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I. Introduction 
 

Dr. Tudor comes before this Court seeking closure on a difficult chapter 

in her life and the opportunity to do the job she earned and loves. 

At trial, Dr. Tudor showed the jury evidence that Defendants 

discriminatorily denied her tenure in the 2009-10 cycle and then 

discriminatorily and retaliatory denied her the opportunity to reapply in the 

2010-11 cycle, resulting in Tudor’s separation from Southeastern Oklahoma 

State University (“Southeastern”) in May 2011. In spite of what she has 

endured, Tudor testified that she wants to return to Southeastern and put 

her life back together.  

Having prevailed on two claims of discrimination and one claim of 

retaliation under Title VII before a jury of her peers, Dr. Tudor respectfully 

asks that the Court to exercise its powers pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(g) 

and order Tudor’s immediate reinstatement at Southeastern with tenure and 

the title of Associate Professor as well as front pay from the date of the jury’s 

verdict through the date of her reinstatement1 Granting Tudor reinstatement 

																																																								
1 At this time, Dr. Tudor is moving this Court for reinstatement with limited 

front pay because it is her preferred remedy and she is presumptively entitled to it 
under Title VII. Dr. Tudor is entitled to front pay for the period between the date of 
the jury’s verdict and the date her reinstatement is awarded. See Pollard v. E.I. du 
Pont de Nemours & Co., 532 U.S. 843, 847 (2001) (observing front pay may be 
awarded for lost compensation between entry of verdict and reinstatement). 

In the event that the Court denies reinstatement, Dr. Tudor reserves her 
right to appeal that decision and/or petition the Court for front pay in lieu of 
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on these terms will place her in the position she should have been in but for 

the illicit actions from Defendants during the 2009-10 and 2010-11 cycles. 

Tudor can never get back the time she lost fighting for her job or undo 

the heartache Defendants’ Title VII violations sowed. But, ordering 

Defendants to grant Tudor the job she earned will go a long way towards 

making Tudor whole.  

Given Title VII’s strong preference for reinstatement, the balance of 

equities, Defendants’ inability to present evidence that reinstatement is 

infeasible, and other factors showing Tudor’s is the kind of case justifying 

judicial involvement in the tenure process to remedy violations of Title VII, 

the Court can and should grant Tudor’s motion for reinstatement.  

II. Background 
 

The Court held a 5-day jury trial beginning on November 13, 2017 

(ECF No. 246, 263, 264, 265, and 266). At the conclusion of the trial, the jury 

found for Dr. Tudor on her two claims of discrimination and her one claim of 

retaliation, awarding $1.165 million in damages (ECF No. 267).  

 Among the evidence presented at trial was the testimony of Dr. Tudor, 

Dr. Robert Parker, and Dr. Margaret Cotter Lynch. Tudor testified that she 

wants to return to Southeastern. See, e.g., ECF No. 246 at 130:2–4 (“I would 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
reinstatement. See Pollard, 532 U.S. at 847 (noting front pay is available where 
district court deems reinstatement infeasible). 
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just like to reiterate that this is not about money. I just want my job back. I 

just want to go home and see my friends again.”). Tudor spoke about her 

difficulties finding work in her field after being denied tenure at 

Southeastern. See, e.g., ECF No. 246 at 124:8–25 and 125:1–6). Tudor also 

testified that even though she is deeply hurt by what happened to her at 

Southeastern that she does not harbor ill-will towards the university (see, 

e.g., ECF No. 246 at 38:14–25 and 39:1–8) and believes that she is capable of 

returning (see, e.g., ECF No. 246 at 119:16–24; id. 128:11–25 and 129:1–25 

and 130:1–4).  

Dr. Parker testified to Tudor’s strong teaching (ECF No. 263 at 254:23–

25 and 255:1–5 [characterizing Tudor’s teaching as “very strong”), 

scholarship (id. 260–69 [discussing strengths of Tudor’s scholarship record), 

and service at Southeastern (id. at 271:16–20 [describing Tudor’s service 

record as comparable to tenured professor comparators in the English 

Department]).  

Dr. Cotter-Lynch, a close friend and colleague of Tudor’s and current 

Southeastern administrator, testified to Tudor’s strengths as a professor. See, 

e.g., id. at 339:5–7 (“She’s really good at what she does. She’s an excellent 

teacher.”). Cotter-Lynch also testified that, to her knowledge, no one in the 

English Department opposed Tudor’s return to Southeastern. Id. at 253:15–

18. Cotter-Lynch shed light on how career derailing tenure denial is for a 

Case 5:15-cv-00324-C   Document 268   Filed 12/11/17   Page 7 of 27



	 4 

professor, testifying that based on her own experience serving on hiring 

committees, if an applicant failed to get tenure in a previous position that is 

held against them. Id. at 333:1–21. Cotter-Lynch also added that in order for 

Southeastern to move past what happened to Tudor, Tudor must return. Id. 

at 352:6–17 (testifying that she could not recommend that a transgender 

colleague apply for a professor position at Southeastern until Tudor is 

allowed to return). 

In turn, Defendants failed to rebut Tudor’s strong evidence of 

discrimination and retaliation and did not present evidence showing 

reinstatement is infeasible at this juncture.  

II. Standard of Review 
 
 District Court’s role. Reinstatement is a preferred remedy. Jackson 

v. City of Albuquerque, 890 F.2d 225, 231 (10th Cir. 1989) (quoting EEOC v. 

Prudential Ass’n, 763 F.2d 1166 (10th Cir. 1985)). Award of “make-whole” 

equitable remedies, such as reinstatement, is ultimately up to the discretion 

of the district court but tempered by Congress’ overarching desire to 

eradicate workplace discrimination in American workplaces and deter illicit 

acts in the future. The exercise of the district court’s discretion to devise 

appropriate remedies for Title VII violations “must be tied to Title VII’s twin 

purposes of ‘providing an incentive to employers to avoid discriminatory 

practices’ and ‘making persons whole for injuries suffered on account of 
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unlawful employment discrimination’.” Zisumbo v. Ogden Reg’l Med. Ctr., 

801 F.3d 1185, 1203 (10th Cir. 2015) (quoting Estate of Pitre v. Western Elec. 

Co., Inc., 975 F.2d 700, 704 (10th Cir. 1992)) (cleaned up). 

Reinstatement and other make-whole remedies should only be denied 

where there are “reasons which, if applied generally, would not frustrate the 

central statutory purposes of eradicating discrimination throughout the 

economy and making persons whole for injuries suffered through past 

discrimination.” Albermale Co. v. Moody, 422 U.S. 405, 421 (1975). 

Reinstatement is only to be denied where the district court finds it infeasible. 

Jackson, 890 F.2d at 235 (denial of reinstatement inappropriate where it is 

possible for employee to return to work and employee desires reinstatement). 

Where the district court denies reinstatement, the rationales for denial must 

be explicated with particularity. See, e.g., Weaver v. Amoco Prod. Co., 66 F.3d 

85, 89 (5th Cir. 1995) (remanding to district court to articulate with 

particularity rationales supporting denial of reinstatement based on finding 

of infeasibility). 

 Tudor’s burden. Dr. Tudor bears the initial burden to demonstrate 

that she is legally entitled to reinstatement. This burden is met where the 

employee shows she prevailed on her discrimination and retaliation claims. 

See, e.g., Donnellon v. Fruehauf Corp., 794 F.2d 598, 602 (11th Cir. 1986) 

(there is a “presumption that prevailing Title VII claimants are entitled to 
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reinstatement”); Garza v. Brownsville Indep’t Sch. Dist., 700 F.2 253, 255 

(5th Cir. 1983) (“reinstatement or hiring preference remedies are to be 

granted in all but the unusual cases”). 

 Defendants’ burden. Defendants bear a substantial burden in 

opposing reinstatement. They must show with particularity that reinstating 

Dr. Tudor is infeasible. Infeasibility can only be demonstrated in rare 

circumstances where the employer shows that non-illicit reasons weigh 

strongly against award of Title VII’s preferred remedy.  

Reinstatement should not be denied simply because it could make 

things awkward in the workplace or displace new hires. Jackson, 890 F.2d at 

233–34  (quoting Reeves v. Claiborne Cnty. Bd. of Educ., 828 F.2d 1096, 

1101–02 (5th Cir. 1987) (“‘While reinstatement may displace an innocent 

employee, the enforcement of constitutional rights (may have) disturbing 

consequences. Relief is not restricted to that which would be pleasing or free 

of irritation’.”)).  

The mere fact that Tudor seeks reinstatement with tenure at a 

university is not something that renders the relief she seeks infeasible as a 

matter of law. Award of tenure is an appropriate Title VII remedy where it is 

the only means of making whole a professor who experienced discrimination 

and/or retaliation in the tenure process. “[T]o deny tenure because of the 

intrusiveness of the remedy and because of the University’s interest in 
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making its own tenure decisions would frustrate Title VII’s purpose of 

‘making persons whole for injuries suffered through past discrimination’.” 

Brown v. Trustees of Boston Univ., 891 F.2d 337, 360 (1st Cir. 1989), cert. 

denied, 110 S.Ct. 3217 (1990) (quoting Albermale Co. v. Moody, 422 U.S. 405, 

421 (1975)). 

III. Analysis & Authorities 
 
 A. The Court should order Tudor’s reinstatement  

at Southeastern. 
 
1.  Reinstatement is Title VII’s preferred remedy. 
 

Dr. Tudor wants to be reinstated at Southeastern. Tudor’s desired 

resolution and Title VII’s remedial scheme are aligned. 

Where discrimination is proven, Title VII’s provides for “make-whole 

relief.” Albermale, 422 U.S. at 418 (recognizing imperative to “make persons 

whole” with court’s “full equitable powers”). Remedies, including 

reinstatement, back pay, and front pay, are intended to compensate the 

employee for the effects of discrimination, both past and future, and to bring 

the employee to the position which she would have occupied but for the illegal 

acts. Selgas v. Am. Airlines, Inc., 104 F.3d 9, 12 (1st Cir. 1997). Where Title 

VII violations result in employment separation, “reinstatement is the 

preferred remedy.” Jackson, 890 F.2d at 231. Reinstatement is an important 

part of make-whole relief and is expressly provided for in Title VII’s text. See 
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42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(g) (court may “order such affirmative action as may be 

appropriate, which may include, but is not limited to, reinstatement or hiring 

of employees”). 

Reinstatement is important for two reasons. First, it allows the 

employee to return to the job she was unjustly denied. Even where 

substantial money damages are available, courts recognize that money alone 

cannot heal the sting of losing one’s job for discriminatory reasons. As the 

Tenth Circuit observed in Jackson, 

The rule of presumptive reinstatement is justified by reason as 
well as precedent. When a person loses his job, it is at best 
disingenuous to say that money damages can suffice to make that 
person whole. The psychological benefits of work are intangible, 
yet they are real and cannot be ignored. 
 

Jackson, 890 F.2d at 234 (quoting Allen v. Autauga Cnty. Bd. of Educ. 685 

F.2d 1302, 1306 (11th Cir. 1982)). Indeed, Tudor echoes this sentiment—

money alone cannot heal her. Exhibit 1 ¶ 8 (“I am grateful for and humbled 

by the damages the jury awarded me. However, I know that money alone 

cannot replace my career.”); id. ¶ 10 (“it is abundantly clear to me that I will 

not fully heal if I cannot return to Southeastern”). 

Second, grant of reinstatement deprives the employer of the benefit it 

sought by excluding the employee from the workplace in the first place. Cf. 

Allen, 685 F.2d at 1306 (“If an employer’s best efforts to remove an employee 

for unconstitutional reasons are presumptively unlikely to succeed, there is, 
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of course, less incentive to use employment decisions to chill the exercise of 

constitutional rights”). This is important because, without the availability of 

reinstatement employers would be perversely incentivized to eject employees 

on discriminatory or retaliatory grounds without consequence. Indeed, 

Cotter-Lynch attests that since Tudor’s departure there have not been any 

other transgender professors at Southeastern and she believes it unwise for 

such persons to even apply for positions until Tudor is permitted to return. 

ECF No. 263 at 352:6–17. 

If the Court awards Tudor reinstatement, it should also award her 

front pay for the period of time between the entry of the verdict and the date 

Tudor is reinstated at Southeastern. An award of front pay in this situation 

compensates Tudor for the period of lost compensation between the entry of 

the verdict and reinstatement—a period not covered by a back pay award. 

See Pollard, 532 U.S. at 846. Tudor should be compensated at a rate 

equivalent to what tenured professors at the Associate Professor level with 

Tudor’s years of seniority are paid. Tudor’s years of seniority should be 

computed as if she had never separated from Southeastern—with the 2017-

18 school year being treated as her twelfth year of service. Dr. Tudor 

estimates that she should be entitled to a yearly salary of approximately 

$57,091 (Exhibit 1 ¶ 11(a)–e), of which she should receive a pro-rated 

amount to cover the term of unemployment between the verdict and her date 
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of reinstatement.  

2. Equities weigh in favor of Dr. Tudor’s  
return to Southeastern. 

 
 Granting Dr. Tudor reinstatement is a patently fair and equitable 

resolution to this case.  

First and foremost, Dr. Tudor desires to return to Southeastern. Tudor 

attests that she feels safe and at home at Southeastern. Exhibit 1 ¶ 6(a)–

(b). In spite of everything Tudor has endured, she feels certain that she can 

make a successful transition back to Southeastern if given the chance to 

return.  Id.  ¶ 7(a)–(c). Equity favors granting Tudor the remedy she desires, 

and trusting her to make a wise decision based on everything she knows 

about Southeastern and her personal career needs. Cf. DuBose v. Boeing Co., 

905 F.Supp. 953, 958 (D.Kan. 1995) (observing that it would be “turning 

equity on its head” to order an employee to return to a workplace against his 

wishes). 

 Second, Tudor earned her job at Southeastern and deserves the 

opportunity to work there. Dr. Tudor worked hard to prove herself at 

Southeastern and earn tenure and promotion to Associate Professor. As 

Tudor and others testified to at trial, Tudor worked hard the entire time she 

was at Southeastern all for the reward of tenure and promotion. Tudor 

excelled in the areas of teaching, scholarship, and service. In spite of her 
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separation from Southeastern, Tudor remains ready and able to serve as a 

Southeastern professor. Exhibit 2 ¶ 4(e) (“Though Dr. Tudor has been away 

from Southeastern since May 2011, it is my belief that she has expended 

significant efforts to ensure that she is ready and able to return to the 

classroom and be reintegrated into the faculty and university community.”); 

Exhibit 1 ¶ 7(e) (“During my time away from Southeastern, I have 

endeavored to keep my skills sharp and stay abreast of developments in my 

field.”). Tudor is a passionate, skilled teacher. See, e.g., Exhibit 2 ¶ 7(a). 

Tudor is an strong researcher and scholar. See, e.g., id. ¶ 7(c). Tudor is also 

dedicated to service. See, e.g., id. 7(b).  

Third, reinstating Tudor at Southeastern would go a long way towards 

helping her rehabilitate a career which has been sidelined for almost a 

decade because of Defendants’ illicit actions. Tudor’s career should have 

proceeded as Dr. Cotter-Lynch’s did—with salary increases, successive 

promotions, better opportunities for publication, and job security. See ECF 

No. 263 at 329–31. But because of Defendants’ illicit actions, Tudor was 

kicked to the curb and forced to endure lengthy legal battles and scramble to 

find a new job while living with the black mark of Southeastern’s 

discriminatory tenure denial. ECF No. 246 at 96:2–8 (Tudor testifying in 

reference to the impact being denied tenure as had on her that, “it’s really 

impossible to overcome that kind of black mark on our reputation”). See also 
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Exhibit 1 ¶ 9 (“I believe my only real option to get my career back is to 

return to Southeastern.”). Tudor can never get back the time she has spent 

fighting Defendants or undo the heartache their illicit deeds sowed. But, a 

return to Southeastern in the position she earned would go a long way 

toward making Tudor whole. Exhibit 1 ¶ 8 (“I very much want to start a 

new chapter in my life, and rebuild what I have lost. The jury’s verdict is an 

important part of my next chapter, but without my career I cannot 

completely move forward.”); id. ¶ 10 (“I think returning to the classroom at 

Southeastern is essential to me regaining my confidence and self-esteem.”). 

Fourth, for Tudor, the prospect of returning to Southeastern means 

more than just job security and rehabilitating her career—it brings with it 

the pride and satisfaction of working at a university that sits within the 

historic boundaries of the Chickasaw Nation and which serves a large portion 

of Chickasaw students. See, e.g., ECF No. 246 at 78:1–6 (Tudor testifying 

that “it was an honor to represent the Chickasaw Nation in my service at 

Southeastern”); Exhibit 1 ¶ 5(c) (“the Chickasaw students Southeastern 

serves are particularly special to me”).  

Throughout this litigation, Tudor has been upfront that she was 

uniquely injured by being forced to leave Southeastern because she is 

Chickasaw. See, e.g., Tudor Complaint, ECF No. 24 ¶¶ 122–29. When Tudor 

lost her job, she lost the ability to work on land that holds special import to 
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her as a Chickasaw citizen and was deprived of the privilege of serving the 

critical mass of Chickasaw college students whom matriculate at 

Southeastern. Tudor Complaint, ECF No. 24 ¶ 129; Exhibit 1 ¶ 5(c) (“I took 

great pride in teaching all of my students at Southeastern, but it was 

especially rewarding to serve at Southeastern and be a resource and 

possibility model for the Chickasaw students.”). Given Tudor’s unique 

connection to the land Southeastern sits on and its Chickasaw students, 

neither money nor the prospect of another job are fair alternatives to the 

tenured job Tudor earned at Southeastern. Exhibit 1 ¶ 5(c) (“In 2004, when 

I was evaluating offers for tenure-track positions, I chose to accept 

Southeastern’s offer because I wanted to return to Oklahoma and make my 

life there because this is the location of the relocated Chickasaw Nation, of 

which I am a citizen.”); id. (“The pain and suffering of Indian Removal and 

the promise of a new chapter in our Nation’s history makes Southeastern 

Oklahoma a special place for us for which there is no equivalent.”). 

 Fifth, neither Dr. Tudor nor Southeastern can be made whole again 

with anything short of Tudor’s reinstatement. Though Tudor has been 

vindicated by the jury’s verdict, money damages alone cannot salve her 

wounds. As per Tudor,  

As grateful as I am for what the jury did, I know that I cannot be 
made whole unless I am allowed to return to Southeastern with 
tenure and the title of Associate Professor. For me, my case has 
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always been about getting my job back and making things 
tolerable at Southeastern.  
 

Exhibit 1  ¶ 2. Tudor’s focus on reinstatement is understandable. Tudor 

spent many years training and working towards becoming a permanent, 

tenured professor at Southeastern. See, e.g., ECF No. 246 at 50:18–22 (Tudor 

testifying that all of her time at Southeastern counted as work towards 

earning tenure); id. 51:15–23 (Tudor testifying that it takes “many years of 

preparation” to prepare oneself to write scholarly articles needed for tenure). 

Defendants’ illicit actions have deprived Tudor of her career and life’s work—

“it is at best disingenuous to say that money damages can suffice to make 

[Tudor] whole.” Allen, 685 F.2d at 1306. Similarly, the Southeastern 

community has endured many long years waiting for Tudor’s situation to be 

righted.  The pall of what happened to Tudor cannot be lifted without 

allowing Tudor to return. ECF No. 263 at 352:6–11 (Cotter-Lynch testifying 

that things will not be right at Southeastern until Tudor returns).  

B. Defendants have not and cannot present  
evidence showing reinstatement is infeasiable. 
 
1.  Tension due to this litigation is no grounds to  
 deny reinstatement. 

 
Any argument by Defendants that reinstatement is not feasible 

because this litigation has sown tensions between Tudor and Defendants is 

without merit. 
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Tudor and her colleagues attest that no irreconcilable tensions 

precluding reinstatement exist. At trial, Tudor testified that despite 

everything she has endured, she wishes to return to Southeastern (ECF No. 

246 at 130:2–4). Tudor has reaffirmed those sentiments via declaration.  

Exhibit 1 ¶ 2; id. ¶ 4 (“I can say without any hesitation that I absolutely 

want to return to Southeastern. Southeastern feels like home for me. I love 

Southeastern even though, for many years, it has hurt me to love it so 

much.”). Tudor’s colleagues at Southeastern similarly testified that Tudor 

would be welcomed back. Indeed, Cotter-Lynch has provided a declaration in 

support of Tudor’s motion affirming that there are no ill feelings towards 

Tudor on campus at this time. See Exhibit 2 ¶ 5(a) (no ill will towards 

Tudor in the English Department); id. ¶ 6 (Tudor’s return will not be opposed 

en masse); id. ¶ 8(a)–(c) (no tensions between Tudor and remaining 

administrators at Southeastern).  

Additionally, there is no apparent public pressure that would make 

Tudor’s return to Southeastern infeasible. Even though the jury’s verdict 

garnered national attention, none of the resulting coverage in Oklahoma or 

elsewhere has been anything but positive towards Tudor.2 This suggests that 

																																																								
2 See, e.g., Tara Fowler, “Transgender Professor Awarded $1.1M After School 

Denied Her Tenure and Fired Her,” ABC NEWS, Nov. 21, 2017, 
http://abcnews.go.com/US/transgender-professor-awarded-11m-school-denied-
tenure-fired/story?id=51288162; John Paul Brammer, “Jury Awards Transgender 
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Defendants will not face substantial public pressure to keep Tudor from 

returning to Southeastern if so ordered by this Court. Even if there were 

public pressure to deny Tudor reinstatement, this alone does not justify 

denial of reinstatement. See Jackson, 890 F.2d at 232 (holding that absent 

concrete evidence of an inability to work with the public in a public facing job, 

existence of past complaints or prospective tensions is insufficient grounds to 

deny reinstatement). 

 Lastly, there have been no public statements from current 

Southeastern employees which suggest Tudor’s reinstatement would be 

infeasible. At trial, the only overwhelmingly negative statements about 

Tudor’s return were attributed to former Southeastern employees. See, e.g., 

ECF No. 264 at 524:5–9 (Mindy House testifying that Scoufos threatened to 

quit if Tudor returned to Southeastern). Precedent makes clear that negative 

statements or sentiments from former employees alone are insufficient 

grounds to deny reinstatement. See Jackson, 890 F.2d at 232. Moreover, 

there is evidence that current Southeastern personnel do not harbor ill-will 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
Professor $1.1 Million in Discrimination Case,” NBC NEWS, Nov. 21, 2017, 
https://www.nbcnews.com/feature/nbc-out/jury-awards-transgender-professor-1-1-
million-discrimination-case-n822646; Kyle Schwab, “Jurors Award Transgender 
Woman $1M in Discrimination Lawsuit Against State University,” THE 
OKLAHOMAN, Nov. 21, 2017, http://newsok.com/jurors-award-transgender-
woman-1m-in-discrimination-lawsuit-against-state-university/article/5573019; Lili 
Zheng, “Oklahoma Transgender Professor Awarded $1.1 Million in Landmark 
Case,” KFOR, Nov. 21, 2017, http://kfor.com/2017/11/21/transgender-professor-
awarded-1-1-million-in-landmark-case/. 
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towards Tudor. For example, on the day the jury returned a verdict in 

Tudor’s favor Southeastern’s president, Sean Burrage, sent an email to 

faculty and issued a press release acknowledging and expressing respect for 

the verdict. See Exhibit 2 ¶ 8(c)(i) and accompanying Exhibit A 

(authenticating Nov. 20, 2017 press release). 

If Defendants do endeavor to present some yet to be revealed evidence 

of hostilities purportedly caused by Tudor’s litigation, these should not be 

afforded significant weight. Denying reinstatement purely because an 

employee has zealously invoked her Title VII rights requires extreme 

hostility and is greatly disfavored. As explained by the Eighth Circuit, 

To deny reinstatement to a victim of discrimination merely 
because of the hostility engendered by the prosecution of a 
discrimination suit would frustrate the make-whole purpose of 
reinstatement. Antagonism between parties occurs as the natural 
bi-product of any litigation. Thus, a court might deny 
reinstatement in virtually every case if it considered the hostility 
engendered from litigation as a bar to relief. 
 

Taylor v. Teletype Corp., 648 F.2d 1129, 1138 (8th Cir. 1981). Similarly, 

denying reinstatement simply because it would be awkward is against the 

weight of precedent. See, e.g., Shaw v. Mast Advertising & Pub., Inc., 1991 

WL 128223 at *6 (10th Cir. 1991) (“Reinstatement by its very nature is 

always awkward to a greater or lesser extent after the parties have spent 

months or years opposing each other in litigation. Nevertheless 

reinstatement is the preferred remedy, and Shaw will not be supervised by 
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anyone who was involved in the termination of her job.”). 

2. Past issues are unlikely to recur if Tudor is reinstated. 

Defendants may argue that the discrimination and retaliation Tudor 

endured in the past makes reinstatement infeasible. If such an argument is 

raised it should be cast aside.  

New policies and protections in place will ease Tudor’s 

transition. Tudor’s core grievances at Southeastern involved the tenure 

process—issues that would not arise again if she is reinstated with tenure. 

Tudor also grieved environmental issues which are unlikely to recur given 

Southeastern’s changed policies. For example, in this lawsuit Tudor grieved 

an illicit exclusion in Southeastern’s fringe benefit health plan, restroom 

restrictions, make-up restrictions, and dress restrictions, and alleged she 

endured being called by the wrong gender referent and other hostilities. 

Tudor Complaint, ECF No. 24 ¶¶ 130–59. Since Tudor’s departure, 

Southeastern has revised its own policies several times, most recently 

adopting a comprehensive sex nondiscrimination policy which speaks with 

particularity to the core issues Tudor grieved as hostile. Exhibit 2 ¶ 10 and 

accompanying Exhibit B (authenticating copy of Southeastern’s new sex 

policies which expressly protect transgender persons). Additionally, 

Southeastern’s insurance bargaining unit resolved in late 2016 to remove the 

transgender exclusion from their fringe benefit health plan policies, which is 
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all Tudor has ever asked for them to do with respect to health insurance. 

Compare Tudor Complaint, ECF No. 24 ¶ 146 (alleging that transgender 

exclusion in health plan which denied coverage for therapy, pharmaceuticals, 

and surgical care contributed to hostilities) with Exhibit 4 at PI002065 and 

PI02121 (removing transgender exclusion from health plan).   

Lastly, as a condition of a non-confidential compromise agreement with 

the U.S. Department of Justice (Exhibit 3), Defendants have adopted and/or 

are in the process of adopting comprehensive policies. Under the terms of the 

compromise agreement, Defendants are barred from violating Title VII (id. ¶ 

15), they are under the United States’ supervision for a two-year period (id. ¶ 

37), they must provide adequate training to all employees regarding 

protections Tudor and others like her are to be afforded (id. ¶¶ 31–34), they 

must change Southeastern’s so as to provide ensure employees are afforded 

the full protections of Title VII (id. ¶¶ 21–30); and Tudor is expressly 

protected from further discrimination and retaliation at Southeastern (id. ¶ 

16).  

Given these significant changes in policy coupled with the robust terms 

of the compromise agreement entered into between Defendants and the 

United States, there are no longer any real impediments to Tudor’s return to 

Southeastern. Any barriers to return that may have existed in the past 

should no longer stand in the way of Tudor returning to campus and 
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assuming the job she earned and which the jury decided she was unlawfully 

denied.   

Dismissal of key decision makers and others with bias. Since 

Tudor’s departure from Southeastern in May 2011, the university 

administration has been restructured and decision makers and persons 

whom Tudor has otherwise accused of discrimination have separated. Among 

others, the three key decision makers during the tenure process—President 

Larry Minks, Vice President Douglas McMillan, Dean Lucretia Scoufos—

have all left Southeastern. Additionally, human resources, affirmative action, 

and counseling personnel—Ms. Cathy Conway, Dr. Claire Stubblefield, and 

Ms. Jane McMillan, have also departed Southeastern. RUSO has also 

experienced substantial personnel changes, including the departure of former 

general counsel Mr. Charles Babb. Exhibit 1 ¶ 6(a); Exhibit 2 ¶ 8(b). 

Individuals who are in the high levels of the administration at 

Southeastern currently are ones whom Tudor either does not personally 

know or whom she had passing and/or neutral interactions with in the past. 

Exhibit 1 ¶ 6(b); Exhibit 2 ¶ 8(b); id. ¶ 9. There is absolutely no evidence 

or reason to believe that Tudor could not forge professional working 

relationships with these new colleagues. See also Carr v. Fort Morgan Sch. 

Dist., 4 F.Supp.2d 989, 996 (D.Colo. 1998) (finding no “insurmountable 

hostility” between parties rendering instatement infeasible in part based 
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upon civil interactions during hearings and trial).  

As to persons at Southeastern whom worked there during Tudor’s 

employ, there is no evidence or reason to believe Tudor will be unable to work 

with them going forward.  Persons whom Tudor is likely to interact with at 

Southeastern most often—mostly tenured faculty in the English Department, 

such as Dr. John Mischo, Dr. Margaret Cotter-Lynch, Dr. Mark Spencer, Dr. 

Dan Althoff, Dr. Randy Prus, and others—are persons whom Tudor continues 

to enjoy collegial relationships despite her long absence. See, e.g., Exhibit 1 

¶ 5(a); Exhibit 2 ¶ 5(a). 

C. Title VII violations allow for court involvement  
in the tenure process. 
 

 Defendants may argue that reinstating Tudor with tenure and the title 

of Associate Professor is improper because the Court would be involving itself 

in the tenure process at Southeastern. If such argument is raised, it can and 

should be quickly disposed of. Title VII forbids discriminatory and/or 

retaliatory animus from factoring into employment decisions—tenure 

decisions are no exception. 

 Title VII does not privilege universities to make illicit personnel 

decisions that are otherwise forbidden in other white- and blue-collar 

workplaces. Congress enacted Title VII to root out the scourge of employment 

discrimination from American workplaces—there is no statutory carve out for 
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universities.  

Where illicit bias sows its ugly head, district courts are empowered to 

order reinstatement with tenure as part of a make-whole remedy. While 

universities may desire to hold themselves out as special places of 

employment their desire for independence and other interests are 

subordinate to Title VII’s principals.  As explained by the First Circuit, 

[O]nce a university has been found to have impermissibly 
discriminated in making a tenure decision, as here, the 
University’s prerogative to make tenure decisions must be 
subordinated to the goals embodied in Title VII. 

 
Brown v. Trustees of Boston Univ., 891 F.2d 337, 359 (1st Cir. 1989), cert. 

denied, 110 S.Ct. 3217 (1990). See also Ford v. Nicks, 741 F.2d 858, 864–65 

(6th Cir. 1984) (affirming district court’s order to reinstate professor with 

tenure).  

VI. Conclusion 

 For the reasons set forth herein, Dr. Tudor respectfully requests the 

Court grant Dr. Tudor’s motion for reinstatement. 

 
Dated: December 11, 2017 
 

/s/ Ezra Young 
Ezra Young (NY Bar No. 5283114) 
Law Office of Ezra Young 
30 Devoe, 1a 
Brooklyn, NY 11211 
P: 949-291-3185 
F: 917-398-1849 
ezraiyoung@gmail.com 

  

Case 5:15-cv-00324-C   Document 268   Filed 12/11/17   Page 26 of 27



	 23 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
I hereby certify that on December 11, 2017, I electronically filed a copy 

of the foregoing with the Clerk of Court by using the CM/ECF system, which 

will automatically serve all counsel of record.  

 
/s/ Ezra Young 
Ezra Young (NY Bar No. 5283114) 
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DECLARATION OF DR. RACHEL JONA TUDOR 

1. I feel vindicated by the jury’s verdict. It has felt like I

have been in a living nightmare since the old Southeastern 

administration discriminatorily denied my tenure in early 2010. The 

jury’s verdict has brought me some relief. I feel immense relief that the 

jury saw what I endured and told the world that it was wrong. I wish 

that I was not forced to fight this for so long, but I am grateful that the 

jury decided my case on the merits and fairly. 

2. But I cannot be made whole if I do not return to

Southeastern. As grateful as I am for what the jury did, I know that I 

cannot be made whole unless I am allowed to return to Southeastern 

with tenure and the title of Associate Professor. For me, my case has 

always been about getting my job back and making things tolerable at 

Southeastern. The United States’ compromise settlement with the 

Defendants and other changes Southeastern has made in the 

intervening years have solved many of the issues I faced during my 

employment. But, as great as those changes are, they are not enough to 

make me whole.  

3. My job is everything to me. I have spent the vast majority of

my adult life training and working towards becoming a university 
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professor. It was and still is my dream to teach at a four-year 

university, produce scholarship, and give back to my profession and 

serve my university. I realize it might be hard for others to 

understand—but, for me, there is no alternative life path. I cannot 

imagine getting out of bed in the morning and finding fulfillment in any 

other vocation. Indeed, as hard as things have been since I left 

Southeastern, the one thing that has kept me going is the prospect of 

returning to my classroom. The classroom is my clean, well-lighted 

place. It is where I excel. It is where I feel comfortable. It is where I feel 

alive.  

4.   I want to return to Southeastern. I can say without any 

hesitation that I absolutely want to return to Southeastern. 

Southeastern feels like home for me. I love Southeastern even though, 

for many years, it has hurt me to love it so much. 

5.   I am connected to Southeastern. I feel a deep and strong 

connection to Southeastern that has not waivered after all of these 

years. 

a.    Relationships with my colleagues. One of the more 

painful aspects of having to leave Southeastern was that I was 

taken away from my colleagues. During my time at Southeastern, 

my colleagues were a source of great support and fulfillment. I 
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took great pride working alongside them everyday and working 

together to educate our students and serve the university. I miss 

little things, like running into them in the hallways on my way to 

classes each day. I miss the conversations I used to have with 

other faculty about things happening in our field, like discussing 

the latest translation of an ancient text we taught. I miss giving 

feedback to junior faculty on how they can improve their craft. 

More than anything, I miss going to work everyday and knowing 

for certain that my colleagues accept me for who I am.   

b. Connection to Southeastern’s students. From the

very beginning of my time at Southeastern I felt a strong and 

profound connection to the students. Many of the students who 

attend regional universities like Southeastern come from families 

like the one I came from—not wealthy, from Oklahoma or a near-

by state, and very often, these students are the first in their 

families to attend college. I took great joy in teaching 

Southeastern’s students. I endeavored in each class to help my 

students discover new things and push themselves. I was proud 

to be part of their college experience.  

c. Chickasaw connection. In 2004, when I was evaluating

offers for tenure-track positions, I chose to accept Southeastern’s 
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offer because I wanted to return to Oklahoma and make my life 

there because this is the location of the relocated Chickasaw 

Nation, of which I am a citizen. For generations, my family had 

tried and fell short of being able to live permanently in 

Oklahoma. We always return to Oklahoma to bury our dead, but 

stable employment and the resources to make a permanent home 

near our Nation always alluded us. Taking the job at 

Southeastern was so important to me because it was the first 

time—and one of the few opportunities available—that I could 

make a living and a home close to my Nation. The land that 

Southeastern sits on is special to me because of what my family 

and Nation endured. The pain and suffering of Indian Removal 

and the promise of a new chapter in our Nation’s history makes 

Southeastern Oklahoma a special place for us for which there is 

no equivalent. Additionally, the Chickasaw students 

Southeastern serves are particularly special to me. It is a great 

honor and privilege to help mold the minds of young Chickasaw 

citizens and helping guide them through college. I took great 

pride in teaching all of my students at Southeastern, but it was 

especially rewarding to serve at Southeastern and be a resource 

and possibility model for the Chickasaw students.  

Case 5:15-cv-00324-C   Document 268-1   Filed 12/11/17   Page 5 of 27



6. I feel safe returning to Southeastern.

a. Persons I had issues with in the past are no longer

at Southeastern. The administrators who mistreated me, 

caused me so much pain, and made my life at Southeastern 

difficult have all left at this point. President Larry Minks, Vice 

President Douglas McMillan, Dean Lucretia Scoufos, Ms. Cathy 

Conway, and Dr. Claire Stubblefield no longer work at 

Southeastern. Even Mr. Charles Babb, former lawyer for RUSO, 

is gone. Persons whom I was friendly with but who tried to help 

hide what happened to me, like Ms. Jane McMillan, have also left 

Southeastern. Because of these aforementioned departures, 

returning to Southeastern will be easier—I will not have to face 

the people who pushed me out and tried to hide what happened 

to me.  

b. I have no reason to believe President Burrage

would allow me to be discriminated or retaliated 

against. There are a lot of new administrators at Southeastern, 

many of whom I have not yet had the opportunity to meet in 

person, though I have heard good things about them from my 

former colleagues. What I do know from personal experience is 

that President Burrage seems to be a capable leader and does not 

Case 5:15-cv-00324-C   Document 268-1   Filed 12/11/17   Page 6 of 27



appear to harbor any ill-will or bias against me. Though the trial 

was incredibly stressful, it did give me the opportunity to interact 

with President Burrage. He was polite, professional, and 

genuinely nice. Based on these interactions and what I have 

heard from my colleagues, I do not fear that President Burrage 

will mistreat me or allow others at Southeastern working under 

him to mistreat me either.  

7.    I am ready to return to Southeastern. I am ready to start a 

new chapter in my life and move past what happened to me so many 

years ago. I am ready to return home. 

a.    I can put the past behind me. I feel very strongly that 

I can put what happened behind me. I am able to separate the 

bad things I endured in the past from where things stand today. I 

do not blame the current administration for what I endured in 

the past. I am ready and willing to start fresh and extend the 

same opportunity to Southeastern so that we may all move 

forward. 

b.    I can contribute to the university again. I also feel 

ready and willing to contribute to Southeastern once again. 

Frankly, I look forward to the opportunity to do my job and 

contribute just like all of my colleagues.  
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c.    I am comfortable returning to the classroom. 

Though I have been out of the classroom for the last year and a 

half, I feel ready and comfortable returning to teaching. I know 

that the skill I honed over so many years are still sharp. I know 

that I can still connect with students and serve them. I also know 

that I am prepared for students to ask me questions about my 

time away from Southeastern and about my return to campus—it 

is only natural that some of the students will have such 

questions.  

d.    I do not believe I will face discrimination or 

retaliation at Southeastern if I return. I believe very 

strongly that Southeastern has changed for the better since I left. 

I know there are new policies that specially protect transgender 

persons from sex discrimination, that the health plan no longer 

has a transgender exclusion, and that the U.S. Department of 

Justice has negotiated a settlement with Defendants which 

protects me and others from discrimination and retaliation. 

Given the significant changes in the administration as well as 

these much needed policy changes, I believe that it is very 

unlikely that I will face discrimination or retaliation if I return. 
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e.  I have done my best to make sure I am ready to return. 

During my time away from Southeastern, I have endeavored to 

keep my skills sharp and to stay abreast of developments in my 

field. Among other things, I have read hundreds of books and 

articles, I have continued to give academic presentations even 

though it has been difficult to find such opportunities, and I have 

sought out development opportunities and trainings. A copy of 

my current CV reflecting many of my efforts is attached hereto as 

Exhibit A.  

8.   Money damages alone cannot make up for losing my 

career. I am grateful for and humbled by the damages the jury 

awarded me. However, I know that money alone cannot replace my 

career. Going forward, I very much want to start a new chapter in my 

life, and rebuild what I have lost. The jury’s verdict is an important 

part of my next chapter, but without my career I cannot completely 

move forward. I need to use my training and share my passion with my 

students and colleagues again. I need to get up every day with a place 

to go and something to share with the world again.  

9.    If I do not return to Southeastern, I do not think I will 

be able to find another job teaching at a university. Ever 

since I was forced to leave Southeastern in May 2011 I have tried my 
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best to find another job teaching at a university. Despite my best efforts 

and continued support of my Southeastern colleagues, I could not find 

another equivalent job. Even with the jury’s verdict vindicating me, I 

do not think that other universities will welcome me. My name has, 

unfortunately, become synonymous with a lawsuit that has garnered 

national attention. I know I have done what so few employees ever 

imagine doing—suing to vindicate my rights. While I want more than 

anything to be able to move past this lawsuit and get my career back, I 

honestly do not believe that other universities will be able to look past 

this case. I believe my only real option to get my career back is to 

return to Southeastern. Though my last years at Southeastern were 

difficult, I think that the jury’s verdict will help us all move on together 

because it resolves any lingering doubts there may have been about 

whether what happened to me at Southeastern was wrong. 

10.  I cannot heal if I do not return to Southeastern. Being 

forced to leave Southeastern and being stripped of my career is still 

very painful. I have spent a lot of time since I left Southeastern trying 

to imagine how I could ever move on and release this pain and heal. In 

the few weeks since the jury returned the verdict, I have made some 

progress in beginning the healing process. But, at this point, it is 

abundantly clear to me that I will not fully heal if I cannot return to 
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Southeastern. There is a saying that the only way to get over being 

thrown from a horse is to get back on that horse. When I was a child, I 

was thrown from a horse and broke my wrist. My father insisted I get 

back on that horse. I was afraid, but it was the only way for me to get 

over what happened to me. I think returning to the classroom at 

Southeastern is essential to me regaining my confidence and self-

esteem. It is also essential to be able to list Southeastern for my 

professional healing—the only way to lift that black mark I have been 

living under is to add a new entry to my CV, showing that I did indeed 

earn tenure. 

11. Front pay for period of unemployment between verdict

and reinstatement. I have attempted to calculate out my 

approximate salary at Southeastern based on information available to 

me. Using the Salary Worksheet attached hereto as Exhibit B (bates 

marked PI00019–20 in the lower right hand corner), I believe I am 

entitled to an annual salary of approximately $57,091 plus fringe 

benefits. I arrived at the salary figure by doing the following: 

a. Degree (A). I should be given a base salary of $38,215

because I hold a doctorate. 

b. Rank (B). I should be given an additional $11,232 because

I should hold the title of Associate Professor. 
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c. Experience (C). I counted my years of service at

Southeastern (counting my time of absence due to Southeastern’s 

discriminatory/retaliatory actions) from the 2004-05 school year 

through the 2017-18 school year, a total of 12 years of service, 

which amounts to $6,552 in addition to the base salary. I also 

counted four years of service at other universities (I worked for 

two years at the College of the Mainland, and one year at the 

University of Idaho and the University of Oklahoma) divided by 

two, which amounts to an additional $1,092. 

d. Approximate Total. The total of the above figures—

$38,215 + $11,323 + $6,552 + $1,092—is $57,091. 

e. A more accurate calculation would be possible if

Defendants provide the current salary worksheet. I 

based my calculation on the directions set-forth in Exhibit B. It 

is possible that salary and compensation levels have changed 

since this work sheet was issued. If Defendants provide my 

counsel with the most up-to-date worksheet, I can recalculate my 

yearly salary for the purposes of ascertaining the appropriate 

rate of compensation for front pay.  
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Tudor 1 
 

 
Rachel Tudor 

4595 West Spring Creek Parkway  
Apt. 2612, Plano, Texas 75024 

rachel.tudor@yahoo.com 
 
 
Education 
 

2000  Ph.D. English, University of Oklahoma 
Concentration: American and Native American Literature & Modernity and Theory 
Dissertation: The Native American Postmodern Mimetic Novel 

 
1994  M.A. Humanities, University of Houston-Clear Lake 

Concentration: Philosophy  
Thesis: Genocide, Imperialism, and Neocolonialism: A Native American  
Critique of Literature 

 
1991  B.A. Multi-Cultural Studies, University of Houston-Clear Lake 

Concentration: History  
 
Academic Teaching Experience 
 

2012–2016 Professor of English, Collin College 
 
2004–2011 Assistant Professor of English and Humanities, Southeastern Oklahoma State 

University 
 
2002–2004 Professor of Humanities, College of the Mainland 
 
2001–2002 Visiting Assistant Professor of English, University of Idaho 
 
2000–2001 Post-Doctoral Lectureship, Meritoriously Awarded Position, University of Oklahoma 
 
1997–2000 Teaching Associate, University of Oklahoma 
 
1995–1997 Teaching Assistant, University of Oklahoma 

 
Professional Interests 
 

Philosophy 
Modernity and Theory 
American and Native American Literature 

 
Effective Teaching 
 
Courses Taught at Collin College 
 
 English 1301 Composition I (including dual credit) 
 English 1302 Composition II (including dual credit) 
 English 2332 World Literature I 
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Tudor 2 

English 2333 World Literature II 
English 2327 American Literature I 

Courses Taught at Southeastern Oklahoma State University 

Internet Courses 

Humanities 1213 Ancient to Medieval 

Hybrid Courses 

English 1113 Intro to Composition 
English 1213 Composition  
Humanities 1213 Ancient to Medieval 
Philosophy 1213 Intro to Philosophy 

New Courses 

Oklahoma Scholar Leadership Enrichment Program: Native American Life, Law, and 
Literature 

This course was created with the assistance of the renowned Native American 
legal scholar Dr. Rennard Strickland and introduces students to current events in 
Native American law, life, and literature through the prism of American 
jurisprudence. 

English     4853 Great Books 
English     4563/5103 Native American Literature 

Other Courses at Southeastern 

English 1113 Intro to Composition 
English 1213 Composition 
English 2313 Intro to Literature 
English 4563/5103 Native American Literature 
Humanities 1213 Ancient to Medieval 
Philosophy 2113 Intro to Philosophy 

Courses Taught at College of the Mainland 

English 1301 Composition and Rhetoric in Communication 
English 1302 Composition and Reading 
English 2328 American Literature II 
Humanities 1301 Ancient to Medieval 
Humanities 1302 Renaissance to Modern 
Philosophy 2306 Ethics 

Courses Taught at the University of Idaho 

English 208 Personal and Expository Writing 
English 295 American Indian Drama 
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Tudor 3 
 

English 484 American Indian Literature 
 
Courses Taught at the University of Oklahoma 
 

English 1113 College Composition I 
English 1213 College Composition II 
English 2213 Introduction to Fiction 
English 2223 Poetry 

 
 
Publications 

Articles: 

2012   “The Ethics and Ethos of Eighteenth-Century British Literature.” ASEBL Journal. Volume 
8. Issue 1, January (2012) 

2011   “Genre and the Native American Novel.” Parnassus: An Innovative Journal of Literary 
Criticism. Issue 2/3, July (2011) 

2011   “Sara Suleri: A Study in the Idioms of Dubiety and Migrancy in Boys Will Be Boys and 
Meatless Days.” disClosure: A Journal of Social Theory. 20th Anniversary Issue, April 
(2011) 

2011   “Pearl: A Study in Memoir and First-Person Narrative Poetry.” Diesis: Footnotes on 
Literary Identities. Spring (2011) 

2010   “A Reading of Jonathan Swift’s ‘A Modest Proposal’ Using Roman Jakobson’s Poetic 
Function.” The Atrium: A Journal of Academic Voices. Winter (2010) 

 
2010    “Romantic Voyeurism and the Idea of the Savage.” The Texas Review. Spring/Summer 

(2010) 

2010   “Memoir as Quest: Sara Suleri's Meatless Days.” Research and Criticism. Special Issue on 
Contemporary Literature and Theory. Volume 1 (2010) 

2010   “N. Scott Momaday’s The Ancient Child and the American Dime Novel.” Indian Review of 
World Literature in English, Volume 6, Number II, July (2010) 

 
2010   “House Made of Dawn: A New Interpretation.” In Diasporic Consciousness: Literature 

From the Postcolonial World.  Ed. Smirti Singh. Berlin, Germany: VDM Verlag, 2010 
ISBN: 3639302036 

 
2010     “Latin American Magical Realism and the Native American Novel.” Teaching American 

Literature: A Journal of Theory and Practice. Spring/Summer (2010) 
 

2009     “Historical and Experiential Postmodernism: Native American and Euro-American.” 
Journal of Contemporary Thought. Winter (2009) 
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Tudor 4 
 

Editor: 
 

2014–2016 Reviewer. Quest: Collin College’s Undergraduate Research Journal 
 
2008   Co-Editor. Symposium Proceedings. “Sixty-Seven Nations and Counting: Proceedings of 

the Seventh Native American Symposium.”  
  
2006   Co-Editor. Symposium Proceedings. “Native Women in the Arts, Education, and 

Leadership: Proceedings of the Sixth Native American Symposium.” 
 

 
Book Review: 

 
1997   Book Review. Outlaws, Renegades, and Saints: Diary of a Mixed-Up Halfbreed. Tiffany 

Midge. World Literature Today. Winter, 1997 
 

1996   Book Review. Deadly Medicine. Peter C. Mancall. American Indian Libraries Newsletter. 
Winter 1996 

 
1995   Book Review. Shadow Distance: A Gerald Vizenor Reader. Comp. A. Robert Lee. 

American Indian Libraries Newsletter. Spring, 1995 
 

Creative: 
 

2007   Open-Mic Chapbook. Alien Nations 
 
2005   Open-Mic Chapbook. Diaspora  
 
1992    Play. The Trial of Columbus 

 
 
Committees and Special Assignments 
 

Collin College 
 
2012–2016 English Sourcebook Committee 
 

• Compiled and edited a sourcebook for English faculty 
 

2012–2016 Curriculum Review Committee 
 

• Review English curriculum and proposed changes to the curriculum 
 

2014–2016 Chair, Interdisciplinary Colloquium 
 

• Led monthly colloquiums on philosophy and teaching 
 

2014–2015 English Faculty Search Committee 
 

• Reviewed applications of prospective faculty members 
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Tudor 5 

• Interviewed prospective faculty
• Participated in deliberations and evaluations of applicants

2014–2016 Mentor, Collin College Mentor Program 

• Mentor undergraduate students

2013–2014 Panel Chair, Collin College Undergraduate Research Conference 

• Recruited student participants
• Edited student papers
• Supervised presentations

Southeastern Oklahoma State University 

2010–2011 Faculty Senate Personnel Policies Committee 

• Reviewed and assessed policy and procedure changes in reference to their impact on the faculty
• Proposed policy changes  to the Faculty Senate in reference to salary, teaching, and tenure

2009–2011 Faculty Senate 

• Reviewed, evaluated, and made recommendations for changes in undergraduate and graduate
academic policies and procedures

• Reviewed and made recommendations for changes in the Policy and Procedures Manuel

2009–2010 Faculty Senate Planning Committee 

• Facilitated the development and implementation of long-term goals relating to curriculum

2007–2010 Chair, Assessment, Planning, and Development Committee, Department of English, 
Humanities, and Languages 

• Wrote yearly assessment report for the department
• Compiled, distributed, and tabulated department assessment of upper-level capstone student

papers
• Compiled, distributed, and tabulated department assessment of junior-level student papers
• Organized meetings and agendas

2004–2010 Native American Symposium Committee 

• Moderated panels
• Recommend themes and speakers
• Edited the 6th and 7th Symposium proceedings
• Provided transportation for speakers and guests to and from hotels and Dallas Airport

2007 Oklahoma Scholar Leadership Enrichment Program 

• Assisted Dr. Rennard Strickland prepare a course curriculum and syllabus for program
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Tudor 6 

• Served as local director and supervising professor of Dr. Strickland’s course
• Graded student presentations and papers

2004–2011 Hiring Committee 

• Reviewed applications of prospective faculty members
• Interviewed prospective faculty
• Participated in deliberations and evaluations of applicants

2004–2011 Five-Year Program Review Committee 

• Compiled pertinent paperwork
• Contributed to review of curriculum
• Assisted outside reviewer with assessment report

2004–2007 Assessment, Planning, and Development Committee, Department of English, Humanities, 
and Languages 

• Evaluated upper-level capstone student papers
• Evaluated junior-level student papers
• Participated in regular meetings and deliberations of committee

College of the Mainland 

2002–2004 Curriculum Committee 

• Recommended  revisions of curriculum to align with Texas’ Academic Course Manual
• Reviewed new course proposals

2002–2004 Multi-Cultural Team 

• Organized multicultural activities on campus
• Promoted and publicized events
• Invited speakers to campus
• Hosted guest speakers on campus

2002–2004 Estrella Award Committee 

• Reviewed nominees and applications for award to honor outstanding Hispanic student leaders in
the community

University of Idaho 

2001–2002 Native American Advisory Board 

• Advised on issues important to the Native American community
• Liaison between the university and local Native American tribes
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Tudor 7 
 

Professional Activities 
 

2017   Presentation. “Post-Truth America: A Native American Guide to Survivance.” Guest 
Lecture. Ramapo College, Mahwah, New Jersey 

 
2016   Presentation. “Using Pericles’ Funeral Oration to Teach Argument.” Trends in Teaching 

College Composition Conference. Collin College, Plano, Texas 
 

2015   Presentation. “An Experiential Discourse on Gender and Race in Faculty Affective 
Relations, Community Formations, and Pedagogic Practices.” Texas Tech Comparative 
Literature Conference. Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 

 
2014   Presentation. “Teaching Argument as a Civic Virtue.” Trends in Teaching College 

Composition Conference. Collin College, Plano, Texas 
 
2013   Presentation. “Using Teams to Facilitate Collaborative Learning and Critical Thinking.” 

Trends in Teaching College Composition Conference. Collin College, Plano, Texas 
 
2012   Presentation. “Integrating Native American Literature into the Curriculum.” Faculty 

Colloquium. Collin College, Plano, Texas 
 
2011   Presentation. “Modern Media’s Translation of Greece’s Atavistic Myths.” 13th Annual 

McCleary Interdisciplinary Symposium. Texas Southern University, Houston, Texas 
 

2009    Presentation. “Native American Protest Fiction.” 11th Annual McCleary Interdisciplinary 
Symposium. Texas Southern University, Houston, Texas 

 
2007    Art Exhibit. “Kachinas and Gourds.”  Centre Art Gallery, Juried Art Show, Southeastern 

Oklahoma State University, Durant, Oklahoma 
 
2005    Presentation. “The Lynching of Ward Churchill.” Sixth Annual Native American 

Symposium. Southeastern Oklahoma State University, Durant, Oklahoma 
 
1998    Presentation. “Charlotte Bronte’s Indians” SAGES Conference, University of Oklahoma, 

Norman, Oklahoma 
 

1996    Presentation. “Self-Selected and Other-Attributed Gender Performance: A Theoretical and 
Experiential Investigation.” Culture Studies/Cultural Intervention, University of 
Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 

 
1995    Presentation. “What is Native American Literature?” Southwest/Texas Popular Culture 

Association, Regional Meeting, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, Oklahoma 
 
1994    Presentation. “Suicide or Genocide? Self-Inflicted Death in Native American Novels.” 

English Graduates for Academic Development. Annual Conference, East Texas State 
University, Commerce, Texas 

 
1992    Director. The Trial of Columbus. Performed at the Mecotha Theater, Houston, Texas  
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Tudor 8 
 

Professional Training and Continuing Education 
 

2016 Faculty Development Day Conference. Collin College 
 

• Using Microsoft Office Templates to Work Smarter 
• Strange Attractors: Mathematics and Poetry 
• Facilitating Mindful Practices in the Classroom 
• Social Media in the Classroom 
• Evaluating Group Work in Distance Education 

 
2015 Faculty Development Day Conference. Collin College 
 

• Google Tools for Education 
• The Library as Textbook 
• Creativity in Teaching 
• Apps for a More Efficient Workflow 
• Pythagoreans: The Mystical Mathematicians 

 
2014 Faculty Development Day Conference. Collin College 
 

• Composition Revision: Cultivating a Critical Eye 
• Integrating Marginalized Women into the Curriculum 
• How to use Smartphones and IPad for Educational Purposes 
• Death by PowerPoint 
• Establishing Class Consciousness 

 
2013 Faculty Development Day Conference. Collin College 
 

• Using E-Books for Research Effectively 
• Using Streaming Audio and Video in the Classroom 
• Teaching Teamwork Skills 
• Teaching Social Responsibility 
• Teaching Critical Thinking 

 
2012 Faculty Development Day Conference. Collin College 
 

• Writing and Memory 
• Beyond YouTube 
• Ancient, Medieval, and Modern Metaphors 
• Teaching Innovative Perspectives and Strategies 
• Character, Conflict, Resolution: Educating Students Through Storytelling 

 
2011 Faculty Grant Writing Workshop, Dr. Kathryn Plunkett, Digital Information Literacy 

Librarian, Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 
2009 PowerPoint to Windows Media Player, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
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Tudor 9 
 

2009 SMARTBoard Basics, Center for Instructional Development and Training, Southeastern 
Oklahoma State University 

 
2009 Getting Started: Toward Online Teaching, The Sloan Consortium 
 
2009 Blackboard Assessments, Center for Instructional Development and Training, Southeastern 

Oklahoma State University 
 
2009 PowerPoint to Windows Media Video, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 
2009 Respectful Workplace, Southeastern Organizational Leadership Development, Southeastern 

Oklahoma State University 
 
2009 Legal Aspects of the Faculty, Southeastern Organizational Leadership Development, 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 
2008 On Media, Culture, Violence, and the College Student, Southeastern Office of Violence 

Prevention, Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 
2008 Teacher Tube, Center for Instructional Development and Training, Southeastern Oklahoma 

State University 
 
2008 BlackBoard Discussion Forums, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 

2008 Using Microsoft Office Powerpoint, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 
Southeastern Oklahoma State University 

 
2007 New Technologies for Enhancing Instruction, Center for Instructional Development and 

Training, Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 
2007 Customizing Your Blackboard Course, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 
2007 Grading Documents Electronically, Center for Instructional Development and Training, 

Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
 
2003 Introduction to Microsoft Powerpoint, Department of Continuing Education, College of the 

Mainland, Texas City, Texas 
 
2003 Interactive Instruction Training, Department of Continuing Education, College of the 

Mainland, Texas City, Texas 
 

 
Awards and Honors 

 
Bishop-Baldwin, Barton & Phillips Civil Rights Advocacy Award, Oklahomans for Equality, 
2016 
Faculty Senate Recognition Award for Excellence in Scholarship, Southeastern Oklahoma State 
University, 2011 
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Tudor 10 
 

Writer of the Year, Wordcraft Circle of Native Writers and Storytellers, 2000 
Post-Doctoral Lectureship, University of Oklahoma, 2000 
Residential Writing Fellowship, Virginia Center for the Creative Arts, 2000 
Merit Tuition Scholarship, University of Oklahoma, 1996-1999 
Roy and Florena Hadsell Award for Research, University of Oklahoma, 1995 
Sigma Tau Delta, Rho Omega Chapter of the National English Honor Society, 1993 
Omicron Delta Kappa, Atrium Circle Chapter of the National Leadership Honor Society, 1992 

 
Professional Memberships 
 

• Modern Language Association 
• Wordcraft Circle of Native Writers and Storytellers 

 
References 
 

§ Dr. Margaret Cotter-Lynch (Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and Languages, 
School of Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 North 4th Avenue, 
Durant, Oklahoma, 74701. mcotter@se.edu (580) 745-2986 
 

§ Dr. Michael Schueth (Professor) Department of English and Humanities, School of Arts and 
Sciences, Collin College, 2800 East Spring Creek Parkway, Plano, Texas, 75074. 
mschueth@collin.edu (972) 516-5083 
 

§ Dr. Daniel Althoff (Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and Languages, School of 
Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 North 4th Avenue, Durant, 
Oklahoma, 74701. dalthoff@se.edu (580) 745-2584 
 

§ Dr. Mark Spencer (Professor) Department of English, Humanities, and Languages, School of 
Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 North 4th Avenue, Durant, 
Oklahoma, 74701. mspencer@se.edu (580) 745-2921 
 

§ Dr. John Mischo (Professor)  Department of English, Humanities, and Languages, School of 
Arts & Sciences, Southeastern Oklahoma State University, 1405 North 4th Avenue, Durant, 
Oklahoma, 74701.  jmischo@se.edu (580) 745-2000 
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SALARY CALCULATION FORM 2011-2012 
Full-Time Faculty 

DEPARTMENT: ______________ SCHOOL: ______________ _ 
======================================================================================== 

DEGREES/EXPERIENCE 

1. DEGREE STATUS 
a. Highest Earned Degree? ______ _ 

b. If answer to (a.) is Master's than number of 
hours above the Master's in the teaching field, 
relevant field, or on an approved Doctoral 
program? ___________ _ 

2. ACADEMIC RANK? _______ _ 
a. __ Tenured (1) 
b. __ On Tenure Track (2) 
c. __ Not On Tenure Track (3) 

3. EXPERIENCE (SEE NOTE 1) 
a. Total Yrs. at SOSU in a full-time 

professional capacity? ______ _ 
b. Yrs. at other colleges or univ.? ___ _ 

___ .f 2 (maximum 5 yrs.) ____ _ 
c. Yrs. common school experience? 
__ f 2 (maximum 3 yrs.) ____ _ 

d. Yrs. allowable service? 
(a+ b + c). ________ _ 

4. MISCELLANEOUS 
a. Department Chair? ________ _ 
b. CPA? ___________ _ 
c. Add-on? ___________ _ 

If yes, attach detailed justification (requires 
President's approval) 

======================================== 
NOTE 1: Explanation: The number of allowable years are 
computed as follows: 
a. Total number of years at SOSU in a full-time professional 

capacity. 
b. One-half of the total number of years of full-time teaching 

experience at other colleges/universities up to five (5) years. 
c. One-half of the total number of years of full-time teaching 

experience at the elementary or secondary level up to three 
(3) years. 

(Number of allowable years) = a + b + c. This sum is not to exceed 
the number of years allowed at each of the following academic ranks: 

Instructor ............................................................... 7 years 
Assistant Professor ............................................ 1 O years* 
Associate Professor .......................................... 15 years* 
Professor ........................................................... 28 years* 

*Includes years at lower ranks. 

SALARY CALCULATION 

CALCULATION FOR DEGREE: 
Less than master's .................. $24,570 
Master's ..................................... 27 ,295 
Master's + 15 hrs* ..................... 30,025 
Master's+ 30 hrs* ..................... 32,760 
Master's + 55 hrs* ..................... 35,490 
Doctorate .................................. 38,215 

A. ____ _ 
*Toward Doctorate (See Note 2) 

CALCULATION FOR RANK: 
Instructor ................................. $4,098 
Assistant Prof 

with Masters ............................ 6,558 
Assistant Prof 

with Doctorate ......................... 8, 196 
Associate Prof ......................... 11 ,232 
Professor. ................................ 15,912 

CALCULATION FOR EXPERIENCE: 
$546.00 X (#of allowable 

B. ____ _ 

years) (See Note 1) C .. ___ _ 

ADD FOR DEPARTMENT CHAIR: 
($2,190) D .. ___ _ 

ADD-ON: E. ___ _ 

TOTAL SALARY (A+B+C+D+E) $ ___ _ 

======================================== 
NOTE 2: Hours "toward Doctorate" means graduate 
hours in the teaching field, relevant fields, or on an 
approved doctoral program. These hours will be 
certified by the Department Chair, the appropriate 
Dean, and the Vice-President for Academic Affairs. 

======================================================================================== 
Department Chair __________________ Dean ______________ _ 

VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS. _________________ _ 
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GUIDE FOR APPLICATION OF THE SALARY CARD 

1. Upper-level undergraduate and graduate hours taken at SOSU after the Master's degree will not be 
counted as work toward the Doctorate unless the Doctoral Granting Institution documents in writing 
(letter, degree plan) that these hours will count on a specific degree program. 

2. After a Master's degree has been completed, post master's graduate hours taken at SOSU in School 
Administration may be counted as hours toward a doctorate when these hours are directly related to the 
teaching assignment. 

3. An MFA degree will be counted at the level of "Masters+ 30" hours toward the Doctorate. 

4. A Master's degree with a CPA will be counted at the level of "Master's+ 30" hours toward the Doctorate. 

5. Two Master's degrees will be counted at the level of "Masters + 15" hours toward the Doctorate when 
both degrees are relevant to the teaching assignment. 

6. Part-time SOSU faculty who have taught 3/4 time or more during a semester will receive credit toward 
years of college teaching experience should they become full-time faculty. 

7. Individuals with prior employment at SOSU in a non-teaching professional capacity will receive 
consideration toward years of college teaching experience. Typically, such employment has been coded 
in one of the following HEGIS categories: 

01--Executive Officers 
02--Directors of Units 
03--Administrators within Units 
06--Specialist Support (ex: Counselor, Librarian) 

8. A paid sabbatical from SOSU counts toward SOSU teaching experience. Leave without pay does not 
count toward experience. 

9. College-level teaching or administrative experience at other institutions will count only when it is 
documented to be a full-time faculty appointment. Post-doctoral experience at other institutions will count 
when it is documented to be a full-time appointment. 

10. Elementary or secondary teaching experience will count only when it is documented to be a full-time 
appointment. 

11. On the Salary Schedule, Under "3. EXPERIENCE", parts a, b, and c will be computed using 
increments of one-half (.5). 
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ON THE BASIS OF RACE, COLOR, RELIGION, NATIONAL ORIGIN, SEX, AGE, DISABILITY, SEXUAL ORIENTATION,
GENDER IDENTITY OR VETERAN STATUS

ADA COMPLIANCE | WEB ACCESSIBILITY STATEMENT |
IT ACCESSIBILITY ACT | CIVIL RIGHTS & TITLE IX POLICY | STUDENT DISCLOSURE INFORMATION

COPYRIGHT © 2017 · SOUTHEASTERN OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY ·

Previous Post
Traditional Candlelighting event set for Dec.
4 at Southeastern

Next Post
Oklahoma Teacher of the Year Jon Hazell
named speaker for Fall Commencement

Southeastern News
President’s statement on Tudor v. Southeastern
Oklahoma State University and the Regional University
System of Oklahoma

NOVEMBER 20, 2017 by UNIVERSITY COMMUNICATIONS

Re:  Tudor v. Southeastern Oklahoma State University and the Regional University System of Oklahoma

Earlier today, in U.S. District Court in Oklahoma City, the jury returned a verdict in favor of the plaintiff (Dr.
Rachel Tudor).

Southeastern president Sean Burrage has released the following statement:

“Southeastern Oklahoma State University places great trust in the judicial system and respects the verdict
rendered today by the jury.  It has been our position throughout this process that the legal system would
handle this matter, while the University continues to focus its time and energy on educating students. All
legal questions should be directed to the Oklahoma Office of the Attorney General.”
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United States of America & Dr. Rachel Tudor v. Southeastern Oklahoma State 
University & the Regional University System of Oklahoma (W.D. Okla.), 

Case No. CIV-15-324-C 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE UNITED ST ATES OF AMERICA AND SOUTHEASTERN 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY AND THE REGIONAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 
OF OKLAHOMA 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. This Settlement Agreement ("Agreement") is entered between Plaintiff, the 

United States of America ("the United States"), through the Department of Justice and 

Defendants Southeastern Oklahoma State University ("Southeastern"), and the Regional 

University System of Oklahoma ("RUSO"), through their authorized representatives. Plaintiff 

and Defendants are referred to herein as the "Parties." Southeastern and RUSO are referred to 

collectively as the "Defendants." 

2. This Agreement resolves a Complaint filed by the United States on March 30, 

2015, against Defendants in the United States District Court for the Western District of 

Oklahoma, United States of America v. Southeastern Oklahoma State University & the Regional 

University System of Oklahoma, Case No. CIV-15-324-C, ECF No. 1 ("Complaint"), as well as 

any and all Title VII claims that could have been brought by the United States, up to the date of 

this agreement, based on the factual allegations set forth in the Complaint. 

3. In its Complaint, the United States alleged that Defendants violated Title VII of 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq. ("Title VII"), by discriminating against 

Dr. Rachel Tudor ("Complaining .Party"), a transgender professor, based on her sex and by 

retaliating against her. 
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4. Complaining Party moved to intervene in the United States' case on April 9, 

2015, ECF No. 7, and the Court granted her intervention on May 4, 2015, ECF No. 23. 

Complaining Party's Complaint in Intervention alleged violations of Title VII similar to those 

alleged by the United States and included additional claims under Title VII. At all times during 

the course of this litigation, Complaining Party has been represented by her own attorneys. 

Complaining Party's claims are not resolved by this Agreement. Plaintiff shall not, unless 

legally required to do so, provide direct assistance to Complaining Party, Defendants, or their 

counsel regarding their claims or defenses in this lawsuit. This includes aid in discovery, 

research, motion drafting, writing, document review and/or production, payment of expert 

witnesses, witness preparation, access to investigators or other U.S. Department of Justice 

personnel, trial preparation, technical or other information technology support, and financial 

assistance. 

II. RECITALS 

5. The allegations of the United States against Defendants are set forth in detail in 

the Complaint. 

6. The Parties agree, for the purposes of this case only, that Southeastern and RUSO 

are an integrated enterprise and may be treated as a single employer. 

7. Defendants dispute the allegations of the United States and deny that they 

discriminated against or retaliated against Complaining Party in violation of Title VII. 

8. Nevertheless, the Parties agree that the controversy should be resolved without 

further proceedings of any kind. 
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9. To avoid the delay, uncertainty, inconvenience and expense of further litigation of 

Plaintiffs claims, and in consideration of the mutual promises and obligations set forth below, 

the Parties agree and covenant to the following material terms and conditions: 

III. TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

A. DEFINITIONS 

10. "Days" refers to calendar days, unless business days are clearly specified in the 

context of a specific provision of this Agreement. To the extent this Agreement refers to 

"business days," those days are Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday regardless 

of whether the Defendants actually conduct business on those days. If any deadline referenced in 

this Agreement should fall on a weekend, State of Oklahoma holiday, or federal holiday, the 

deadline shall be moved to the next business day. 

11. "Effective Date" refers to the date of the signature of the last signatory to the 

Agreement. 

12. "Policies" refers to all employment, personnel, and labor policies or manuals that 

relate to the relationship between Defendants and their employees or job applicants, including 

but not limited to Southeastern' s Academic Policies and Procedures Manual, any non­

discrimination or non-retaliation policies, and any policies or manuals applicable to the 

investigation of complaints of discrimination or retaliation. 

13. "Supervisor" refers to (1) any employee who has the authority to hire, fire, 

promote, transfer, discipline, or take any other tangible employment action against another 

employee; and/or (2) any employee who possesses the authority to direct the work activities of at 

least one other employee. 

14. "Underlying Case" refers to Plaintiffs Complaint. 
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B. PROHIBITED CONDUCT AND AFFIRMATIVE OBLIGATIONS 

i. Non-Discrimination and Non-Retaliation 

15. Defendants will not discriminate against applicants or employees on the basis of 

sex (including a person's non-conformity to sex stereotypes) in violation of Title VII. 

16. Defendants will not retaliate against any individual, including Complaining Party, 

because they opposed any practice that they believe in good faith violates Title VII; filed a 

charge with the United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission ("EEOC") or any 

other state or local agency charged with enforcing anti-discrimination laws; or testified, assisted, 

or participated in any manner in an investigation, proceeding, or hearing under Title VII and/or 

in connection with this case. 

ii. Designation of EEO Officer at Southeastern 

1 7. Defendants have designated an individual at Southeastern to serve as Equal 

Employment Opportunity Officer ("EEO Officer"). The EEO Officer shall be an employee of 

Southeastern, and the President of Southeastern shall serve as the only immediate supervisor for 

the EEO Officer. Southeastern shall employ an EEO Officer that meets the terms of this 

Agreement for the entire duration of this Agreement. 

18. The EEO Officer will be responsible for (a) investigating potential Title VII 

violations or overseeing others who are called upon to investigate potential Title VII violations; 

(b) training or overseeing the training of employees on their Title VII rights; ( c) implementing 

the policy changes discussed in this Agreement and training employees on those changes; and ( d) 

performing other tasks as described below. Defendants will create a written job description for 

the EEO Officer that incorporates the job requirements described in this Agreement and they will 

provide it to the United States for review within 60 days of the Effective Date. The United 
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States' review of the job description will take place under the same timeframes and procedures 

set forth below in Paragraph 2l(a)-(b). 

19. The EEO Officer will undergo, or has undergone, 32 hours of training on how to 

conduct investigations of discrimination complaints during his or her first year as EEO Officer 

and 8 hours of continued training on this topic every year thereafter. 

a. The United States shall have the opportunity to review the proposed EEO Officer 

training, and shall have the right to object to such training if it does not comply with 

the terms of this Agreement. 

b. The training will cover, at a minimum, investigative techniques related to gathering 

and reviewing documentary and electronic evidence; interviewing witnesses; making 

credibility determinations; writing investigative reports; and avoiding appearances of 

bias toward complainants or respondents. 

c. Within 60 days of the Effective Date, Defendants will identify the training 

program(s) the EEO Officer will undergo, or has undergone in the year prior to the 

Effective Date, and provide to Plaintiff all proposed training materials. Plaintiffs 

review of the training will occur in accordance with the timeline set forth in 

Paragraph 31 ( c )-( d) for review of other required training programs and materials. If 

Plaintiff objects to the training program(s) or materials and a dispute arises, the 

Parties would follow the procedure described in the Dispute Resolution section of 

this Agreement to resolve the dispute. To the extent the EEO Officer identified has 

undergone training during the year prior to the Effective Date that satisfies 

Defendants' obligations under Paragraph 19, Plaintiff will not unreasonably refuse to 

credit such training toward the 32-hour requirement. 
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d. Within fifteen (15) days of the EEO Officer's completion of the initial 32 hours of 

training, and the continued training annually thereafter, Defendants shall provide 

written confirmation to Plaintiff that the training has been completed. 

20. The President of Southeastern will annually evaluate the EEO Officer's handling 

and/or overseeing of investigations and training. 

a. For the investigations performance criterion, evaluation metrics must include 

whether the EEO Officer: (a) met the timeframes for investigating complaints, which 

are discussed below; (b) conducted investigations in a proper and impartial manner; 

and ( c) complied with all policies, including the new or revised policies 

implemented pursuant to Paragraphs 21-30. 

b. For the training performance criterion, the EEO Officer will solicit anonymous 

feedback from employees who underwent training. The President will consider that 

feedback, among other things, when rating the EEO Officer's performance. 

c. The President's annual evaluation of the EEO Officer's performance will include a 

detailed written explanation of the factual basis for the evaluation. 

iii. Policy Changes 

21. Southeastern will modify its Policies, as defined in Paragraph 12 above, as they 

pertain to protected classes under Title VII, i.e., race, color, sex , religion, national origin, and 

retaliation for protected conduct. To the extent existing Policies, including but not limited to 

Southeastern' s Academic Policies and Procedures Manual, are inconsistent with the 

requirements of Paragraphs 22 to 30 below, Defendants shall revise those existing Policies. 

6 
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a. No later than sixty (60) days after the Effective Date, Defendants shall provide 

copies of any proposed Policies created or revised pursuant this Agreement to 

Plaintiff for review. 

b. Plaintiff will notify Defendants in writing within thirty (30) days of receipt of the 

proposed Policies pursuant to Paragraph 2l(a) whether it has any objections to the 

proposed Policies. The notification shall specify the nature of the objection, if any. 

Plaintiff shall not unreasonably object, and may only object on the basis that the 

proposed Policies do not conform to the terms of this Agreement. The Parties shall 

make a good faith effort to confer regarding any disagreements concerning the 

proposed Policies prior to instigating breach proceedings pursuant to Paragraph 39. 

c. Immediately after Plaintiff notifies Defendants that it has no objections to their 

Policy modifications or, in the event Plaintiff asserts an objection, immediately after 

Plaintiffs objections to the revised Policies are resolved, Defendants shall 

implement and shall adhere to the modified Policies. 

22. The Policies must specify the following regarding who may investigate and make 

decisions about discrimination or retaliation complaints: 

a. Neither a respondent nor a complainant in a discrimination or retaliation 

investigation may be one of the decision makers charged with determining whether 

the respondent discriminated or retaliated against the complainant. 

b. If a discrimination or retaliation complaint is made either by or against the President 

of Southeastern, except as provided in Paragraph 22(b )(iii) below, someone who 

does not work for Southeastern must investigate the complaint. If a discrimination 

or retaliation complaint is made by or against the President of Southeastern: 
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i) The person who investigates the complaint must satisfy the same 

investigative training requirements as the EEO Officer, which are 

discussed in Paragraph 19 above. 

ii) The RUSO Board of Regents will make the final decision on the merits 

of the complaint. 

iii) Where the RUSO Board determines that the President of Southeastern 

is named as a respondent in a Complaint merely because of the Office 

of the President's position within the hierarchy of Southeastern 

management, and not because of any alleged conduct by the President 

personally, the investigation of that complaint may be conducted by an 

employee of Southeastern. In this instance, the RUSO Board must 

document the basis for its decision to permit the investigation to be 

conducted by a Southeastern employee. 

23. The Policies will clearly explain how individuals may make discrimination and 

retaliation complaints, including: 

a. The Policies will state that employees or applicants may make discrimination or 

retaliation complaints either orally or in writing to any person in their direct chain of 

command at Southeastern, the EEO Officer at Southeastern, or the RUSO Board. If 

the complaint is made orally initially, the recipient and/or the EEO Officer will 

direct the complainant to submit a written complaint. The EEO Officer may assist 

with the write-up if requested. The complainant shall make any necessary 

corrections to the write up of the complaint, and then the complainant shall sign and 

date the write up of the complaint. 

8 

Case 5:15-cv-00324-C   Document 268-3   Filed 12/11/17   Page 9 of 23



b. The Policies will state that employees and applicants may make discrimination 

and/or retaliation complaints to an appropriate agency external to RUSO or 

Southeastern, such as the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

("EEOC"). The Policies will provide the name and contact information (phone 

number, email, etc.) of the EEO Officer, the EEOC, the U.S. Department of Justice 

Civil Rights Division, and any other state or local government agency that could 

investigate Title VII complaints against Southeastern. The Policies will be timely 

updated when there are changes in any of these names and/or contact information. 

24. The Policies will make the following statements regarding the handling of 

complaints: 

a. Investigations of complaints will be promptly conducted and completed. 

b. The EEO Officer or an investigator under the EEO Officer's oversight will conduct 

all investigations in a fair and impartial manner. 

c. The EEO Officer and/or investigators will be subject to discipline if they conduct an 

investigation in an unfair or partial manner. 

d. Retaliation for filing a complaint or participating in a discrimination and/or 

retaliation investigation is strictly prohibited. 

25. The Policies will make the following statements regarding the reporting 

responsibilities of Supervisors: 

a. All Supervisors who witness conduct or receive complaints of discrimination or 

retaliation shall promptly report such actions to the EEO Officer so that the EEO 
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Officer can ensure that complaints are promptly investigated, if necessary, in 

accordance with this Agreement and/or the Policies. 

b. Any Supervisor who witnesses or becomes aware of conduct that she or he 

reasonably believes may be discriminatory or retaliatory must promptly report the 

conduct to the EEO Officer, even if the Supervisor has not received a complaint. 

c. All Supervisors shall report complaints and/or information about discrimination or 

retaliation promptly. Absent unusual circumstances, Supervisors should report 

complaints and/or information about discrimination within ten (10) days. 

26. The Policies will state that an employee or applicant who claims that he or she 

was subjected to discrimination and/or retaliation is not required (before making a complaint or 

during the course of the investigation of his or her complaint) to discuss the alleged 

discriminatory and/or retaliatory conduct with the person alleged to have committed the 

discrimination and/or retaliation. 

27. The Policies will state that the EEO Officer will provide written notice to the 

respondent(s) and complainant(s) when he or she initiates an investigation. This written notice 

shall be provided within five (5) business days of the EEO Officer's receipt of a complaint or, if 

the EEO Officer determines that some preliminary investigation must occur prior to notifying the 

respondent(s) and complainant(s), within five (5) business days of the conclusion of that 

preliminary investigation. The written notice shall also state: 

a. that the investigation should be completed within sixty (60) days of the EEO 

Officer's receipt of the complaint or information and, if it is not, the EEO Officer 

will inform the complainant, or putative victim, and respondent(s) of how much 

longer the EEO Officer believes the investigation will take; 
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b. that an investigative report will be provided to the respondent(s) and complainant(s), 

(or putative victim(s) in the absence of a complaint), and this report will describe the 

investigator's findings of fact and conclusions of merit with respect to each allegedly 

discriminatory and/or retaliatory action; 

c. that retaliation against complainant(s) for filing a complaint, or against witnesses for 

participating in the investigation, is prohibited by law and university policy; 

d. the identity of the person who will conduct the investigation and information about 

the complainant's and respondent's option to request that the investigator recuse 

himself or herself if the complainant or respondent has good faith basis to believe 

that the investigator will not conduct a proper and impartial investigation; 

e. that the EEO Officer welcomes feedback from the complainant(s) and respondent(s) 

on whether they believe the investigation was conducted properly and impartially, 

and the complainant(s) and respondent(s) will receive an optional survey at the 

conclusion of the investigation which will seek this feedback; and 

f. if the EEO Officer conducted a preliminary investigation prior to providing notice of 

the investigation to complainant(s) and respondent(s), the basis of the need for the 

pre-notice preliminary investigation. 

28. If the EEO Officer receives information that reasonably supports allegations that 

discrimination and/or retaliation may have occurred but the putative victim(s) has not 

complained, the Policies will state that the EEO Officer will do the following: 

a. Within five (5) business days of learning of the conduct, but prior to initiating an 

investigation, the EEO Officer will communicate with the putative victim(s) to 

gather information and to determine whether the putative victim(s) wants an 
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investigation to be conducted. If the EEO Officer determines that a preliminary 

investigation must be completed before notifying the putative victim(s), the EEO 

Officer will notify the putative victim(s) within five (5) days of the completion of 

that preliminary investigation. 

b. The EEO Officer will then decide, within five business (5) days after communicating 

with the putative victim(s), whether to initiate an investigation, keeping in mind that 

the EEO Officer may initiate an investigation even if the putative victim(s) does not 

want an investigation to be conducted. 

c. If, after communicating with the putative victim(s), the EEO Officer decides to 

initiate an investigation, the notification requirements described in Paragraph 27 . 

shall be followed, except that the written notice shall be provided within five 

business (5) days of the EEO Officer's decision to initiate an investigation pursuant 

to Paragraph 28(b ). 

29. The Policies will provide a process for the EEO Officer and/or other investigator 

to recuse himself or herself if (1) his or her impartiality might reasonably be questioned; (2) he 

or she has a personal bias in favor of or against the complainant(s) or respondent(s); or (3) he or 

she is a respondent and/or took part in any of the allegedly discriminatory and/or retaliatory 

actions. The Policies will also set forth that: 

a. If the investigator refuses to recuse himself or herself upon the request of a 

complainant or respondent, the person who requested recusal may appeal that 

decision to the President of Southeastern and, after the President, to the RUSO 

Board. 
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b. If an investigator recuses himself or herself, a person from another RUSO institution 

with the requisite investigatory training (discussed in Paragraph 19) may conduct the 

investigation instead. 

30. The Policies will describe the investigative training requirements for the EEO 

Officer described in Paragraph 19, and will require any individual whom Southeastern charges 

with conducting discrimination and retaliation investigations to satisfy those same investigative 

training requirements. 

iv. Training 

31. Southeastern shall provide one-time, in-person mandatory Title VII training, 

conducted by a trainer from outside Southeastern and RUSO and covering the issue of Title 

VII's protections for people who do not conform to sex stereotypes, to all Southeastern 

employees within 120 days of the Effective Date. The training shall be available for remote 

participation at the time it is conducted and shall be recorded on video. Attendance at a showing 

of the recorded training shall satisfy this training requirement for those employees who are 

unable to attend the live training, either in person or remotely, despite reasonable efforts to do so. 

Plaintiff shall identify three trainers that would be acceptable to it, and RUSO shall select from 

among those trainers. 

a. No later than twenty (20) days after the Effective Date, Defendants shall identify for 

Plaintiff the trainer that they have selected from among the three trainers that 

Plaintiff proposed. 

b. No later than sixty ( 60) days after the Effective Date, Defendants shall provide to 

Plaintiff a description of their selected trainer's proposed mandatory training 

program as well as copies of the training materials. 
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c. If Plaintiff has objections to the trainer's proposed training program or materials, 

then Plaintiff will notify Defendants in writing within thirty (30) days of receipt of 

the proposed training program and materials. The notification shall specify the 

nature of the objection, and Plaintiff shall not unreasonably object; Plaintiffs ability 

to review and object to the training program and materials shall be limited to ensure 

that the program and materials conform to the terms of this Agreement. The Parties 

shall make a good faith effort to confer regarding any disagreements concerning the 

training program or materials prior to instigating breach resolution discussions or 

proceedings pursuant to Paragraph 39. 

d. Within 21 days of completion of the training described in this Paragraph, Defendants 

shall provide written confirmation to Plaintiff that the training has been completed 

and that all employees of Southeastern attended and completed the training. 

32. Within 180 days of the Effective Date and annually thereafter, Defendants must 

provide in-person training on Southeastern' s non-discrimination and non-retaliation policies 

(including any revisions to the Policies) and Title VII to all Southeastern employees. The 

training shall be available for remote participation at the time it is conducted and shall be 

recorded on video. Attendance at a showing of the recorded training shall satisfy this training 

requirement for those employees who are unable to attend the live training, either in person or 

remotely, despite reasonable efforts to do so. 

a. The training described in Paragraph 31 may satisfy this requirement for annual 

training on Title VII for the year in which it is given. 
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b. No later than 120 days after the Effective Date, Defendants shall provide to the 

United States a description of the proposed training program and copies of the 

proposed training materials for the annual training pursuant to Paragraph 32. 

c. If Plaintiff has objections to Defendants' proposed training program or training 

materials, then Plaintiff will notify Defendants in writing within thirty (30) days of 

receipt of the proposal pursuant to Paragraph 32(b). The notification shall specify 

the nature of the objection, and Plaintiff shall not unreasonably object. Plaintiffs 

ability to review and object to the training program and materials shall be limited to 

ensure that the program and materials conform to the terms of this Agreement, 

including that the materials are consistent with Defendants' Policies, including any 

revisions to those Policies required by this Agreement. The Parties shall make a 

good faith effort to confer regarding any disagreements concerning the proposed 

training prior to instigating breach resolution discussions or proceedings pursuant to 

Paragraph 3 9. 

d. Within twenty-one (21) days of completion of the training described in this 

Paragraph, Defendants shall provide written confirmation to Plaintiff that the 

training has been completed, and that all employees of Southeastern attended and 

completed the training. 

33. All new Southeastern employees must receive training on Southeastem's non-

discrimination and non-retaliation policies and Title VII within fourteen ( 14) business days of 

their first day of employment by Southeastern. This requirement may be satisfied by the annual 

training pursuant to Paragraph 32, provided it occurs within fourteen ( 14) business days of their 

first day of employment by Southeastern. 
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34. Within one hundred-eighty (180) days of the Effective Date and annually 

thereafter, Southeastern shall train all Supervisors on handling employee complaints of 

discrimination and/or retaliation that fall under one or more of the protected categories in Title 

VII (race, color, sex, religion, national origin, and retaliation for protected conduct). 

Southeastern shall also inform Supervisors that they could be subject to discipline if they do not, 

under the Policies revised or created pursuant to this Agreement, promptly inform the EEO 

Officer of discrimination and/or retaliation complaints. 

a. No later than one-hundred twenty (120) days after the Effective Date, Defendants 

shall provide to Plaintiff a description of the proposed training program and 

proposed training materials for the annual Supervisor training pursuant to Paragraph 

34. 

b. If Plaintiff has objections to Defendants' proposed training program or training 

materials, then Plaintiff will notify Defendants in writing within thirty (30) days of 

receipt of the proposal pursuant to Paragraph 34(a). The notification shall specify 

the nature of the objection and Plaintiff shall not unreasonably object. Plaintiffs 

ability to review and object to the training program and materials shall be limited to 

ensure that the program and materials conform to the terms of this Agreement. The 

Parties shall make a good faith effort to confer regarding any disagreements 

concerning the proposed training prior to instigating breach resolution discussions or 

proceedings pursuant to Paragraph 3 9. 

c. Within twenty-one (21) days of completion of the training described in Paragraph 

34, Defendants shall provide written confirmation to Plaintiff that the training has 

been completed and that all Supervisors attended and completed the training. 
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IV. DOCUMENT RETENTION, COMPLIANCE MONITORING, AND TERM OF 
THE AGREEMENT 

35. While this Agreement remains in effect, Defendants will retain documents 

relevant to implementation of the Agreement, such as documents showing which employees 

attended mandatory trainings; documents related to sex discrimination or retaliation complaints; 

and documents related to the evaluation of the EEO Officer's performance. Plaintiff may request 

documents and information for purposes of monitoring Defendants' compliance with the 

Agreement and Defendants shall make those documents available to Plaintiff within forty-two 

(42) days of Defendants' receipt of such a request. 

36. Defendants must notify Plaintiff within twenty-eight (28) days of the initiation of 

any investigation of alleged sex discrimination (including discrimination based on non-

conformity to sex stereotypes) and/or retaliation as described in Paragraph 16. Defendants will 

produce any non-privileged documents related to sex discrimination and/or retaliation 

investigations that Plaintiff requests. 

37. Defendants' obligations under the Agreement will expire twenty-four (24) months 

from the Effective Date, or after all of the relief specified in the Agreement has been 

implemented, whichever is later. 

V. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

38. The Parties shall endeavor in good faith to resolve informally any differences 

regarding interpretation of or compliance with this Agreement prior to initiating any court action. 

39. If Plaintiff has a good faith belief that there has been a failure by either or both 

Defendant(s) to perform in a timely manner any act required by this Agreement, or otherwise to 

act in conformance with any provision thereof, whether intentionally or not, then Plaintiff will 

notify Defendants in writing of the concerns about purported breach, and the Parties will attempt 
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to resolve those concerns in good faith. Unless otherwise expressly agreed in writing, 

Defendants shall have twenty-one (21) days from the date the United States provides notification 

of any breach of this Agreement to cure the breach or provide written explanation as to why the 

perceived breach is not actually a breach of this Agreement. If the parties are unable to resolve a 

dispute over whether Defendants have breached the Agreement, Plaintiff may file a civil action 

to enforce the Agreement. The Parties agree that the United States District Court for the Western 

District of Oklahoma is a proper venue to enforce this Agreement and that they may, in any 

action to enforce this agreement, seek to have the court impose any remedy authorized at law or 

equity including, but not limited to, remedies available under Title VII. The Parties further agree 

that Plaintiff will not be required to exhaust any administrative remedies through the EEOC 

before filing an action to enforce the Agreement. 

40. For the purposes of an action to enforce this Agreement, the Parties agree that 

each and every provision of this Agreement is material. 

VI. TERMINATION OF LITIGATION HOLD 

41. The Parties agree that, as of the date of the dismissal of the Underlying Case, 

litigation is not "reasonably foreseeable" concerning the matters alleged in Plaintiffs Complaint. 

To the extent that any Party previously implemented a litigation hold to preserve documents, 

electronically stored information (ESI), or things related to the matters described above, the 

Party is no longer required to maintain such litigation hold. Nothing in this Paragraph relieves 

any Party of any other obligations imposed by this Agreement. Nothing in this Paragraph affects 

any other litigation hold that the Parties may have in place with respect to claims outside of 

Plaintiffs Complaint. 
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VII. DURATION, EXECUTION, AND OTHER TERMS 

42. The Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which together 

shall be considered an original but all of which shall constitute one agreement. Facsimiles of 

signatures shall constitute acceptable, binding signatures for purposes of this Agreement. 

43. Five (5) business days after the execution of this Agreement, the Parties will sign 

and file a Joint Stipulation of Dismissal of the Underlying Case pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 41(a)(l). 

44. This Agreement, being entered with the consent of the Parties, shall not constitute 

an admission, adjudication or finding on the merits of the allegations made in Plaintiffs 

Complaint, and it also shall not prejudice either party or be admissible by either party in any 

future proceedings except as described in Section V. The entry of this Agreement shall not 

preclude litigation of any facts or issues in any proceeding between Defendants and any other 

individuals. 

45. Each Party shall bear its own legal and other costs incurred in connection with 

this litigation, including the preparation and performance of this Agreement. 

46. Each Party and signatory to this Agreement represents that it freely and 

voluntarily enters in to this Agreement without any degree of duress or compulsion. 

4 7. This Agreement is governed by the laws of the United States. The exclusive 

jurisdiction and venue for any dispute relating to this Agreement is the United States District 

Court for the Western District of Oklahoma. This provision does not constitute, and should not 

be construed as, a waiver by Plaintiff of sovereign immunity, or any other jurisdictional or legal 

defense available to Plaintiff. For purposes of construing this Agreement, this Agreement shall 

be deemed to have been drafted by all Parties to this Agreement and shall not, therefore, be 
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construed against any Party for that reason in any subsequent dispute. This Agreement 

constitutes the complete agreement among the Parties and supersedes all prior agreements, 

representations, negotiations, and undertakings not set forth or incorporated herein. This 

Agreement may not be amended except by written consent of all of the Parties. 

48. The undersigned representatives of RUSO and Southeastern and their counsel 

represent and warrant that they are fully authorized to execute this Agreement on behalf of the 

persons and entities indicated below. 

49. This Agreement is binding on RUSO and Southeastem's successors, transferees, 

heirs, and assigns. 

50. The Parties agree that, until final resolution of Complaining Party's claims, they 

will not issue a press release regarding this case or the Agreement or post the Agreement on the 

website or social media accounts of the Department of Justice and will not substantively respond 

to requests from the press for comment on the Agreement unless response to such press requests 

is otherwise required by law. 

51. Until final resolution of Complaining Party's claims, the United States agrees to 

inform the Defendants if it receives a Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA") request for the 

Agreement before producing the Agreement to the FOIA requester. 

52. Should any provision of this Agreement be declared or determined by any court to 

be illegal or invalid, the validity of the remaining parts, terms or provisions shall not be affected 

thereby and said illegal or invalid part, term or provision shall be deemed not to be a part of this 

Agreement. 
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53. The Parties agree that they will not, individually or in combination with another, 

seek to have any court declare or determine that any provision of this Agreement is illegal or 

invalid. 
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GREGORY B. RI 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 

DELORA L. KENNEBREW 
Chief 
Employment Litigation Section 
Civil Rights Division 

MEREDITH L. BURRELL 
Depi1ty Chief 
Employment Litigation Section 
Civil Rights Division 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Patdck Henry Bllilding, Fourth Floor 
Washington, DC 20530 

DATED: /J"1, c5)~ UJ/1 

UTHEASTERN OKLAHOMA·STATE U IVERSITY: 

FOR DEFENDANT REGIONAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF OI<LAHOMA: 
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Designee T. Lynn Lofton, East Central University - via iTV 
Dennis Westman, Murray State College 
Designee Christy Landsaw, Northeastern Oklahoma State University 
Anita Simpson, Northern Oklahoma College 
David Pecha, Northwestern Oklahoma State University 
Designee Kim Andrade, Redlands Community College 
Kent Lashley, Rose State College 
Sheridan McCaffree, RUSO Administrative Office 
Braden Brown, Seminole State College 
Dennis Westman, Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
Brenda Burgess, Southwestern Oklahoma State University 
Patti Neuhold, University of Central Oklahoma 
Tricia Latham, Western Oklahoma State College 

Voting against the motion: None 

Abstaining: None 

Patti Neuhold (UCO) made the motion, seconded by Anita Simpson (NOC) to cover 
gender assignment according to Option B of the proposal, which does not cover surgical 
procedures. 

Voting for the motion: 

Dennis Westman, Murray State College 
Designee Christy Landsaw, Northeastern Oklahoma State University 
Anita Simpson, Northern Oklahoma College 
David Pecha, Northwestern Oklahoma State University 
Designee Kim Andrade, Redlands Community College 
Kent Lashley, Rose State College 
Sheridan McCaffree, RUSO Administrative Office 
Braden Brown, Seminole State College 
Dennis Westman, Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
Brenda Burgess, Southwestern Oklahoma State University 
Patti Neuhold, University of Central Oklahoma 
Tricia Latham, Western Oklahoma State College 

Voting against the motion: 

Designee T. Lynn Lofton, East Central University - via iTV 

Abstaining: None 

Motion passes by a vote of 12 to 1. 
10. Whitney Popchoke, RUSO/OKHEEI, discussed the option for an RFP and/or "piggybacking" on 

an existing state contract. 
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Sheridan McCaffree (RUSO) made the motion, seconded by Jena Marr (RCC), to 
approve the minutes of the October 27, 2016 Special Meeting. 

Voting for the motion: 

Jessica Kilby, East Central University - via iTV 
Dennis Westman, Murray State College 
Designee Christy Landsaw, Northeastern State University 
Anita Simpson, Northern Oklahoma College 
David Pecha, Northwestern Oklahoma State University 
Jena Marr, Redlands Community College 
Krista Norton, Rose State College 
Sheridan McCaffree, RUSO Administrative Office 
Designee Courtney Jones, Seminole State College 
Dennis Westman, Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
Brenda Burgess, Southwestern Oklahoma State University 
Patti Neuhold, University of Central Oklahoma 
Tricia Latham, Western Oklahoma State College - via iTV 

Voting against the motion: None 

Abstaining: None 

2. Nancy Gerrity, RUSO, discussed the need to modify the October 5th vote for changes in 
gender assignment coverage since it was decided by the RUSO General Counsel that 
OKHEEI does have to abide by Section 1557 of the IRS Code. 

Sheridan McCaffree (RUSO) made the motion, seconded by David Pecha (NWOSU) to 
cover all medically necessary gender assignment surgery as required. 

Voting for the motion: 

Jessica Kilby, East Central University - via iTV 
Dennis Westman, Murray State College 
Designee Christy Landsaw, Northeastern State University 
Anita Simpson, Northern Oklahoma College 
David Pecha, Northwestern Oklahoma State University 
Jena Marr, Redlands Community College 
Krista Norton, Rose State College 
Sheridan McCaffree, RUSO Administrative Office 
Designee Courtney Jones, Seminole State College 
Dennis Westman, Southeastern Oklahoma State University 
Brenda Burgess, Southwestern Oklahoma State University 
Patti Neuhold, University of Central Oklahoma 
Tricia Latham, Western Oklahoma State College - via iTV 

Voting against the motion: None 

Abstaining: None 
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