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ACCOMPLISHMENTS

I. Professional Development Fund

The President's Commission on Leshian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Concerns
(PCLGBTC) launched its inaugural cycle of a Professional Development awards program. The
Professional Development Fund aims to promote the professional development of self-
identifying LGBT Emory staff and Faculty by allowing individuals to attend conferences,
seminars or trainings. Through the fund, PCLGBTC will award a limited number of grants, not to
exceed $500, to reimburse the costs for professional conference or training expenses related to
the recipient’s field of employment and research/teaching.

Applications are to be judged on the following criteria:

1. Persons presenting an oral presentation or poster in their area of employment, research
or training at a recognized domestic or international meeting

2. Persons serving as a panelist or invited speaker, on a topic related to their area of
employment or teaching/ research

3. Persons serving in a leadership position (e.g. President, Chair) at a recognized domestic
or international meeting on a topic related to their area of employment or teaching/
research

4. Persons must demonstrate how attendance at the meeting/conference/training will
enhance their current skill set and raise the profile of Emory

5. Priority consideration will be given to those who have not previously received an award

After the training, seminar or conference, award recipients are required to submit a one-page
summary detailing the activities conducted during their meeting attendance to PCLGBTC.

During the 2007-2008 cycle, the Commission received a large number of applications and were
able to offer professional development funds to seven individuals from across Emory’s schools
and divisions.

Il. Chesnut/LGBT Person of the Year Award

In 2007-2008, the Commission named the second annual winner of the Chesnut/LGBT Person
of the Year Award: Laura Douglas-Brown. Ms. Brown is the Editor of Atlanta’s Southern Voice
newspaper and an Emory alum. The award was presented to Ms. Brown at the annual Emory
Pride Banquet in recognition of her contributions to the Emory and Atlanta LGBT communities.

The Commission also dedicated an award plaque, in recognition of Dr. Chesnut, to the Office of

LGBT Life. The plaque will be displayed in the Dobbs University Center and showcase the
names of all Chesnut/LGBT Person of the Year Award recipients.
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I1l. Commission Brochure

The PCLGBTC Executive Board worked diligently to create a colorful and informative
Commission brochure that will be used to educate Emory students, faculty, staff and alumni on
the PCLGBTC, as well as advertise and promote the Commission and other LGBT resources
and campus groups.

IV.Research

The PCLGBTC devoted a significant amount of time in 2007-08 to conducting research on
perceptions of community needs, with the desired outcome to better inform the Commission on
where to focus goals and objectives for the upcoming years. The research utilized a two-
pronged approach of both in-depth interviews and an online LGBT campus climate survey. For
complete research results refer to the report titled: Perceptions of Policy and Programming
Needs for Emory’s Leshian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Community, dated April 2008 (see
Appendix A).
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ISSUES

I. Blood Donation

The Federal Drug Administration’s (FDA) current policy on blood donations prohibits men who
have had sex with other men at any time since 1977 from serving as donors, based on a claim
of the group’s increased risk for HIV and hepatitis B. All organizations collecting blood must
comply with this regulation. The nation’s two leading blood suppliers, the American Red Cross
and America’s Blood Centers, along with research and advocacy groups such as the Gay and
Lesbian Medical Association, have been calling for a reexamination of this policy and lifting of
the ban due to advances in the screening process.

Since 2007, the President’'s Commission on LGBT Concerns has been engaged in efforts to
promote education on the FDA guidelines during blood donation events on the Emory campus,
while still encouraging donations. Emory’s “Save a Life” partnership with the American Red
Cross, which involves coordinated blood drive efforts across the campus, is critical due to a
current blood supply crisis in Georgia as well as Emory Healthcare's large need for blood
products. In April 2007, the Commission received a funding request for an Emory PRIDE
(Emory’s undergraduate LGBT student group) sponsored blood drive to raise awareness about
the FDA restrictions. The event was postponed until further partnerships could be engaged to
coordinate efforts. However, in the interim PRIDE leadership was informed that the American
Red Cross had denied their request for a “Blood Drive for Equality.” A letter addressed to Dr.
Ford by the Red Cross indicated a misunderstanding of the purpose of the event as an
educational forum and not a blood drive specifically for LGBT community members.

The Commission met with the Emory coordinator of the “Save a Life” partnership in October
2007 to discuss concerns regarding the outcome of the previous Spring’s request for a Blood
Drive for Equality. The Commission hopes to begin a future open dialogue with the Red Cross
to provide education to the Emory community as well as uncover additional means by which
members of the LGBT community may contribute, for instance, through donating blood and
blood products for scientific research.

II. Vendor Non-Discrimination Policy

The PCLGBTC has begun an initiative to examine whether there are any LGBTQ employment
protections within the companies that Emory uses as vendors and whether or not these vendors
are required in some way to uphold and/or honor Emory’s non-discrimination policies. The
Commission has had initial conversations with Ozzie Harris and plan on addressing this issue in
the future.
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COLLABORATION

I. Reporting Acts of Intolerance

The PCLGBTC, in conjunction with Equal Opportunity Programs and the University Leaders
(University Senate President, PCORE, PCSW and the Employee Council) agree that reporting
of acts of intolerance and violations on the non-discrimination policy is integral in transforming
Emory University into the ideal diverse destination university that embraces and empowers
individuals from all walks of life. Students who live on campus have a clear avenue to report
violations with Residence Life. However, for students who live off campus as well as faculty and
staff, there is a lack of a clear and consistent method to report acts of intolerance and violations
of the non-discrimination policy, in particular if it is unclear to a victim whether or not a law was
broken, and thus whether a response by the Emory Police Department is appropriate.

At the February 2008 PCLGBTC meeting, Senior Vice Provost for Community and Diversity
Ozzie Harris participated in a discussion with Commission members regarding reporting of acts
of intolerance and violations on the non-discrimination policy. The PCLGTBC has researched
other institutions and there are several that have thorough, comprehensive websites stating
various methods for reporting acts of intolerance or what some refer to as bias-motivated
incidents that occur on campus.

The PCLGBTC, with the support of the Senior Vice Provost for Community and Diversity,
recommends that the Office of Equal Opportunity Programs establish a comprehensive
reporting structure, listing methods by which one can report a bias motivated incident, and
develop a protocol for properly managing and following up with these reports. To accompany
this reporting structure there should be a website with all the necessary information and a
marketing effort by EOP to educate the Emory community on the importance of reporting all
bias motivated incidents, reporting methods and the resources available. The PCLGBTC is
aware that the EOP has limited staff, and recommends that the University be cognizant that the
need for additional EOP staff may develop.

II. Brown Bag Forums

The PCLGBTC took the lead in organizing and hosting the two brown bag forums this year, in
collaboration with the University Leaders groups. In the fall the topic was Immigration and in the
spring a Forum on Acts of Intolerance, titled Is Tolerance Enough?, was held. Forum
information and panelists are highlighted in Appendices C and D.

lll. Classroom on the Quad Book Drive
This year’s topic of the Classroom on the Quad was immigration. The PCLGBTC worked with
the University Leaders and partnered with the SGA to sponsor a children’s book drive for Family

Refugee Service and asked Emory students, faculty, and staff member to donate books for
charity.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

I.  Transgender Inclusiveness

In the Spring of 2006, the PCLGBTC put forth a proposal including recommendations to make
Emory University a more transgender-inclusive community. Since that time, many of the
recommendations have been brought to fruition, including:

e The modification of Emory’s non-discrimination policy to include gender identity and
expression

e Increased efforts to provide single-stall, unisex restrooms in as many buildings as
possible, including all newly constructed buildings

o Development of policies to amend one’s gender on University documents

e Provision of options for individuals to identify as other than male or female on forms
within Student Health Services

In the continuation of its work over the last three years to make Emory University a more
transgender inclusive environment, the PCLGBTC recommends that the University take the
following additional steps:

A.
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Allow for addition of a preferred name to University records and documents. This
will not remove the legal name tied to the student’s social security number.
Based on research by the PCLGBTC, at some other academic institutions
students can request that a preferred name be used instead of their legal name
on course rosters and in various university information systems without having
their name legally changed first.

Provide options for individuals to identify as other than male or female on forms
within other divisions of the University. Having a "sex" category on forms that is
limited to "Male" and "Female" makes transgender students feel disregarded and
overlooked. As a result, some colleges and universities are changing forms in
housing, admissions, health-care, and other areas of campus life where gender
needs to be asked to enable transgender students to self-identify.

Incorporate a private changing room in the Woodruff P.E. Center and Blomeyer
Health Fitness Center and change the name of the existing private changing
room in the Student Academic and Activity Center from “Family Changing
Room” to “Private Changing Room”, so that individuals (specifically
transgendered individuals) who do not have children can feel comfortable using
the space.

Public locker and shower rooms can be uncomfortable, intimidating, and even
dangerous places for transgender students. As a result, a growing number of
campuses have created private changing rooms when they have renovated or
built new recreation centers. These facilities not only serve the needs of
transgender students, but also parents with children of a different gender than
themselves, people with disabilities who require the assistance of an attendant of
a different gender, and anyone desiring greater privacy.



Il. Same Sex Domestic Partner Benefits Waiting Period

The PCLGBTC recommends that the University remove or reduce the 12 month waiting period
for changing one’s Same Sex Domestic partner, but still require the proof of domestic partnership
and other proper documentation to enroll. The removal or reduction of this waiting period would
create an equitable policy given that heterosexual individuals can get divorced and marry again
within seven months in the state of Georgia. Human Resources has been receptive to
discussions regarding this issue and a potential policy change.

lll. Campus Climate Survey

At the January 28, 2008 University Leaders meeting, Peter Barnes and Del King discussed an
upcoming planned campus-wide Climate Survey. At that time, it was brought to their attention
that there were no specific LGBT related statements in the 2004 Climate survey. The PCLGBTC
and the Office of LGBT Life is highly interested in the campus climate for LGBT faculty and staff
on campus, as well as obtaining feedback from people who do not identify as LGBT. This data
will help inform concrete action steps to educate the campus community and create a more
inclusive environment. Both Peter Barnes and Del King were receptive to the addition of LGBT
specific statements to the upcoming survey. The PCLGBTC looks forward to participating in the
development of the Climate Survey and serving in an advisory capacity regarding appropriate
LGBT-specific items.
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APPENDIX A: Perceptions of Policy and Programming Needs for Emory’s Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual and Transgender Community
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Introduction

The President's Commission on Leshian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Concerns
(PCLGBTC) is charged with advising the President’'s Office on matters related to Emory’s
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) community. The PCLGBTC aims to monitor
LGBT-related activities, programs and services and to advise the President on the
implementation of their recommendations, including those concerning the University’'s Equal
Opportunity Policy, benefits for domestic partners, the campus Office of LGBT Life and LGBT
studies. The PCLGBTC also aims to develop and support programs at Emory to reduce
homophobia and heterosexism, and to conduct studies as needed to address these concerns
on campus.

In an attempt to better inform recommendations made to the President’s Office, the PCLGBTC
conducted formative research aimed at understanding the perceived needs of the Emory LGBT
community. The research was divided into two parts. The first consisted of in-depth interviews
with 22 key policymakers at Emory. Policymakers were selected to represent all divisions of
Emory, including Emory Healthcare, Administration, Campus Life, Student Services and each of
the academic divisions. Interviews examined issues of knowledge of and connectivity to the
LGBT community, access to information on the LGBT community, and perceived programming
and servicing needs of the Emory LGBT community. The second part of the research consisted
of a survey of 238 members of the Emory community. The survey, conducted via survey-
monkey and disseminated through the Office of LGBT Life listserv, examined access to LGBT-
related events, information and resources, experience of LGBT-related issues on campus, and
perceived programming and servicing needs for the LGBT community. This report details the
results of the research and uses these results to make recommendations to improve the Emory
experience for the on-campus LGBT community.

Connectivity to the LGBT community

On the whole, most respondents reported that they had connections to the LGBT community on
campus, although the degree of connectivity to the LGBT community beyond Emory varied. The
most commonly reported means of connecting to the LGBT community on campus were
through attendance at LGBT-related events (Pride banquet, brown bag seminars), self-
identifying colleagues and students, and through direct participation in LGBT activities
(PCLGBTC). Although no respondents reported that they did not feel they had connections to
the Emory LGBT community, the majority of reported connections were informal (e.g. friends
and colleagues) and there was a lack of awareness of some of the formal opportunities to
connect with the LGBT community. There was greater variation in the reported connectivity with
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the LGBT community outside of Emory: the most commonly reported connections were through
self-identifying family and friends, although the majority of respondents reported that they did
not feel connected to the wider LGBT community.

“Absolutely...l have a lot of contact with the LGBT community through a range of my
activities on campus”

“On campus contact is only through work related issues; but off campus through
socializing”

“Most of my connection to the LGBT community is on campus...or should | say is
through campus; | spend a lot of time on the road accompanied by staff who are from
that community”

“I don’t have much connection to the community beyond what is on campus”

“| feel very comfortable with having several entry points into the community; if | have any
concerns, issues or anything | feel | can go to someone”

A small number of respondents were able to identify specific activities through which they felt
they could connect with the LGBT community: the most commonly reported mechanisms were
through the Office of LGBT Life and President’'s Commission on Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and
Transgender Concerns (PCLGBTC). However, although respondents on the whole did not
report connections to the LGBT community beyond Emory, it was often reported that on-campus
connections to the LGBT community were more social and informal in nature, with respondents
often reporting that they did not feel they had formal access to LGBT-related information,
programs and the on-campus community.

“I would yes | feel fairly connected and | have a sense of what the community is and is
interested, through my work with the president’s commission; most of what | know
comes from the president’'s commission”

“| feel close socially but not administratively. For example, | don’t have information on
the workings of the commission”

Visibility and Representation of the LGBT Community

Respondents were asked to quantify the size of the Emory LGBT community, and whether they
expected there to be variations in the proportion of self-identifying LGBT across students, staff
and Faculty. In general respondents struggled to answer this question, with a range of 5-35% of
the campus population perceived as being self-identifying LGBT. However, respondents did
report that they expected the level of comfort with being out on campus, and subsequently the
number of LGBT, to vary across students, staff and Faculty. It was generally perceived that
there are a greater proportion of Faculty who are self-identifying LGBT than is found among
students and staff. Additionally, it was perceived that the proportion of self-identifying LGBT
varied across Schools and Departments; the School of Medicine and Facilities and
Management were often reported to be areas in which it was expected that the proportion of
self-identifying LGBT would be lowest. Respondents reported a perception that the working
climates in both these areas would make it more difficult for a self-identifying LGBT to be out at
work.

11| Page



“First of all, 1 don’t know the answer..... | suspect it is larger than the 10% that gets
bounded about....but people virtually everyday tell me they are gay. | guess our student
body is representative of the national average, but our staff and faculty are higher”

“It would certainly be a guess...35%7?"

“It would be a wild guess....I would probably guess 15 to 20%, somewhere in there”

“Is self identifying? | don't really know what the numbers are, my guess is 10%, but |
don’t know...but proportionately the numbers are probably the same across staff, faculty
and students”

“My guess is it's stratified; a higher portion of faculty than staff would self-identify, and
that among the students that more of the professional and graduate students would self
identify”

“In schools outside of the medical school | would say numbers of around 20%...the
medical school may bring it back closer to 10%...only because of the demographic
profile of the medical school. Student population | would say around 8-20%. And the

staff is the fascinating one.....I am trying to imagine the heavily male macho culture of
F&M, where even to be out comes at a great price, there would be undeniable under-
reporting”

Respondents also acknowledged problems in quantifying the size of the Emory LGBT
community, not only because routine data collection systems do not collect data on sexual
orientation, but because it was felt that sexual identity is often not “obvious” thus the LGBT
community remains “invisible”. Respondents who reported that they had fewer connections to
the Emory LGBT community often also reported difficulties in identifying the LGBT community.
A small number of respondents reported that although they often do not know a person’s sexual
identity, they felt that an individual's participation in LGBT-related activities could often be used
as a marker for their sexual identity.

“I couldn’t tell you which of my faculty is gay, republican, democrat or Methodist...... if
people chose to tell me or they make it part of their public persona then | know it....so |
have no real way of estimating the size of the community”

“When you interview a black person for a job, there is no doubt they are black. Similarly
for a woman or a man, usually you don't have to ask. The issue of sexual orientation is
something that is not self-evident — the question is the extent to which a person from the
LGBT community wants their identity known — it is really not that different to issues
around revealing your politics.”

“I would be very hard pressed to tell you beyond those who self identify who is gay and
who is not, who is catholic and who is not”

“There are individuals | know personally and then there are those on campus who
present issues that makes me think they may be gay”

However, there was a generally reported feeling that the size of the Emory LGBT community

had grown in recent years, with respondents reporting that they felt increasingly aware of the
Emory LGBT community and had recognized a growth in it's presence on the Emory campus.
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The growth in the Emory LGBT community was most commonly attributed to concepts of
“comfort”, with many respondents reporting a sense that they felt it was now easier to be an out
member of the LGBT community at Emory than it had been previously. However, no
respondents were able to provide reasons beyond a “greater sense of comfort” to explain the
perceived growth in the LGBT community. A reoccurring theme in the interviews was the issue
of the representation of members of the LGBT community in senior positions within Emory. The
majority of respondents were unaware as to whether the LGBT community was represented in
senior administrative and leadership positions, and no respondents felt that the LGBT
community was adequately represented. However, a small of respondents reported that they felt
there was a lack of representation of the LGBT community in senior positions, particularly in
senior administrative positions.

“As far as | know we haven’'t had a major leader on campus who has really been out to
taker this on, and sometimes | think it takes really senior leadership to help with these
things”

“There is not anyone of the board of trustees or the president’s cabinet that currently
represents our voice”

“I don’t think that there is anyone who is openly gay or even a group of people who are
openly gay, who are in positions of authority on campus”

“I don’t know who all the gay faculty are...l have assume they are here...maybe they are
just not out”

Being Out at Emory

Many of the conversations with key informants dealt with issues of being out at Emory, and
focused on the challenges this posed for both an individual's working life and in targeting
programs towards the LGBT community. Many respondents reported not only a lack of
awareness of the size of the Emory LGBT community, but also expressed difficulties in
identifying who is LGBT. The latter often arose from a discomfort with potentially “outing” a
colleague or friend; respondents often reported that they acknowledged the potential difficulties
that being out may cause, and thus wanted to avoid creating problems by publicly identifying the
individual as LGBT. Some respondents reported that although they may have close colleagues/
friends who are self-identifying LGBT at Emory they would refrain from identifying them as such
to other people, for fear of “further outing them”.

“The tricky part is for people who don’t want to be outed...so as not to compromise
peoples position in the community”

“The hardest one is going back to the issue of who is a recognized member of the
community — individuals who are gay or lesbian may not have shared that with the
broader community — and the challenge for us is trying to figure out who has access to
the information”

“What | feel uncomfortable with and | am told about and now | try to be sensitive with is

sensitivities around outing...I feel uncomfortable with my ability to sense that and when it
is appropriate and | feel uncomfortable with the communities uncomfort with this”
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There were mixed views as to how easy it is for an individual to be out at Emory. Some
respondents reported that Emory was a safe and accepting place for an LGBT individual to be
out, particularly relative to the rest of Atlanta and Georgia. However, others felt that the
influence of living in a traditionally conservative State and being a Methodist Institution still
made it difficult to be out at Emory. Many respondents reported that the ability to be out at
Emory varied enormously not only student, staff and Faculty, but also across working areas.
Again, it was felt that Facilities and Management and the School of Medicine would be the most
difficult places to be an out LGBT individual.

“Overall impression is that it is relatively positive....but | have some questions about how
open someone can be on this campus. In my previous job there was a lot of comfort with
people being relatively gay or leshian...as long as they didn’'t perform in ways that
challenged their gender....if you were flaming gay then it was not ok”

“If you are an undergraduate there is no problem, but if you are a third year medical
student then people would be asking “what is this all about?”

“l think there are some generational differences within our Staff at Emory; there are
different view points, we are in a Methodist school, we are in a place in which our
students cannot be ordained in the Methodist church”

“When | think of the senior administration here it seems to me that some of them are not
always comfortable being out...and it would seem that we would want to have a campus
environment where people would feel comfortable and safe being out”

The ability to be out at Emory was reported to be a combination of two factors: the individuals
own comfort with being out in the work place, and contextual factors that included the gender
and age composition of the working environment, the Methodist history of Emory, and the
surrounding Atlanta community. The role of the individual's level of comfort was, however,
consistently reported to be the prime factor in whether an individual would be out at work. Many
respondents recognized the fluid nature of being out, that an individual may be willing to self-
identify as LGBT in a social setting, but not in the workplace or in a place of worship.

“l think professionals at Emory having varying levels of satisfaction. | think some of it is
their own level of comfort, but some of it is the place they work, some areas are much
more inclusive than others”

“I do know from talking to colleagues who are gay that they do not feel the same level of
comfort being as out as | am — and | don'’t attribute that to a culture, it may be the
individual’'s comfort level”

“There are times when it is perfectly appropriate and | am comfortable talking about it,
and there are times when frankly it is none of your business” — being out

“The extent to which you are out is fluid; you may be out at work, not out at church, and
not at home; it is a defensive piece, to protect yourself’

Issues surrounding an individual's willingness and ability to be out at work were identified as
barriers to providing programs and services to the LGBT community. Given that unlike many
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racial or gender groups, LGBT are not physically identifiable, respondents reported that not only
did this limit their ability to identify the LGBT community, but limited their ability to provide
services directly to the community. Respondents felt that this left the onus for accessing
programs and services with the LGBT community. It was often reported that advances in
programming for the LGBT community could be made if a greater proportion of the LGBT
community felt comfortable with being out in the work place at Emory.

“Number one, they would have to be willing to be out, and then we could learn what kind
of challenges they would have....but they are dealing with them by themselves”

Information on the Emory LGBT Community

Respondents were asked about their access to information on the LGBT community, whether
they felt they had sufficient information and how they used this in their work. Responses on the
perceived level of access to information on the LGBT community were mixed; while some felt
they had access to all the information they needed, others felt completely disconnected from
information regarding the LGBT community. However, all those who reported a lack of access to
information also reported a desire to learn more about the LGBT community.

“That is one of the reasons | was looking forward to this conversation, | know nothing
about your organization, and | would like to know more about it”

“I am frankly so unaware of what the details are that | would not know what the issues
are”

Among those who felt they had adequate access to information on the LGBT community, a
number of both formal and informal channels of information were reported. The most commonly
reported formal sources of information were the Office of LGBT Life, PCLGBTC and Human
Resources. However, all those who reported that they had sufficient access to information
reported that they gained much of this information from informal social networks made up of
self-identifying LGBT colleagues and friends.

“I get information from talking to people; there is never just one source of information for
me, so | would seek out people | knew in the community”

“Would certainly ask the president's commission if | had questions, but not sure what
resources y'all have; would definitely ask the LGBT office....not sure if there is an on-line
database that the president’'s commission has”

“If 1 don’t know it depends on the range: if it is strictly legal then | go to the lawyers, if |
am attempting to get to more experiential issues then | would reach out to the
community. Sometimes you do that through formal structures, sometimes through
individuals you know”

“I would go to folk who were in the commission if | needed information, | don't have a

challenge in that regard; | don't feel like | have made a decision in which | didn’'t have
enough information on for the LGBT. | don'’t think it is an issue for me”
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“I would go to the office of LGBT life, | would definitely go there and would trust that they
are the right people; but | have never had to do that”

Respondents were also asked about their knowledge of existing services and programs aimed
at the Emory LGBT community. Despite high levels of reporting of adequate access to
information on the LGBT community, many respondents had low levels of knowledge of formal
LGBT activities, services and policies at Emory. The level of understanding of LGBT policies
and programs was often merely a knowledge that they existed, with a lack of comprehensive
knowledge on the details of the programs/ policies.

“I am not aware of the resources; | know the president's commission exists and it has
been active but | don’'t know how”

“Very minimal knowledge of it (safe space program), but | know that it exists, and | know
that people like it”

“Discrimination laws...well | know about those in general. We are not to discriminate on
the basis of sexuality, but that’s all | know”

“Within our benefits | am somewhat aware of our policies, but | don’'t always know how
they work. Still not sure of how the details of the health benefits work, and if that impacts
some communities more than others”

The most commonly reported source of LGBT-related information was the Office of LGBT Life,
which all but 2 of the respondents reported being aware of. However, respondents often
reported that the Office of LGBT Life dealt primarily with students, particularly undergraduates.
For some the location of the Office of LGBT Life in the DUC created a sense that the Office was
for students only, while others were under the impression that the Office of LGBT Life was
strictly for students only. Respondents often expressed a desire to extend the services offered
by the Office of LGBT Life to staff and Faculty.

“I have to say that the office does not focus on faculty and staff in their programs and
services in the same way that the center for women does, and that is something that |
would like to see change. Actually | don't think they even focus on anyone beyond
undergrad”

“For students | see our office as the primary resource for that kind of information...the
extent to which that is or should be extended to faculty and staff is an open question. |
see the current role as reaching out to students. | have never heard discussion of the
extent to which it would be appropriate for that office to address the needs of staff and
faculty”

Only 12 of the respondents were aware of the President’s Commission on LGBT Concerns, and
among those who had heard of the commission there was often confusion as to its purpose and
role. Some respondents reported a desire to shift the focus of the PCLGBTC towards providing
resources for both the LGBT community and those interested in accessing information on the
LGBT community. Others reported a desire to have the PCLGBTC play a larger, more visible
role in campus advocacy.
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“What | would wish for all the commissions is that we could turn it around and they could
become more of a resource, rather than an organization that protects and defends — as
a resource for research, a central clearing house for information on gay related issues”

“From my perspective what it (PCLGBTC) could do would be to be more policy focused,
trying to deal with issues that need to be addressed, versus allowing itself to get caught
up in programming”

“Providing recommendations for policies and procedures is what the commission needs
to be doing”

Experience of LGBT Issues on Campus

Respondents were asked to detail any LGBT issues that they had dealt with in their working
lives on campus. A focus of these questions was on the experience and perception of the scale
of homophobia at Emory. Most respondents reported that they felt that homophobia exists at
Emory, but that they had not personally withessed or experienced it. Respondents talked about
homophobia as an invisible problem at Emory: they felt that it was a part of campus life but
struggled to state explicitly where the problem lay. Some respondents reported that they
perceived the presence of homophobia to be inevitable, and examples of homophobic incidents
were reported among students, staff and Faculty. All respondents reported a willingness to
tackle homophobia; however, many felt that current systems for reporting homophobic incidents
were inadequate.

“I don’t think | have heard about anything, which makes me wonder what is being
reported: don't know if that is a good or bad sign”

“l can't say that | have really experienced it (homophobia) myself, but | am sure that it is
here, and that | am a part of it; | don’t think you can grow up in the United States and not
be homophobic....the real question is what are you doing about it”

“| see it (homophobia) in things | read on campus, in the student culture. | am not sure
yet if it plays into retention and hiring, but | have heard enough stories to think that
sexual preference may sometimes be an issue”

“I have been fortunate to have avoided that (homophobia) for the most part — but people
probably wouldn’t come to me. | have been involved in some cases involving faculty, and
| have made it known it is unacceptable”

Other LGBT-related issues involved difficulties in relationships between Emory community
members and acts of intolerance. A small number of respondents reported that they were aware
of the issue of acts of intolerance on campus, acts that may not be illegal but were still counter
to the anti-discrimination and inclusivity policies of Emory. However, as was the case with
issues of homophobia, these respondents also reported that current systems for reporting and
handling these acts wee inadequate. The majority of LGBT-related incidents reported by the
respondents pertained to relationships and communications between LGBT and non-LGBT
members of the Emory community. Common examples included student-Faculty
communications or staff-supervisor interactions in which the language used had been offensive
to the LGBT individual.
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“Can be anything from their experiences talking to their advisors or students talking to
their parents.....their feelings of comfort and in being out”

“Faculty — student interactions in which a student was gay and a faculty didn't realize it
and was saying some things that were harmful and discriminatory, and | can think of
more than one of those situations that have occurred”

Perceived Needs of the LGBT Community at Emory

Respondents were asked to detail their perceptions of the needs of the Emory LGBT
community, in order to facilitate an understanding of how the policymaking community views the
main priorities for the LGBT community. Respondents answered this in a combination of two
ways; either by talking about the issues they felt were most prevalent in the Emory LGBT
community, or by talking about their own needs that they felt needed to be addressed to allow
them to better serve the LGBT community. A major theme of the discussion around the needs of
the LGBT community was the need for greater communication across and between sectors of
the campus. The need for communication was expressed in a humber of ways. Firstly, some
respondents felt that greater communication was needed between the LGBT and non-LGBT
communities in order to allow them to understand the needs of the LGBT community. These
respondents often reported that although they recognized that the LGBT community had
specific needs, their lack of communication with the community left them unaware of the details
of these needs.

“I think there needs to be ways to communicate more effectively to the broader
community —I think there are really important things that are going on, and people just
don’t know about it”

“Open communication is key — and do people always get to communicate through the
right venues. There must be issues and the fact they | am saying that | don’t know what
these issues are suggests that there is not good communication”

Respondents also talked about communication in the context of the need to reduce
stigmatization and discrimination aimed at the LGBT community. Respondents felt that open
dialogue between the LGBT and non-LGBT communities would act to reduce barriers and
misconceptions between the communities, could foster a greater sense of understanding of the
LGBT community and would help to identify shared experiences.

“Talking about what it means to be open about gay or leshian and the reactions they
have encountered.....my asking these questions and people talking about their own
experiences, and thinking about how they relate to this community”

“There isn't as much communication as there should be across campus; how much
cross-over is there between groups on campus?”

“The anti-gay rhetoric of many politicians you just couldn’t get away with for blacks or
Jews today, people would stand up and say something; you wouldn’t be able to say
these things — people have no problem saying they have an anti-gay gender — no one
would say it is not ok to be black.....there just needs to be a lot more discussion and
enlightenment”
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“It may be just as simple as getting people in a room and talking it out; to me it seems
there hasn’'t been adequate discussion about it (the LGBT community)”

Interconnected with discussions of communication were themes of community, and the
perceived need to build, strengthen and expand existing communities at Emory. As with
discussions of communication, respondents felt that community building activities offered an
opportunity to share common experiences, and to use these experiences as the foundations for
Cross-community interactions.

“More important is a sense of solidarity, issues that cut across communities. No one is
just one thing, and there is or should be a sense of shared experience- that doesn’t
happen here”

“Lets say for instance if childcare is an issue....childcare is an issue for lots of
people...what a great partnership to form around people with young families...wouldn'’t it
be neat to have something on this issue that is sponsored by facilities and managements
and the LGBT community’

A central theme of discussions around the need for community building was the need to foster
linkages between “sub-communities” at Emory. Respondents talked of a perception that many
communities, not just the LGBT community, often existed in isolation, and expressed a desire to
see communities brought together through shared programming and activities. Respondents
noted that this would first require communication between communities, but that there often lack
opportunities for communities to interact. In particular, respondents noted the need for
communities to include others from outside their communities in their activities, a need that was
noted for many special interest/ minority groups at Emory.

“I think services and particular interest organizations are fine, as long as they have that
second goal, to include others not from the community’

“Ultimately we need to think community, and there are within this, sub-communities that
need to come out and play...but play together”

“Thing one is having a refuge, having a comfort zone...thing two is to take that energy
out into the community and lead activities with it — not necessarily around what it means
to be black or means to be gay — but to engage others not from that community”

In order to foster communication and community building respondents noted the need to create
a greater sense of openness around issues of sexuality and sexual identity at Emory. While
previous discussions on the problems of targeting programs towards the LGBT community had
focused on the issue of an individual’s level of comfort with being out, here respondents talked
about the need for the entire Emory to be more comfortable in discussing issues of sexual
identity. Respondents noted issues surrounding “openness” as problematic in both the LGBT
and non-LGBT communities.

“You have people with differing degrees of comfort with LGBT issues, but everyone
knows it is important and they if they are not completely comfortable they need to get
completely comfortable or be on the moving spectrum towards completely comfortable”
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“Allowing people to feel safe and free to discuss these things — people who self-identify
and those who do not”

“The ability to fully exhale here and be comfortable....I would imagine, it is a concern
about being fully comfortable”

Related to the issue of openness, respondents often talked about the need to change the
“culture of Emory”. Although no specific programming or policy recommendations were made,
respondents talked of Emory’s culture which they felt was often inhibitive of people being out
and did not foster open discussions of sexuality and sexuality identity.

“I don't think it is a policy issue, | think it is a culture issue. | am sure there could be
some policies, like the bathroom policy that would help. | think policies can make some
level of difference, but | think it is about the culture and climate — having more open
discussions on campus. | really think it is about a culture of open discussion — | think
most people on campus don’t even know what the safe space is, and wouldn’'t know the
sticker if they saw it; | don't think that is the type of culture we want to have”

When talking about the need to make shifts in Emory’s culture respondents often addressed the
need to create a greater understanding of the LGBT community. Respondents expressed a
desire for greater communication between the LGBT and non-LGBT communities, and to utilize
communication strategies as a means to reducing perceived stigma and discrimination
surrounding the LGBT community. Respondents often identified areas of Emory or sectors of
the community that they felt required increased sensitization in their work with the LGBT
community. The needs of LGBT students were often mentioned through the needed for Faculty
to recognize diversity in sexual orientation among the student body. Once again differences in
the comfort levels and ability to be open were identified across employees, with Emory staff
identified as having the greatest difficulties in sustaining an open environment.

“Having folk understand that there is nothing different or negative....helping folk to
understand that it is not a negative. Helping people who have these biases, who come in
with these biases, to stretch themselves, so they can go beyond whatever provincial
mindset they have”

“I think anyone who is working with students should be open to talking, or at least
acknowledging, that not all students may have the same sexual orientation”

“Probably in certain work areas, certain departments...in certain departments you might
have less open people. | would think at the Faculty level you would have people who are
more open... but in the non-faculty job areas and those that work less with people would
probably be the areas that are more challenging”

Some respondents were able to make specific recommendations to improve the campus climate
for the LGBT community. However, many respondents talked of the shared needs of the entire
Emory community, noting that there were many issues that affected both the LGBT and non-
LGBT communities equally. The pursuit of solutions to these common issues was mentioned as
a strategy for improving communication across the various communities within Emory.
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“Just as they would relate to anyone regarding the ethical treatment of people and their
principals”

“Fears about not being able to adopt, loose custody of a child, or not find housing — all of
these things can affect people who work at Emory”

“The needs are the same as any other community, but that is not to say the expression
of the needs is the same. | think people need to know that they are respected and that
people need to know that people care about their experiences. And that there is some
place that they can go, some physical space, as opposed to a website; some physical
space to feel safe”

“I don't think there is a need to provide special services, except maybe for students who
have just left their homes and need more support, and may need services”

Specific policy recommendations made by the respondents covered a range of policy,
programming and training initiatives. Several respondents mentioned the need for increased
work in both understanding and providing programs and services for the transgendered
community. These respondents reported that more training was needed to sensitize people to
the needs of the transgendered community, and also suggested a feeling that transgendered
people were not fully included in either the Emory or LGBT communities. Other specific sub-
groups within the LGBT community were identified as having programming and policy needs.
Many respondents reported a feeling that the needs of LGBT staff and Faculty were not met by
the current LGBT Office, which it was perceived was solely targeted towards students. Those
respondents who felt that there was a lack of LGBT representation in senior positions at Emory
also reported a perceived need for training of potential future LGBT leaders.

“Where people have reported wanting more training has been in transgender issues and
the use of the word queer. | think it is a generational thing, for people of my generation it
is a slur, like the use of the n-word”

“It seems to me one of the biggest challenges is the “T” issue; some groups don’t even
include the “T” and there is work to be done. We are not good at thinking through things
such as bathrooms...I think we have a long way to go with the “T” issue”

“Campus life attempts to handle the students services, Sara Lynn'’s office really was a
champion for students, but in terms of employees and staff there is a whole other level of
service that needs to be provided; there isn't a dedicated office for staff, and Sara Lynn’s
office is really student focused...it really can’t handle everyone”

“As a university | wish we could come up with a way of identifying future (LGBT) leaders
and putting them in the pipeline so they can help people in the future”

The need for training was also mentioned by several respondents in the context of a need to
provide more information to the non-LGBT community on the needs of the LGBT community.
Specifically, several respondents noted the need for diversity training to become an integral part
of professional development training for Emory staff and Faculty. Most of the respondents had
heard of the Safe Space Program, and a small number suggested that the program needed to
be expanded to cover whole buildings/ schools within Emory, so as to provide “safe zones”.
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“I actually think it is just time. | think the commissions need to say that everyone needs
to do x number of professional development hours per year, and the institution has to be
committed to this to providing time, opportunities and including this in evaluations”

“I think the safe program is a really good one...and | think to build on that is going to be
important, and we need to push that as a best practice, so that entire buildings are safe”

Discrimination and prejudice were repeatedly mentioned as issues perceived to be a problem
for the LGBT community at Emory. Although few respondents had direct experience of
homophobic incidents, many respondents reported a perception that homophobia exists on
campus. The reduction of homophobia and related acts of intolerance were often mentioned as
priority programming needs for the Emory LGBT community. Respondents reported recent
incidents involving websites on which it was perceived homophobic remarks were made.
However, respondents also reported that although they perceived homophobia to be a problem,
it was a problem that was hard to quantify and steps were needed to develop reporting
mechanisms that could also yield an estimate of the scale of the issue.

“The second thing | worry about is the community itself — there are these two electronic
bulletin boards — and | am old enough to remember when people wrote things on
bathroom walls — and it is the same thing. It defames, and slanders and names people”

“The good side of this is that at least we get to know what is under the surface and to
see what the norms and expectations are of the wider community”

“I worry that we may not have a good handle on the range of prejudice on one hand and
bigotry on the other that may exist in our community”

Although the majority of respondents were able to make recommendations for ways to improve
the Emory experience for the LGBT community, a small number of respondents felt they did not
have sufficient information on which to base recommendations. These were the same
respondents who were unable to identify formal mechanisms for gaining access to information
on the Emory LGBT community.

“My role is in leadership, to build bridges on campus, but without knowing what the
issues are it is hard to say specifically what | could do”

“As a group | am really not aware of a set of issues that the group or that the community
feels that is a fundamental issues that they feel they face everyday...don’t know that
they have had the same voice or history that other groups may have had”

LGBT Climate Survey

The LGBT Climate Survey received a total of 238 responses, 100 of which were from students
and the remaining 138 from staff and Faculty. Of the 100 students responding to the survey,
73% were from the Rollins School of Public Health and 15% from the Graduate School of Arts
and Sciences. Of the 138 non-student responses, 78% were from staff and 19% from Faculty.
The majority of respondents self-identified as heterosexual (55%), with 20% gay men, 13%
lesbian women, 6% bisexual and 4% identifying as queer. The majority of respondents identified
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as female (67%). Respondents universally reported contact with the LGBT community: 91%
reported friends and family who identified as LGBT, while 86% reported having Emory
colleagues who identified as LGBT. Involvement in Emory LGBT-related activities was relatively
low: only 41% reported that they had been involved or attended a LGBT-related activity at
Emory. Of these, 57% had heard of the activities through friends and colleagues, and only 31%
had heard through formal channels (e.g. listservs or flyers). The most commonly reported
LGBT-related activities in which respondents have been involved were: the Pride banquet,
Emory Health Alliance, Coming Out Week activities, Safe Space orientation, PCLBGTC
sponsored events and the PCLGBTC holiday party.

A significant proportion of the respondents (28%) reported having a direct experience of
homophobia on campus; of these, only 55% were aware of any on-campus resources to which
they could report acts of homophobia or could be utilized to help them deal with these
experiences. The most commonly reported experiences of homophobia included the use of
derogatory or offense language on Emory campus. Respondents commonly reported hearing
the use of the word “gay” to be synonymous with stupid. Environments in which respondents
reported hearing offensive language included the DUC, student residences, working
environments (offices) and classrooms. A number of student respondents reported that they
often felt offended by the insensitive language used by Faculty or classmates during class. A
small number of specific acts of homophobia were reported, including: negative comments
made to members of the PCLGBTC at Staff-fest, witnessing offensive graffiti in student
residences and elevators, and staff experiences of supervisors who would not permit the
displaying of the Safe Space sticker.

A significant proportion of respondents (30%) were not aware of any resources or sources of
information for the LGBT community at Emory, while 50% of respondents were aware of
resources but had never accessed them. Among the small percentage of respondents who
reported accessing LGBT resources, 39% felt that they were helpful. The most commonly
reported formal channels for information for the LGBT community at Emory were the Office of
LGBT Life, PCLGBTC, Student Health Services, Emory Pride and GALA. Many respondents
reported informal channels for accessing information, which commonly included friends and
colleagues, while some respondents identified current and past members of the PCLGBTC as
acting as sources of information.

Respondents were asked to detail their perceptions of the needs of the LGBT community at
Emory. The most commonly reported need was the need to create a “safe” environment, free
from discrimination and homophobia. Many respondents expressed a desire to see programs
initiated that tackled misconceptions about the LGBT community and to provide diversity and
sensitivity training throughout the campus. Another commonly reported need was community
building; respondents reported a desire to see greater ties built not only between the LGBT and
non-LGBT communities, but also within the on-campus LGBT community. Many respondents
reported not knowing of LGBT-related activities or resources, and not knowing other LGBT
members of the Emory community. Respondents expressed a need for more activities that
allowed communication both within and beyond the Emory LGBT community. The lack of
services and resources for Emory LGBT Faculty and staff were repeatedly reported to be an
urgent need for the Emory LGBT community.

When asked to suggest specific policy changes that could improve the Emory environment for
the LGBT community, most respondents noted a need for sensitivity training to reduce
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perceived discrimination. Expansion of the Safe Space program to include whole schools and
institutions and resources and activities aimed specifically at LGBT staff and Faculty were also
commonly reported needs for the LGBT community. A significant number of respondents also
expressed a desire to see greater LGBT representation in senior administrative positions at
Emory. Unfortunately, a large number of respondents made suggestions for policies that are
already in place at Emory. Among these, the need for domestic partner benefits and the
inclusion of sexual identity in anti-discrimination legislation were the most commonly reported
needs.

Recommendations

The results reveal a range of perceived needs for Emory’s LGBT community, and interestingly,
similarities in the perceived needs were observed between policymakers interviewed and the
small sample of Emory’s community that participated in the survey. The most commonly
reported needs for the on-campus LGBT community dealt with initiatives to reduce homophobia,
discrimination and stigmatization, and centered on the need for increased opportunities for
interaction and communication between the LGBT and non-LGBT communities. Specific sub-
groups within the LGBT community, including transgendered people, self-identifying LGBT
Faculty and staff, and LGBT working the School of Medicine and Facilities and Management
were identified as requiring greater targeting of resources. The recommendations arising from
this research are:

e The programming and resource needs of LGBT Faculty and staff were reported to be
currently under-served. Many felt that the Office of LGBT Life was too student focused,
and the many were not aware of any resources available for LGBT Faculty and staff.
Efforts are needed to meet the needs of LGBT Faculty and staff, including: efforts by the
Office of LGBT Life to reach out to Faculty and Staff, publicity to create awareness of the
program opportunities available to Faculty and staff, and opportunities for LGBT Faculty
and staff to network and form an on-campus community.

o Awareness of LGBT-related activities and programs on campus is lacking, both in the
LGBT and non-LGBT communities. Many reported a lack of awareness of LGBT-related
activities, those who were aware of programs and policies often did not know their
content, and many requested policies that are already available at Emory. There is
clearly a need for greater publicity of Emory’s LGBT-related programs and policies. This
could be achieved by a website that acts as central source for on-campus LGBT
information, to include information on HR policies, student, staff and Faculty events and
activities, advocacy initiatives, training and network opportunities. The website, which
would need to be widely publicized, could be housed in the Office of LGBT Life, which
may go some way to reducing the perceived study focus of the office.

¢ Many participants reported a feeling that the LGBT community was not represented in
senior positions. However, several of the policymakers interviewed self-identified as
LGBT. The disconnect between perceived and actual representation has the potential
create the feeling that the voice of the LGBT community is not being heard/ represented
at Emory. This can be addressed in several ways; by providing opportunities for out
senior LGBT Emory employees to tell their stories and reach out to the LGBT community
(this could take the form of highlighting key LGBT Emory employees through personal
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stories told via the proposed website or in Emory publications), or through providing
networking opportunities (for Faculty, staff and students) centered around professional
development and diversity training. At other institutions simple activities such as
Associations of LGBT Faculty and Staff have been an effective mechanism for
promoting networking, community building and increasing a sense of representation.

e Two key areas that were expressed in all interviews were the need for community
building and communication. These interconnected themes were important to both the
LGBT and non-LGBT communities. There is clearly a need to provide opportunities both
across and within the LGBT and non-LGBT communities at Emory. Some of the
recommendations made so far may achieve this, for example activities that create
opportunities for social and professional networking. However, opportunities for
interaction, which will lead to community building and communication, need to have a
formal structure. Emory has recently identified key strategic themes to move the
institution forward as a cutting-edge research University. Emory could adopt a similar
process to identify key issues to be addressed to make Emory a stronger, more
cohesive, community. For example, LGBT life could be a key theme along with themes
of race, identity and connectivity, and the interconnectedness between each of the
themes. Activities that encourage discussion and understanding of these themes could
be conducted across campus and could be embedded in research, advocacy and policy
initiatives. The first step would be the identification of the key themes and the
development of a strategic plan to bring these to these issues to the forefront of on-
campus discussions. This would directly address the lack of openness that was
expressed by many policymakers.

o Respondents expressed a need for sensitivity and diversity training for Faculty, staff and
students. Although many respondents were aware of the Safe Space program, many
wanted this to be expanded to either cover entire institutions, or wanted the training to
be developed into a formalized system of diversity and sensitivity training at Emory.
Suggestions included the development of diversity and sensitivity training opportunities
to be offered by Human Resources, a by-request system in which training could be
requested from either the Office for LGBT Life or the PCLGBTC, and training to be
become an integral part of the undergraduate curriculum.

e The transgender community was often highlighted as lacking resources and policy/
programming attention, even within the LGBT community. There is clearly a need for
greater promotion of the Transgender Initiative, undertaken by the PCLGBTC during
2006-07, which succeeded in having transgender included in Emory’s anti-discrimination
policy. However, more needs to be done to meet the needs of Emory’s transgender
community; this must start with an attempt to more fully understand the unique needs of
this community and to provide a vehicle for their voice to be heard in the Emory
community.

The central theme of each of these recommendations is a need for greater communication, both
within and between Emory communities. Communication, however, needs a home, a place to
grow and develop. The key recommendation from this research is for Emory to begin to develop
new opportunities for networking, discourse, training and collaboration. This will not be achieved
by focusing on the LGBT community in isolation; campus and community-wide initiatives are
required to foster openness and communication around all themes of identity here at Emory.
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APPENDIX B: Brown Bag Forum on Immigration

With as many points of view as there are nationalities the questions around this topic are wide
ranging.

Join Emory faculty, staff, students and a panel of experts for an educational discussion about
the complex, life-affecting subject of immigration. Learn more about the
legal/political/economical issues surrounding immigration as well as reflections on common
humanity and ethical obligations.

Moderator:
Ozzie Harris I, Sr. Vice Provost for Community and Diversity
Panelists:

Lelia Crawford, Assistant Dean and Director of International Student and Scholar Programs,
Emory College

Paul Ficklin-Alred, Assistant Director, the John and Sue Wieland Center for Ethics

Vialla Hartfield-Mendez, Senior lecturer, Department of Spanish, Emory College

Regine Jackson, Assistant Professor, Institute for Liberal Arts, Emory College

Mark Newman, Immigration Attorney, Partner, Troutman Sanders LLP

Dr. Flavia Mercado, Medical Director, Department of Multicultural Affairs, Grady Health
Systems

Kate Nickerson, Associate Professor, Institute for Liberal Arts, Emory College

Scott Titshaw, Immigration Attorney, Arnall Golden Gregory LLP
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APPENDIX C: Brown Bag Forum on Acts of Intolerance

YRRy “FJs Tolerance
Enough??”

Emory studants, staff, and faculty are
invited to join Emory’s Director of
Residence Life, Andy Wilsen, PhD and

a panel of community members for an
infarmative question and answer session
on "Acta of Intolerance™ at Emory.

3

“Acts of Intolerance

Spring 2008 - Brown Bag Forum

Thursday April 3, 2008
12:00 - 1:00 p.m.
Winship Ballroom, DUC

HBrivg a browi b.;ag farmede:
dessert and drinks provided

Moderator:
Andy Wilson, PRD - Pirecior of Restdence Life

Panclist{s):
Sarabh Zaim - Fwory Undergrod, Muslim Sfudents Adrsac

Bel.a !'_ihtl;'rll_‘j' <« Lamary Alem & Progrom ev Spesialiar,
ffieg of Multiewlfural Mrogramd amd NeFvicgs

Sylvester Hopewell « dssr Director. Equal Qpporfunity Programs

Lasra Brownm - Fmory dlum & Fdirar of Sowrhers Valee jltlonra s Gay &Lesbian Vew FPapdrl

Spongored by (e Prasident’™s Commissions on the Stelvs of Woamen, fer Lesbian, Gay
Bisaxual gnd Trarsgender Concorng, on Race and EfArioily, Employee Cownci! and thae
Cfficé af Community and Divarsily. For mora informalion cafl: 404 712 1418
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