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Dear President Fenves, 

The Emory Office of the University Ombudsperson was established and opened just 
one year ago. At that time, we had no idea that within two months, we would 
pack up and transition to remote communication with our constituents.  As the 
term “Ombuds” is somewhat unfamiliar at Emory, I was concerned and 
uncertain how we could remotely build a support resource with which the 
community could still effectively engage during a pandemic. Reflecting on our 
initial year of positive conflict resolution work, I can confidently say that we 
have effectively connected with the Emory community. The support shown by 
colleagues from various levels of the organization has strengthened my belief 
that the office is moving in the right direction in helping to create a more 
meaningful learning, teaching, living and working environment at Emory. I 
am pleased to conclude the first year by presenting this report of our activities.  

The overall number of visits, 351 from Jan. 6, 2020 through Jan. 6, 2021 is on 
target with our initial projections of first year activity. In addition, we had 
several outreach touchpoints that were as meaningful as individual visits to the 
university community.  In our first year, we published (5) five newsletters with 
an average readership of 732; we created a listserv with more than 2500 
subscribers; we hosted a well-received webinar, “Conflict Resolution in a 
Socially Distanced Community” with 233 participants; we hosted two book 
discussions (capped at twenty five participants) on Robin DiAngelo’s “White 
Fragility” and Dr. Beverly Daniel Tatum’s “Why Are All the Black Kids 
Sitting Together in the Cafeteria?”; and we celebrated International Ombuds 
Day with 32 ZOOM participants. In addition, we conducted several trainings 
on conflict resolution, including with Residence Life (approximately 30 
participants) and the staff of the Law School (approximately 45 participants).  

As we work to educate the community on addressing conflict in our working 
and learning environment, I am confident we are on track to increase our 
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engagement in the second year of operation. I expect that we will increase our 
visitors a minimum of 20% over the past year; that number should continue to 
grow as we move forward. Our philosophy is that while conflict is inevitable 
and ever-evolving, a university-wide strategy of increasing conflict literacy will 
improve outcomes, facilitate communication, and strengthen relationships 
across our community—a win-win for all. While mere numbers are not the 
main measure of success, we are encouraged by the confidence and support 
shown by our colleagues, from those who needed assistance as they struggled 
through issues and concerns, to our leadership who needed guidance on thorny 
issues or solutions to progressively complex situations.  

Although we are a new department and this work is new to Emory, our office 
is steadfastly becoming an integral part of the Emory culture. We will continue 
to work to earn a reputation for fairness, operating at the highest levels of 
integrity and responsiveness.   

Thank you for the opportunity to serve the Emory community, and for the 
trust and support placed in my work and the overall office. It is a privilege to 
serve Emory in this valuable mission.   

 

Best Regards,  

 

Lynell A. Cadray 
University Ombudsperson and Sr. Adviser to the President 
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DEBUTING IN A 
DIFFICULT 
YEAR 

Despite the challenges 
of COVID-19 and 
handling 77.5 percent of 
visits remotely, the 
Ombuds Office received 
351 visits from 270 
individual visitors. 

Data Summary 

Visits during our first year followed a pattern of 
peaking early in the Spring and Fall semesters and 
tapering at the end of each semester. Predictably, 
after the University’s transition to remote learning 
in March 2020 most of these visits were remote 
(typically videoconference). Almost 10% of our 
total concerns across the remainder of the year 
involved Covid-19.     

Since opening our doors officially on January 6, 
2020, the Office of the Ombuds has received a total 
of 351 visits from 270 individual visitors. These 
visitors came from all levels of the University, from 
every school and every demographic. This section 
will provide a broad summary of these visits and the 
University-wide trends they identified.  
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By Far, the Largest 
Proportion of Concerns 

Involved “Evaluative 
Relationships.” 

39% of concerns across the 
University involved 

Evaluative Relationships—A 
category that includes 

supervisor/supervisee, 
teacher/student, and other 
hierarchical relationships. 
This fact belies the major 

role hierarchy plays in 
conflicts across Emory.   

Evaluative Relationships 
were also three of the top 
reported Sub-Categories 

across the University, 
including the top category 

(Respect/Treatment) (8% of 
total concerns). Along with 
Diversity-Related (6%) and 

Performance Evaluation/ 
Grading (5%) concerns, the 

top three Evaluative 
Relationship sub-categories 

alone constituted 19% of 
total concerns. These, along 
with the other top categories 

of Legal/Other (6%) and 
Career/Career Progression 

(5%), constituted 30% of 
total concerns.    
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Over Half of Visitors 
Came from University 
Administrative Units, 
the School of 
Medicine, and Laney 
Graduate School—30% 
from 8 Departments. 
While we received visitors 
from across the entire 
University community, 
three areas were 
responsible for over half 
(56%) of our visits: 
University Administrative 
Units, the School of 
Medicine, and Laney 
Graduate School. 

At the department level, 
eight departments (from 
Administrative Units and 4 
Schools) were responsible 
for over 30% of concerns: 
Chemistry (graduate and 
undergraduate), Dept. of 
Medicine, School of 
Medicine/Other, Campus 
Services, Admin/Other, 
GDBBS, Units reporting to 
the Office of the Provost, 
and Undergraduate 
Education. 

“Evaluative Relationships” 
was reported as the top 
concern across all schools.  
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Fig. 9: Profile by School/Organization
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Visits Came from Staff, 
Students, and 

Faculty—But Most 
Significantly from 

Staff. 
50% of visitors were staff 

from across the University.  
Undergraduate and 

graduate students combined 
for 27% of visits. 20% of 

our visitors were Faculty. 

 Staff visitors came from 
every school across the 
University. The highest 

proportion of visitors from 
any School were 

Administration Staff—56, 
or 86%. Staff were also 

most visitors from Oxford 
College (64%), Rollins 

School of Public Health 
(74%), and the School of 

Medicine (50%). 

The top concerns of Staff 
were Evaluative 

Relationships (59%), 
followed by Career 

Progression and 
Development (15%) and 

Legal/Compliance (10%). 
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Fig. 11: Visitors by RaceAlthough the Highest 
Race Proportion was 
White, a Significantly 
High Proportion of 
Visitors were Black.  
Black visitors made up 
32% of the total visitors 
over the course of the 
year—and constituted a 
plurality of Staff visitors 
(46%, compared to 35% 
white Staff). In contrast, 
most Faculty visitors were 
white (65%). White 
students were the largest 
proportion of Graduate 
visitors (43%), while Asian 
students were the highest 
proportion of Under-
graduate visitors (38%).  

The top concern among 
Black visitors was 
Evaluative Relationships 
(42%), followed by Career 
Progression (17%) and 
Legal/Compliance (13%). 
Among white visitors, 
Evaluative Relationships 
was first (38%), followed 
by Legal/Compliance 
(14%) and Career 
Progression (8%).  
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Fig. 14: Visitors by Gender

Female

Male

Other

An Exceptionally High 
Percentage of Visitors 

were Women. 
73% of visitors were women—

an extraordinarily high 
percentage that may reflect 
women experiencing more 

conflict, women being more 
comfortable coming to the 
Ombuds, or other factors. 

This exceptionally high 
proportion of women visitors 

occurred in every school or 
organization across the 

University. More than 75% of 
visitors from Medicine, Laney, 

Nursing, Law, Business, 
Oxford College, Candler, and 

Human Resources were 
women. Women were 79% of 

Staff, 72% of Faculty, and 69% 
of Graduate/Professional 

Students.  

The top concern among 
women by far was Evaluative 
Relationships (38%), followed 

by Career Progression (14%) 
and Legal/Compliance (11%). 
Among men, the top concern 

was also Evaluative 
Relationships (41%), followed 

by Legal/Compliance (14%) 
and Organizational/Mission-

Oriented (11%).  
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Fig. 15: Gender by School/Organization
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Fig. 20: Top Faculty Concerns
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Fig. 17: Faculty by Race
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Fig. 19: Faculty by School
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Faculty 
Visits from faculty were almost evenly split between tenured (46%) and non-tenured (52%) 
faculty. A significant majority were female (72%), approximately the same as the overall 
visitor percentage. Faculty had the highest percentage of white visitors at 65% (a fact 
which may reflect faculty demographics).  Over a quarter (26%) of faculty visits came 
from the School of Medicine; the next highest number came from the College of Arts & 
Sciences (20%) and School of Law (17%). 

Faculty were more concerned with “Peer and Colleague” issues than staff or students, 
with 22% of overall concerns reflecting these issues. Faculty were also more concerned 
with “Organizational/Strategic” issues than these other groups. As with all groups, 
“Evaluative Relationships” also scored highly.   
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Fig. 21: Peer Relationships (Faculty)
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Fig. 22: Evaluative Relationships 
(Faculty)

Respect/Treatment

Trust/Integrity

Performance
Appraisal/Grading

Communication, 
Respect, and Change 

Management were Top 
Faculty Concerns. 

Faculty were especially 
concerned with 

intradepartmental dynamics. 
Several visitors brought concerns 

about pay equity, budget 
allocations, and other funding 

issues. Concerns about the status 
of adjunct positions were also 

noted. We also noted significant 
concerns related to effective 
communication on race and 

gender issues.  

Almost half of all organizational 
concerns came from the School 

of Medicine. Evaluative and Peer 
concerns were more evenly 

distributed. When combined, the 
highest concern in the College of 

Arts & Sciences and Laney 
Graduate School were related to 
Values, Ethics, and Standards—

particularly “Standards of 
Conduct” (fairness, applicability 
or lack of behavioral guidelines 

and/or Codes of Conduct).  

Several faculty raised issues 
related to COVID, particularly 

around assignments and 
communication of expectations.  

A few also raised policy 
questions regarding academic 
misconduct and ongoing trust 

issues with students.  
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Staff 
We noted several trends in our staff visitors for 2020 that were distinct from Faculty trends. 
Visits tended to come from younger staff, with half of all staff visitors being between the ages 
of 30-45 and almost a quarter (22%) between the ages of 30-35. (In contrast, faculty visitors 
tended to be older, with 65% of faculty visitors between the ages of 40-55). In terms of race, 
45% of staff visitors were Black, compared to only 15% of faculty visitors.  Although most 
visitors were women overall, the percentage was still higher among staff at 79%. 

Staff were most concerned about relationships with supervisors/direct reports, including 
concerns of diversity and inclusion, as well as career progression and development.  
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Fig. 26: Staff by Age
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Fig. 24: Staff by Race
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Fig. 29: Career Progession (Staff)
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Staff were Highly 
Concerned about 
Diversity Issues. 

Diversity issues surfaced repeatedly 
among staff concerns. Numerous 

staff brought questions about Title 
IX process and procedures, sought 

guidance regarding antiracism 
strategies, or were worried about 

retaliation for complaints or 
accommodation requests. We 

referred most of these concerns to 
the Office of Equity & Inclusion. 

Staff were also concerned with 
relationships with supervisors, 

particularly as they involved 
performance assessments, 

performance improvement plans 
(PIPs), and leadership transitions. 

Staff also brought a significant 
number of questions involving their 

own career development and 
progression. Some staff asked for 

guidance having conversations 
about salary, assignments and 

workload, or promotion. 

Finally, a significant number of staff 
brought concerns about safety and 

compliance issues, including 
concerns about plagiarism and 

research practices.  Staff also 
brought the highest number of 

COVID-19 concerns.  

 

  



 

 
 

13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Students 
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Fig. 31: Students by Race

White

Asian

Black

Other

Latino

Unknown

63%

37%
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Fig. 33: Students by School
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Even though 59% of Emory’s approximately 14,000 students are undergraduate, graduate 
and professional students constituted 65% of total visits to our office. At 40%, by far the 
greatest concentration of student visitors came from Laney Graduate School (in particular 
hard science disciplines). Compared to Emory’s total enrollment, we saw a somewhat 
lower percentage of white student visitors (36%, below the enrollment percentage of 44%), 
and relatively high percentages of Asian students (27%, compared to 14.5% enrollment) 
and Black students (23% vs. 10% enrollment). In terms of gender, the ratio of female 
visitors was also especially high—though at 63%, more balanced than staff or faculty. 
Students were principally concerned with Evaluative Relationships, but also sought 
guidance on ethical, compliance, and legal issues. 
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Fig. 35: Evaluative Relationships 
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Students were 
Principally Concerned 

with Power Dynamics, 
Particularly with 
Respect to Labs. 

 Numerous graduate students 
brought concerns regarding the 

perceived use or abuse of power 
in evaluative relationships, most 
notably with respect to labs. For 

various reasons, students who 
were in their second or third 

years of Ph.D. programs in hard 
sciences were considering 

switching labs or completely 
abandoning their graduate plans 

because of tensions with advisors 
or Principle Investigators (PIs).     
For some of these students, the 
concerns were diversity related; 

however, the majority were 
related to management style, 

communication breakdowns, or 
research priorities. Graduate 

Students also brought concerns 
of a perceived lack of 

responsiveness or inadequate 
redress by administrative units.  

Among undergraduates, the chief 
concerns involved academic 

misconduct or honor code 
proceedings. Students were 

unsure of what rights they had or 
how to advocate for themselves 

and sought perspective on 
potential outcomes and their 

impacts on future goals.    
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Below we outline our basic procedures for receiving visitors, maintaining 
confidentiality, and managing data.  

Scheduling Visits 
Encounters with the Ombuds office begin when an individual or group of Emory students, 
faculty, or staff contacts our office, usually by email at ombuds@emory.edu.  Once 
someone contacts our office, our intake specialist responds to that inquiry within 24 hours 
to schedule our first visit. As part of this process, intake assigns the visitor a “visitor 
number,” which becomes the identifier on all records maintained by our office from that 
point forward. Schedules, including our Outlook Calendar, use this visitor number and do 
not refer to the name(s) of the individual(s) requesting the visit. 

Visits are schedule in one-hour increments, though they may last as long as two hours. 
During the first visit, the Ombuds will identify the basic facts, individuals, and type of the 
concern brought by the visitor and will work to determine the visitor’s goals. If the visitor is 
simply raising an issue or clarifying something, a single visit may suffice. However, 
navigating complex interpersonal or institutional conflicts may require multiple visits.  

At the outset of every visit, we begin by defining our principles of confidentiality, 
independence, informality, and impartiality and make sure that the visitor understands these 
ethical principles. We verbally confirm that the visitor understands that communications to 
our office do not constitute notice to the University and ask the visitor to agree that will not 
be asked to participate in any formal proceedings before continuing with the visit. 

Confidentiality 
We take the following steps to ensure the confidentiality of our data:  

• We maintain no records, including calendars or email correspondence, referring to 
the visitor by name—only visitor number. 

• If necessary, we may take handwritten notes to aid in identifying issues and tracking 
concerns; these notes are shredded at the conclusion of the visitor’s matter.  

• We minimize all contact by email. In most cases, we do not communicate with 
visitors by email except to schedule visits. Where some additional correspondence is 
required, we take care not to refer to the facts of the visitor’s concern, including the 
visitor’s identity. 

• We do not receive or maintain copies of documents from visitors. Any documents 
received by our office are promptly returned to the owner. 

• Before communicating with any individual on behalf of the visitor, we seek the 
visitor’s explicit permission and limit our communications only to those specific 
individuals for whom we have received permission. 

Appendix A: Operations and Data Management 
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Data Management 
In order to track trends across the University, we record demographic data for each visitor 
and code each visit according to the Uniform Reporting Codes, a typology of issues 
promulgated by the IOA. (see Appendix C). This information is recorded using RedCAP, 
Emory’s secure web platform for building and managing online databases. The data is 
recorded by the Ombuds or Associate Ombuds following each visit using a standardized 
survey. The data is anonymized and does not include any personal identifying information 
and instead refers to the visitor only by visitor number. Only the Ombuds Office has access 
to the data recorded to this database. All reports created from this database are presented in 
aggregate, with care taken to ensure that individual visitors cannot be identified.  

We maintain previous years’ data in RedCAP for three years.  
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The Office of the Ombuds uses a variety of methods to help visitors resolve concerns. 
We provide a summary of our methods and approach below. 

Approach and Philosophy 
Our work with visitors is heavily informed by Conflict Transformation theory, which is 
founded on the idea that conflict is not “bad” but is instead both natural and necessary. Our 
view is that conflicts contain both opportunities and risks for improving individuals, 
institutions—even society.  

We view our office as part of an integrated conflict management system (“ICMS”) that 
spans the entire university and includes other conflict-facing departments such as 
HR/FSAP, DEI, Campus Life, Spiritual Life, CAPS, and safety (such as the EPD). Perhaps 
uniquely among these departments, the Ombuds emphasizes informal methods of conflict 
management, takes a systematic approach to conflict resolution, and provides a “zero 
barrier” place for students, faculty, and staff to raise concerns when they may be unsure 
where else to go. Our unique blend of independence, informality, impartiality, and 
confidentiality allow us to be a safe space for all concerns. 

Listening 
By far the most common method we use with visitors is listening closely to our visitor’s 
concerns to identify the key facts, parties, and issues involved. For many visitors, simply 
being “heard” is a major unfulfilled need. As MIT Ombudsperson Dr. Mary Rowe has 
observed,  

[l]istening and delivering respect may be the most cost-effective elements of 
a conflict management system. These elements are essential if people with 
problems are to consider coming forward. People who voice concerns 
sometimes report that they were met with disinterest, distrust, disrespect, loss 
of privacy, incredulity, humiliation, intimidation, or incompetence. Many 
people who escalate complaints, and many who go outside as whistleblowers, 
have claimed that “no one listened.”1 

While there are some ICMS departments that provide a listening ear (Spiritual Life, CAPS), 
some Emory constituents may not feel comfortable using these resources. For these 
individuals, the Ombuds can provide a welcome and safe option. Moreover, because the 
Ombuds is comprehensive in assessing conflict across Emory systems, we can provide a 

 
1 Dr. Mary Rowe, “An Organizational Ombuds Office In a System for Dealing with Conflict and Learning 
from Conflict, or “Conflict Management System,” 2008. 
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sense that “the University” is listening to the individual—which may improve the visitor’s 
satisfaction. 

Information Gathering  
Often, visitors have questions about policies that apply to their situation. Because our office 
is unique in taking a comprehensive view of Emory’s ICMS and has access to data and 
policies across systemic boundaries, we can obtain information about how the system 
“actually works” to better serve constituents of all types. By obtaining and providing 
information to visitors about policies and practices that may or may not be written, we are 
able to reduce friction in the system and empower visitors to understand their concerns 
more fully. In turn, visitors are better able to address their concerns. 

Advice and Counsel 
After listening, by far the most common approach we use with visitors is advice and 
counsel. We use a variety of tools to assist us in organizing the facts and analyzing visitors’ 
issues. For instance, we use self-assessment tools to identify beliefs, assumptions, or biases 
the visitor may have regarding the issue and discuss how those might be affecting the 
visitor’s assessment of potential outcomes. We spend significant time coaching visitors to 
frame their concern as an opportunity for change as opposed to an impediment to growth, 
with the goal of empowering the visitor to engage in effective and healthy direct action to 
resolve their disputes. 

Examples of the models and tools we use during this phase include the Kilmann/Thomas 
Model of Interpersonal Conflict-Handling Behavior, Maire Dugan’s “Nested Theory of Conflict,” 
and conflict mapping techniques. We have developed our own tool, “Planning and 
Executing a Difficult Conversation” (see Appendix D) to assist visitors in clarifying issues 
and planning direct action. We engage in regular and ongoing training to stay on the 
forefront of developments in this field. 

Shuttle Diplomacy, Mediation, and Facilitated Conversations 
Sometimes, visitors need help addressing a conflict that goes beyond their ability to engage 
in direct action. Whether because they feel unsafe (as when the visitor fears retaliation), 
because they lack confidence in their own abilities to have a healthy dialogue, or other 
reasons, visitors may seek our assistance in facilitating communication to address their 
issue. When appropriate, we use three approaches to such situations: shuttle diplomacy, 
mediation, and facilitated conversations. 

Shuttle diplomacy requires first obtaining the visitor’s permission to reach out to the other 
party or parties on their behalf (which necessarily means accepting diminished 
confidentiality). If the visitor agrees, we can then approach the other party with an offer to 
hear their perspective in an effort to encourage them to engage in dialogue. By “shuttling” 
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between the parties, we can convey information in a way that promotes movement on the 
important issues and avoids misunderstandings, diversions, and escalation. 

If the parties are able and willing to engage in face-to-face conversations and we conclude 
that such a conversation would be beneficial, we can offer mediation as a way of addressing 
visitors’ concerns. Strictly voluntary and only offered if all parties to a dispute agree, 
mediation can be an effective way to have the parties hear one another and address 
concerns. Mediation begins with an “opening statements” phase in which parties must listen 
to one another without interruption. If the parties can continue the conversation, we guide 
them toward understanding one another’s perspectives (even if they do not agree), with the 
hope of eventually reaching agreement on a plan to move forward. If emotions are running 
high, we can enter a “caucus” phase where the parties are in separate rooms and we serve as 
a go-between to the parties. Throughout, we work with both parties to reality test possible 
solutions and provide a listening ear. 

In group settings with multiple parties, we may engage in facilitated conversations using 
techniques such as the “circle process.” Because of the complexity of group settings, often 
the only goal of such conversations is to allow the parties to be “heard” and understand one 
another’s positions. The structure of such conversations is similar to the opening statement 
phase of mediation, in which one person at a time has the authority to speak, while all 
others must listen. As with mediation, it requires that all parties voluntarily agree to 
participate—if forced, the efficacy of such an approach is greatly diminished.  

In all these approaches, we maintain strict confidentiality and impartiality. We have the 
parties sign a statement at the beginning of mediation or facilitated conversations 
acknowledging that we are not parties to the conflict, that we are neutral and confidential as 
to all parties, and that we are not to be called as a witness in any future proceedings.  

Organizational Consultation 
When asked, we may work with leaders of departments or organizations to better 
understand ongoing or systemic conflicts and advise the leadership of possible paths to 
resolution. While we remain neutral and do not conduct investigations, our systemic 
perspective allows us to provide an outsider’s view, thereby assisting leadership in 
addressing organizational dynamics that have led to patterns of conflict. Our work in 
identifying patterns and trends through data can be very helpful in this regard. 

Surface Issues to Leadership 
Our systemic perspective also allows us to surface trends and patterns in conflicts to 
leadership. By collecting and analyzing data on our visits, we can identify these trends in 
ways that allow leaders to strategize long-term solutions that reduce the potential for 
escalation and address the root causes of the structural problem.  
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In rare instances where an issue is especially urgent (as where a pattern of policy violations 
is ongoing and escalating in a way that is causing imminent serious harm), we can alert 
leadership to the problem by “ringing the bell” and making sure the leader is aware of the 
ongoing issue. 
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Appendix C: International Ombuds Association 
Uniform Reporting Categories (URCs) 
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Appendix D: Planning and Executing a Difficult 
Conversation 

 



 
24 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

25 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
26 

 


	Letter from the Ombudsperson 1
	Data Summary  3
	Faculty  9
	Staff 11
	Students 13
	Appendix A: Operations and Data Management 15
	Appendix B: Methods  17
	Appendix C: IOC Uniform Reporting Categories 21
	Appendix D: Planning and Executing a Difficult Conversation 23
	Fig. 1: Visits by Month 3 Fig. 2: COVID-19 Related Visits 3 Fig. 3: Top Uniform Reporting Category (URC) Concerns 4 Fig. 4: Top URC Sub-Categories 4 Fig. 5: Visits by School 5 Fig. 6: Top Departments 5 Fig. 7: URC Concerns by School 5 Fig. 8: Visitors...
	Scheduling Visits
	Confidentiality
	Data Management
	Approach and Philosophy
	Listening
	Information Gathering
	Advice and Counsel
	Shuttle Diplomacy, Mediation, and Facilitated Conversations
	Organizational Consultation
	Surface Issues to Leadership


