a meeting with iil§ me, Jennifer Mankowski-Dixon, and Bob Knight occurred. [email
between [EEEIE =< lllon May 1, 2019 at 12:56pm subject: RE: VP — || NG
I

On May 3 | shared my concerns with BOT Jane and Paul in my official capacity asjij- ' was not sure
what to do next. | had attempted to speak with Bob K. about the Jjjjjjjj search situation (as well as
some of the other situations identified above to no avail). They told me that they’d follow up with me.
When we connected again, they suggested that | call Jennifer Mankowski-Dixon. | spoke with Jennifer
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on May 15" and shared most of these concerns. She said she’d need to speak with the BOT and she or
someone on the BOT would get back to me.

On May 16" | conducted an exit interview with an employee resigning from- - Exit
Interview.pdf]. She shared that she felt compelled to do an exit interview with Bob K. and then me
because of the statements [JEIEEIIE has been making about EEEISI i» the i office, to the
leadership team, and to business community partners (specifical /i) She shared that she’s
never met [Jij (and this was my first and only conversation with her) but was concerned enough to
come forward because of the amount of continuous negative comments made by [jiilJj about N
She says she decided to speak with Bob K. and then me because [jjjjjjijj told her that he’d let Bob K. know
“we lost another employee due to [il] He allegedly blamed ] for this employee’s departure...
which she absolutely denied. This exit interview is worth noting in this complaint because Jjjjjjji|j has
shared with me on several occasions that Bob K. blames her for the strained relationship between OOI
and ] and has tasked her with repairing it—even though the strain predated [JiiiEEEISl \vas
concerned that i had not been held accountable for the troubled relationship and that |jjjjjJjj had
been bad mouthing her in the community. Over a period of conversations, [jjjjji}j shared that Bob K.
continued to allow this to happen and continued to blame her for [l behavior and lack of
collaboration. | attempted to talk through strategies to work with [jjjjjij without Bob’s support.

Finally, during the exit interview, the off-boarding employee also noted |jjjjjJJj “accused certain members
of EC of weaponizing racism” and “he and Bob K. were under attack because they are white men.” The
employee also shared she told Bob K. everything that she said to me. This comment was particularly
disturbing to me as one of the WOC on EC who have been raising equity issues at the leadership table
and is another example of us being “othered” at the table. It also supports this theme of blaming WOC
on EC.

On Friday, May 24", BOT Rekah Strong contacted me and advised me that the BOT wanted my
complaint in writing. She said | would be protected from retaliation. Monday was the Memorial Day
holiday. On Tuesday, May 28", | emailed Bob and il to let them know | would be late to the EC
meeting... arriving by approximately 10 am. Both acknowledged receiving my message. | arrived at
9:55am to Bob and Rl walking out of the meeting. Bob K. quipped that | had “just got here in time”
and the meeting was over. | said “Oh, OK” and continued walking toward the conference room,
speaking to EC members as they passed me. When | got into the conference room, both il and il
[l \were there and proceeded to relay the brief meeting to me. | was told: Bob K. asked [N to
leave the meeting and then proceeded to talk about “all the missteps” in the JJjjjjj recruitment process
and that it was “fraught with inequities from the start.” He made misstatements about the process that
I led, knowing that | was not going to be there to correct the record. He also spoke in depth about how
Bl did not meet the minimum qualifications for the ] rosition. He poisoned the process
against [JifEEEIY who if/when the process moves forward will have to interview with the EC that Bob K.
shared this information with. He slandered the process | led, even though there was buy-in (including
HIS) and updates at every step during EC. This action was extremely retaliatory, given | had just been
asked by the BOT to provide a written complaint regarding all the concerns I'd already shared verbally,
including his actions during the- search with- | immediately emailed BOT Rekah with an
overview what was shared with me by my peers and asked her to call me.
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@ Rekah did call me at approximately 2pm on Tuesday/May 28" and | shared my concerns about
the above meeting. | asked what the BOT was going to do as he’s clearly taking retaliatory action from
him being notified on 5/24. | recapped our 5/24 conversation where she told me that she was in charge
of calling [N IIEEEERl 2nd me to advise us on how to make a formal complaint then Royce Pollard
would call Bob Knight to advise there was a complaint. She denied she told me that and she Bob did not
know there was a complaint. | asked if they were going to step in and look at reassignment since BK’s
behavior is escalating. She said that it would be too complicated. | asked then if you can’t put him out
on admin leave, then put me out until he’s gone. She asked if that was something | wanted to do. | was
quiet. She told me to think about it. She said that she had a meeting with Bob and Royce “in like 30-
mins” and would find out what was shared during their 5/24 conversation then follow up with me later
in the day. When she followed up, she said they denied discussing there was a complaint. During the
second conversation, | opted not to take the leave given the HR Department was already down an HR
Director.

However, a few days later, | ESEISI checked in on me to find out how | was doing because she
heard that | was taking leave until Bob K is gone? Bob K told another EC member that | was going to
take leave until he was gone. [jjjjjjij can provide more specificity.

Based on Bob K.’s behavior at the May 28" EC meeting, I’'m wondering what are the protections being
afforded to any EC members who have formally raised these issues or have relevant information? How
does [N compete for the i rosition after her colleagues were incorrectly told that she was not
qualified (at length and in great detail)? How is my professional integrity restored after Bob’s allegations
at this meeting? Or the other comments I've detailed above? How is our reputation restored in the
community—especially ] and | who are new to the area? How is the BOT ensuring that the “briefing
sessions” that Bob is having with the interim president candidates are not being used to plant seeds of
discord against those who brought forward these serious concerns? Or when the permanent president
is identified and Bob K. is responsible for the new president’s on-boarding and transition? These are
questions that I'd absolutely like the BOT to answer.

| have done the best | can in writing down and relaying information to the BOT between the sudden
illness of my mother and hosting the interim presidential search process for the last two weeks.
However, there have been so many other examples of micro-aggressions, -assaults, and -invalidations
they have just become par for the course as a WOC on EC. | have outlined the most egregious
examples/incidents and those where there are witnesses or supporting documentation for your
consideration. | would welcome further conversation and/or an opportunity to speak in more detail if
the BOT deems it necessary or helpful. However, | do believe that | have given sufficient and significant
information demonstrating the tokenizing, discriminatory, retaliatory behaviors | have been directly
subjected to or witnessed or opposed to Bob K. directly. The environment is untenable.

Sincerely,
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From:_ _clark.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 10:42 AM

To: Rekah Strong <Rekah.Strong@eocfwa.org>

Cc: Jennifer Mankowski Dixon <jenniferml@atg.wa.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] complaint form

Caution: This message was sent from outside the organization. Please do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the source of this email and know the content is safe.

Good morning— | want to report further retaliation by Bob Knight. It took place this morning during EC.
The topic was “mismanagement” of the - search
process. “Fraught with inequities and problems” from the beginning and proceeded to slam me,
and- most concerning, publicly outlining how he believes
qualifications. He chose to do this when he knew I'd be late to EC so | could not share the truth and any
documentation. It is interesting how he knew | wouldn’t be at the meeting until 10am because i am

does not meet the minimum

caring for my very ill mother— but went forward on this slander anyway. | would als

o point out the
“issues” he named are standard practices at the college. | would identify- andh as
comparators.

Now | am further concerned about filing an internal complaint as we are NOT being protected from
retaliation as indicated. If you need additional information,- and- were present at the
meeting.

From:_ _clark.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 11:48 AM

To: Rekah Strong <Rekah.Strong@eocfwa.org>

Cc: Mankowski Dixon, Jennifer L. (ATG) <jennifer.mankowskidixon@atg.wa.gov>
Subject: FW: VP of. Search Committee Meeting

Caution: This message was sent from outside the organization. Please do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the source of this email and know the content is safe.

Good morning,

Forwarding this email to include as an addendum to my discrimination and retaliation complaint. At the
end of my written complaint sent on June 5th, | asked several questions, but relevant here is: How is the
BOT going to restore my professional reputation after Mr. Knight’s factually incorrect comments at EC
regarding the- search—where | was not there (nor- to defend myself, my office, or
provide documentation to the contrary? Or- to defend her qualifications and ultimately the
ability to be considered for this position.

| have not heard back from the Board and since that time, he has made these same comments at the
Classified Employees’ Forum on Monday (6/17/19) and now in writing to the hiring committee (below).
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This behavior is retaliatory and is continuing. Unfortunately, | am not getting the relief that I'd hope for
by submitting this compliant.

Thank you,

From: Knight, Robert <rknight@clark.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 9:03 AM

Cc: Jacobsen, Jane <JJacobsen@clark.edu>; . ; _

clark.edu>: clark.edu>;
clark.edu>; clark.edu>; clark.edu>;

clark.edu>;

Subject: RE: Search Committee Meeting

My responses to your questions are listed below in black.

Bob

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 4:38 PM

_clark.edu>; <_c|ark.edu>; Knight, Robert

<rknight@clark.edu>; . ; <-clark.edu>;-
; @clark.edu>;

clark.edu>;
Cc: Jacobsen, Jane <Jlacobsen@clark.edu>;

F clark.edu>
Subject: RE: Search Committee Meeting

Hi,

Thank you for the explanation.

My questions to Bob, HR,- and- (and anyone who has the answer) would be...

e Why did we not go out for bid?_ or_ can answer that

question. We should have gone out for bid.
e What are the things in the documentation that don’t align with Bob’s concern?

o Does the documentation of equity training show that all members attended the
training? The documentation shows that not all members of the screening committee
received the Clark College HR “diversity in hiring” training.
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o |f informed Bob that they received pressure from the committee, why does it make
lot objective? Objectivity refers to a process that is purely based on hard
facts. Subjectivity refers to a process that allows personal perspectives, feelings, or opinions to
affect the process. Item #1 in our contract, referring to responsibilities required of- was
to “maintain objectivity regarding a candidate qualifications”. - did not remain objective
by allowing committee perspectives rather than hard facts to influence who they moved
forward in the process. Subjectivity would come into play through the screening committee

work not with -

e Do we still work with- or hire someone else? We will need to go out for bid if we move
forward using an outside source to assist with the next search. - can compete for the
bid.

e  Will we be forming a completely new committee or do we continue with the same people? That
decision will be up to the next president.

Thank you,

Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 2:37 PM
To: clark.edu>; Knight, Robert <rknight@clark.edu>;
clark.edu>;

clark.edu>;

clark.edu>; @clark.edu>; @clark.edu>;

Cc: Jacobsen, Jane <Jlacobsen@clark.edu>; clark.edu>;
clark.edu>
Search Committee Meeting

Subject: RE:

Bob

’

Thank you for the option to speak with you one-on-one, however, the point of having the meeting today
was to be able to talk through the process. | was hoping for an open honest back and forth
conversation, but | see that you have your concerns and that is that per your email. So | respectfully

decline.

Thank you,
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From: clark.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, June 18,2019 2:31 PM

To: Knight, Robert <rknight@clark.edu>; cIark.edu>;—
ek cdu>; -clark.edu>;-

@clark.edu>; @clark.edu>;
clark.edu>

clark.edu>
Cc: Jacobsen, Jane <JJacobsen@clark.edu>;
clark.edu>

Subject: RE:- Search Committee Meeting

clark.edu>;

Bob

’

Thank you for your email and specificity regarding your reservations about the- hiring process. |
was surprised to read some of the concerns given that many of the decisions identified below were
made at Executive Cabinet (with full EC participation) before implementation and others have full

documentation to the contrary (e.g. documentation of equity training).

| am disappointed to read the assessment and wished | had had the opportunity to go through these
concerns item by item with you. Perhaps that would have alleviated some of your apprehension.

Thank you for your transparency and candor.

From: Knight, Robert <rknight@clark.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 1:34 PM

I clark.edu>; _clark.edu>;
clark.edy SRS | cdlu>;

@clark.edu>; clark.edu>;

Cc: Jacobsen, Jane <Jlacobsen@clark.edu>;

clark.edu> -
Subject: Search Committee Meeting

- Screening Committee,

| am cancelling my scheduled meeting with you today to discuss why | stopped the process. As stated
previously, the reason | stopped the process because the process was not conducted properly and it was
not a fair and equitable process. My detailed explanation for stopping the process is listed below. If
individuals still have questions or concerns feel free to arrange a one-on-one meeting with me.

1) Process issue: We did not go out for bid on the contract. The contract was over the $10,000
threshold and we were required to go out for bid. We did not have an open and inclusive process to

select a search firm.

2) Fairness and Equity issue: The internal candidate, who had not declared intent to apply for the
position was privy to the entire executive cabinet (EC) discussion when EC met with the search firm,
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- to discuss job description, title, salary and minimum qualifications. None of the outside
candidates had access to this inside information.

3) Fairness and Equity issue: - informed HR recruiters via email to only screen for a bachelor’s
degree when the minimum qualifications advertised for were “master’s degree or equivalent
experience” and “3 years of progressively responsible experience in a senior-level diversity-related
position”. This becomes a fairness and equity issue when we are moving candidates forward with
qualifications lower than the minimum qualifications advertised. Other potential candidates may have
applied had they known we were only screening for a bachelor’s degree.

4) Fairness and Equity issue: | was informed by- that they received pressure from a strong voice
within the screening committee to be inclusive and include the internal candidate in the final pool of
candidates. One of the responsibilities- agreed to in their contract with Clark College was to
maintain objectivity regarding a candidate’s qualifications. They did not remain objective.

5) Process issue: All members of the screening committee did not receive diversity in hiring training
prior to the process beginning. Clark College requires all members of hiring committees to receive
diversity in hiring training prior to serving on the committee.

6) Process issue: The screening committee did not receive a process and confidentiality briefing from
an HR recruiter at the beginning of the process which is standard procedure for screening committees.

7) Process issue: The screening committee members did not sign a confidentiality agreement in order
to participate in the process.

8) Fairness and Equity issue: All three employees of the Office of_, at the

time of the hiring process, were on the screening committee. Their direct supervisor is a candidate.

Thank you for your understanding. Please do not assume that my decision to stop the process means
that any of the final candidates could not perform the duties of-.

Bob Knight
President
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prom: SRR = <.
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 2:33 PM

To: _clark.edu>

Cc: @clark.edu>
Subject: RE: Email

i

On Monday, June 10, | attended the LGBTQ Graduation Reception at Clark College. After the reception, |
was speaking with a colleague, We were approached by
President Knight who introduced himself to . Vicky mentioned to President Knight that the two had
met before when she was a student. also mentioned that she worked as a peer mentor under

in 2011. | observed President Knight visibly react to this appearing to be uncomfortable. Vicky
then reminded President Knight that he hugged her at graduation that year. President Knight
immediately responded by tapping her on the shoulder and saying, “Oh you’re not going to accuse me
of one of those Me Toos now are you?” President Knight left the reception shortly after making this
comment at which point | spoke with Vicky about reporting this to HR.- agreed to let me report this
on her behalf as we both found this comment to be out of touch with Clark College’s values and mission
regardless of President Knight’s clearly humorous intentions.

Another issue | observed at the reception happened after the ceremony concluded. Without consulting
the team who put the event together, President Knight took the microphone at the end to thank various
people in the room for coming (a board member, a city councilman, and the head of the Clark College
Foundation). Now, normally this isn’t something | would take issue with, but considering this was an
event to celebrate LGBTQ graduates | found it inappropriate to be thanking cisgender and/or
heterosexual people in positions of power. We were there to celebrate queer graduates not powerful
people for doing the very basic thing of showing up for queer students. True allyship and accompliship
needs no thank you.

| appreciate your time and attention to these issues. Please feel free to contact me if you need any other
information from me.

Best,
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04/12/2018 - Bob K, EEE GRS

Thursday, April 12, 2018
4:07 PM

Meeting Notes:

Attendees Representing
Bob Knight College President
Witness P I
Person 43 | UKN

Discussion topics:
1. We need to track employee retention stats
a. Compare to POC employee retention
2. Equity work is exhausting
a. Non-stop for people in roles to make change
b. and emotional for students coming to those staffers for assistance
C. - is one of those staffers
d. She has a line of students of color that come to her with concerns
Changes we make need to be impactful to the community
4. EC meeting discussions
a. Need real changes in our hiring process
i Discussed process
b. Path for promotion

i. Isthere a path for POC

1. Clark needs to be a place where everyone feels valued
There is a feeling that people of color should be seen and not heard
3. Alot of mistrust
a. Form students and staff of color
4. People of color need to be put in positions to make decisions
a. Black men are not at the table
b. We need to make an effort to get black males into decision making positions
5. Who is at the core council level
a. [l commented on looking at all the pictures of people holding decision making
positions around campus and our website online (most all NON-POC)
i. B