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Fulcrum Publishing Society

5th year of autonomy

 Board of Directors Meeting 

MINUTES

Wednesday, October 27, 2010

Fulcrum Boardroom, 7:00 p.m. 

Voting members present: 

Scott Bedard (President)

Andrew Hawley (VPIC) 

Meaghan Walton (Chair) 

Niels Wolkmann 

Ex-officio members present: 

Amanda Shendruk (EIC) 

Dave McClelland (GM) 

Campbell Moore (Corporate Ombudsman)

(1) Opening of the meeting 

- Bedard calls the meeting to order at 7:20 p.m. 

(2) Letter from the Ombudsman 

· Moore wishes to present the Board two letters. The first regards the investigation process. The second is a possible code of ethics. The code of ethics is a long-term idea, while the first one can apply to any upcoming investigation.

· Bedard asks if Moore wants these reforms before the Board proceeds. Moore asks if he can just read the letter and have the Board discuss it. 

· Moore reads his letter. 

To: The Board of Directors, Fulcrum Publishing Society

As stated in the preamble to the Fulcrum Publishing Society’s (FPS) Constitution, the FPS is both a corporation and a society, which “will always act in a manner that puts the welfare of the University of Ottawa students first.” 

Constitutionally, the FPS is dedicated to accurate, honest, and fair reporting. To do so serves the best interests of its society members, the students of the University of Ottawa. It is therefore reasonable for the FPS to have processes in place which ensure that the society is held accountable to its own objectives, thereby serving the best interests of its society members.

The accountability that a complaints process is intended to achieve by design is derived from the nature of the investigation process. To achieve accountability, an investigation process must be conducted by an individual or group impartial to both the complainant and respondent.

The FPS’s current editorial complaints process is defined in sections 10 and 11 of the FPS Bylaws. The exact meanings of sections 10 and 11 of the Bylaws were interpreted by the FPS Board of Directors (“the Board”) during emergency Board meetings held February 7 and February 27 2010, and can be found in the minutes of those meetings.

In my opinion as Corporate Ombudsman, the editorial complaints process currently in place, as defined in sections 10 and 11 of the Bylaws and later interpreted by the Board, could be greatly improved in the interests of the welfare of the FPS members. An essential component of this improvement would be to increase the impartiality of the complaints process, by having the Corporate Ombudsman play an active role in the investigation of any complaint brought against the editors of The Fulcrum.

As defined in sections 10 and 11 of the FPS Bylaws, the investigation committee responsible for overseeing the editorial complaints process is comprised of three committee members, one of each from: the University community, selected by the Board; the public media, selected by The Fulcrum’s editorial staff; the general staff of The Fulcrum, selected internally by this group.

The editorial complaints process is carried out by this investigation committee, which renders to the Board a decision on the complaint being investigated. As mandated by the Board, the FPS Corporate Ombudsman does not serve as a member of this committee, and so plays no part in the investigation of the complaint.

As the FPS Ombudsman, whose role and responsibilities are authorized by the Board, I am bound in my position to adhere to the Board’s interpretation of the FPS Constitution, Bylaws, and Policy Manual in relation to this position.

The FPS is constitutionally committed to serving the best interests of its society members through accurate, honest, and fair reporting. The editorial complaints investigation process currently in place has a valid function, ensuring that the editors of the FPS are held accountable to these Constitutional principles. The Board has the opportunity to greatly improve the structure of this process.

The current editorial complaints process bars the FPS Corporate Ombudsman, an impartial party by conception, from being meaningfully involved in the investigation process. At present, the Ombudsman’s function is simply to receive complaints and determine their initial frivolity.

It is in the best interests of the FPS members to amplify the incidence of accurate, honest, and fair reporting by Fulcrum editors. An essential component of achieving this result is to ensure that a maximally open and fair editorial complaints process is in place, guaranteeing accountability through an impartial investigation process.

Meaningful accountability necessitates the impartiality of the investigation process. To this end, in my position as FPS Corporate Ombudsman, I propose that the FPS Board of Directors consider including the Corporate Ombudsman in the editorial complaints investigation process. The Ombudsman is impartial by design. Including this individual in the investigation would serve to make the editorial complaints process more impartial, open and fair to complainants, thereby putting the welfare of the FPS members first.

It is my sincere hope that the Board will consider this recommendation, in the interests of the principles described in the FPS Constitution, Bylaws, and Policy Manual.

Sincerely,

Campbell Moore

FPS Corporate Ombudsman

October 27, 2010

- Bedard: Thank you. This is well received. We've talked about this previously. We want a process of reform. These sections weren't touched by policy review committee last year. 

They did not want to change the policy while an investigation was going on. But this is great to hear. I certainly appreciate the letter. It's a valid suggestion that the policy review committee will discuss when we meet, and we hope that you're there for that. 

· Shendruk: It's policy, so wouldn't it not be changed until the AGM?

· Bedard: No. Theoretically the BOD can change whatever we want because it's policy. Only bylaws can be changed at the AGM. Policy manual can be approved by BOD and ed board. Both must agree to the changes. 

· Walton to Moore: You're letter sounds well thought out. 

· Moore asks about the investigation process for the outstanding complaint. He says that we can alter the process in the interest of increasing fairness. His recommendations are based on fairness. He hopes the Board sincerely considers changing the process before any investigation is begun on the outstanding complaint. 

· Bedard: My opinion is... the committee and Board both decided that in the interest of clarity and consistency we let the process stay as it is. I'd feel uncomfortable changing the process. 

· McClelland asks if its bad to change things to make them better before the investigation?

· Bedard reminds the Board that it is halfway through the process. Our whole objective has been to be consistent with the policy. The safest way to proceed to be sure that the process is respected and adhered to until the end is keeping it the way it is. At the end, the policy review committee will sit down and review these recommendations. 

· Moore says that sections 10 and 11 were unaltered when the constitution was updated. The problem he sees with that is that aspects of the complaint deal with aspects of the constitution that were changed, so some of this has already been changed. But if it is the opinion of the Board to move forward with the process that's fine. 

· Bedard: We changed the editorial constitution. We didn’t' wish to change the process. This is about process and outcome. It is my expectation that... comparing the time when the complaint was filed with policy. We don't want to change the way it proceeds now. I think that's dangerous when you have an outstanding complaint. 

· Moore: Having read the constitution, I think the FPS holds honesty and fairness very highly. In the minds of all editors. I think that moving forward with full openness is a good idea. It might be of interest to run this letter in the Fulcrum; if we move forward with a fundamental change to describe what's being done. 

· Moore: If changes are being made to improve the process, I don't think a reasonable person would object to those changes. 

· Bedard: We're saying the process should be improved, but afterwards. This is because it's outstanding. Not until the complaint is dealt with. To change halfway through the process is big. I don't see the need to bring this letter to anyone but this group. Running it in the Fulcrum would be of no use. 

· Walton: We want to close up the matter in this context, not change it during the middle of the game. I completely agree with Scott. If this is more open then that's fantastic, but we don't want a potential opening to an outsider point of view as taking the ability to change the rules and then changing them midway. 

· Shendruk: It sets a precedent. 

· Walton: We could be viewed as potentially changing the rules of the situation. I'm concerned about potential manipulation from outside parties, what it might incite. The act of creating a more open and fair process is good, but that's not what this may look like to others. 

· Moore says the reason he wrote this letter is because the outstanding complaint is so huge. 

· Bedard: It wasn't the complaint itself, it was the process... I hate this process. I'm in complete agreement that we need to change the process as quickly as possible. We should look at the Ombudsman being more involved. 

· Bedard: It is such a good recommendation that it needs to be considered. You should come to policy review and give us your experience. I can't wait for that change to happen. But I agree with Meaghan, now is not the time.  

· Walton: Now we want to move on to a new chapter. What's pressing is wrapping up the complaint and then moving on to a stronger policy manual. 

· Bedard to Moore: It would be a great present for this situation to be done by Christmas. I think its great that you're on top of this. We can start reviewing policy. 

· Wolkmann: Things will come up, and you can be more specific. Now's the opportunity to become more specific with the things you mentioned in your letter. As it's going on, more things will become relevant. You can say this is what I think. 

· Moore: Thank you very much for listening to me. Im glad you did listen and consider my recommendations. I hope to see you again. 

· Bedard: Its the stance of the Board that we look forward to examining these changes once the process is wrapped up. 

· Moore reads the code of ethics.

To: The Board of Directors, Fulcrum Publishing Society

Section 10.02 of the FPS Bylaws requires that the investigation committee “investigate the complaint, consider both the public’s right to fair coverage and the Fulcrum’s constraints and codes of ethics, and deliver a decision on the complaint.” The FPS does not currently have a code of ethics for its editorial content; no such document yet exists.

In my role as Corporate Ombudsman, I recommend that the FPS Board expeditiously adopt, and make publicly known and available, either: 

I) A professional code of ethics instituted by a professional journalist organization; 

II) An in-house editorial code of ethics. 

To publicly adopt a code of ethics, created by a professional Canadian journalist organization, would be a relatively simple exercise, producing a huge impact on editorial accountability. Many such codes exist; for example, the Canadian University Press - of which the Fulcrum is a member – has published a code of ethics which it encourages its members to use as a guide.

Sincerely,

Campbell Moore

FPS Corporate Ombudsman

October 27, 2010

· Moore: The purpose wold be to make it publicly available and to let people refer to it. And if they had a complaint, cite the instance. 

· Walton: The more black and white we can make these processes... 

· Moore says he contacted CUP and CUPE. 

· Walton: This is great!

· Bedard: Any change like this would go into the editorial constitution, editorial staff and BOD. 

· Walton: Organizations like this with high turnover don't have these kinds of things, but it's excellent. This will be tabled along with the ombudsman changes? Policy review committee can review this, it sounds really good. 

· Bedard: We will keep the policies in place for now, go with them. But change and update the policy as soon as possible. 

(3) Adjournment 

- Bedard moves to adjourn, seconded by Walton. Motion carried at 8:03 p.m. 

