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Results of the Investigation 

 

In a letter dated September 23,2016, you asked the undersigned to conduct an investigation 

regarding the two complaints that were submitted by Professor Renee Melton and Professor 

Susan Messer on September 5, 2016. One complaint was against Associate Professor Greg 

Porcaro, and the other was against Associate Professor Chris Henige. In the course of the 

investigation, we interviewed Renee Melton, Susan Messer, Greg Porcaro, Jared Janovec, Mike 

Flanagan, and Teri Frame. During the two interviews of Porcaro, he was represented by attorney 

Stan Davis. We also reviewed documents relevant to the investigation. Based on the information 

gathered, we find that Porcaro's actions did not constitute conduct for which he should be 

disciplined. 

 

Chris Henige, who would not agree to be interviewed, stated in an email that the complaint 

against him should be dismissed as untimely because there is no evidence of a single act by him 

that occurred in the 120-day period immediately prior to the September 5, 2016 filing of the 

complaint with the Chancellor's Office. We agree and find that there is no evidence that any of 

the alleged conduct that Henige engaged in occurred within the relevant 120-day period; 

therefore, we find that the complaint against Henige was not timely filed. 

 

[This is a fact I raised directly with the Chancellor, who is directly responsible for determining 

the validity of any complaint, on multiple occasions. The Chancellor refused to acknowledge 

herself that the complaint was invalid because it did not “date and describe” any act on my part 

that occurred within 120 days of the filing of the complaint. Instead, I was left to twist in the 

wind for 110 days until the investigators, whose job does not include determining the validity of 

the complaint, were required to do so.] 

 

The Allegations against Greg Porcaro 

 

In their complaint, Renee Melton and Susan Messer allege that Professor Porcaro's conduct at a 

department meeting on May 9, 2016 was unprofessional and was a continuation of conduct that 

created a hostile work environment and in doing so violated the following rules and policies: 

 

• UW -W Campus Violence Policy 

• UW-W Workplace Conduct Expectations Policy (A)(C)(D) and (E) 

• University of Wisconsin System UPS OPERATIONAL POLICY: WE 3: Workplace 

Conduct Expectations (4)(A)(C)(D) and (E) 



• UW-W Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action Policy (A)(3), Title VII of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964, as amended (Employment) and (4), Title IX of the Education 

Amendments of 1972, as amended 

 

Background 

 

In order to understand the allegations contained in the complaint against Porcaro, it is important 

to understand two of the items in the agenda for the May 9 meeting, namely “Meeting Rules of 

Conduct” and the “Fall 2014 Department Meeting.” 

 

The Meeting Rules of Conduct were drafted when UW-Whitewater administrators were 

convinced that Chris Henige’s conduct was interfering with Renee Melton’s ability to function as 

department chair. [This document was not directed at me, it was provided to the department. The 

chain of emails assuring me that this meeting was not disciplinary in nature and would not touch 

on the conduct currently being addressed in the hearing process demonstrates this.] As chair of a 

committee asked to review Department of Art and Design policies and procedures, Porcaro 

believed that he was obligated to review the proposed Meeting Rules of Conduct. Like Henige 

and several others, Porcaro objected to the adoption of the rules and wanted all art department 

staff members to have the opportunity to discuss the rules at a department meetings. Because the 

question of whether the proposed policy on conduct at department meetings should be adopted 

had not been discussed, Porcaro asked Michael Flanagan, the acting chair, to add the proposed 

Meeting Rules of Conduct to the agenda for the May 9, 2016 department meeting. On May 6, 

2016, Porcaro sent Flanagan an email in which he stated that he had been trying to get 

department staff to discuss the proposed policy for 14 months. As requested, Flanagan put the 

Meeting Rules of Conduct on the agenda for the May 9, 2016 meeting. 

 

Porcaro also asked Flanagan to add the Fall Department Meeting as an agenda Porcaro stated 

that "the faculty deserves the right to know the truth [about what occurred at the August 28, 2014 

"Fall" meeting]." Porcaro asked Flanagan to put the Fall 2014 Department Meeting on the 

agenda because he wanted to support Henige's position that Susan Messer improperly painted 

Chris Henige as untruthful during the August 28,2014 meeting. Henige had withdrawn the 

grievances in which he had previously alleged that Messer was untruthful, but he had convinced 

Porcaro that the grievance procedures were flawed. [Nowhere in this document is there any 

mention of the facts that I appealed my grievances to a campus-level grievance officer, David 

Munro who, according to the evidence provided by Messer herself, initiated an investigation by 

interviewing her, but then mysteriously failed to do anything further – for 19 months. Therefore 

it is a fact that the grievance procedures were flawed, and so too is the investigation reported 

herein.] 

 

In his September 2, 2014 grievances against Messer and Melton, Henige claimed that at the 

August 28,2014 meeting Messer stated that Henige had been sent a proposal for a certain 

nonwestern art history course. Messer has denied that she ever made such a statement. [False – 

Messer/Melton evidence page A31, III. d and e (Meeting minutes of the August 28 meeting, a 

public record) – “Messer objects, stating that the opportunity to participate in Art History 

curricular action was given”. Why is this ignored in this report? Why is it that the lies of Messer 

are repeatedly accepted as fact when there is written evidence to the contrary, written by an 



impartial observer?] It is Messer's position that there was no policy under which Henige was 

entitled to review the proposal for the course [False – Messer/Melton evidence A16, IV F. These 

are meeting minutes from October 13, 2008 in which it is stated “Curriculum Proposals – Dale 

motioned that all curriculum proposals be reviewed through the Curriculum Committee – they 

will report to department, Messer seconded, unanimously approved.” Again, although the “30-

page document” is oft-cited in this report, it does not appear that the investigators read any of it.] 

and that in August, 2013 Henige had indicated that he was recusing himself from all matters 

concerning the art history area. [If that’s the case, why didn’t Messer simply say so when I stated 

that I had never been shown the document? Why lie and say she provided it to me?] Hence, 

Messer credibly denies Henige' s allegation that she lied during the August 28 meeting. [Why is 

it credible, when the minutes for the meeting report that she said I was given the opportunity to 

participate, but when asked to demonstrate that, could not?] Henige, however, has kept alive the 

question of whether Messer, in fact, stated that Henige had been sent the course proposal for his 

review prior to the August 28, 2014 meeting. [Messer cannot demonstrate that it was provided to 

me, and if it had been, why would I have been pressing so hard on this? She could simply 

demonstrate that she had. She did not. Why didn’t Melton then ask for a similar demonstration 

instead of absolving Messer in the only way possible?] 

 

Most recently, Henige kept this question alive by preparing and disseminating a document of 

approximately 30 pages of materials related to Henige's September 2,2014 grievances against 

Messer and Melton. On April 6, 2016, Henige sent the so-called 30-page document to several 

UWW administrators and to several [two] art department staff members, including Porcaro and 

acting department chair Michael Flanagan. In the April 6, 2016 email (which is the first page 30-

page document) Henige states: 

 

I hereby formally withdraw my grievances against Susan Messer and Renee Melton 

originally filed former Dean McPhail on September 2, 2014, over 19 months ago ....... 

These grievances have received no action from anyone following the former Dean's 

wholly inadequate "investigation" the matter. I have attached a pdf containing the history 

of these grievances and the correspondence relating to them. Nothing has been done, and 

this is no surprise to me. These grievances demonstrate incontrovertibly that Susan 

Messer intentionally lied to the faculty, making claims she knew were false in order to 

protect her reputation. Renee Melton then aided and abetted Messer in this action by 

taking the only action possible to insure that it would be covered up.  

 

Moreover it is Henige’s position that the September 2, 2014 grievances were never acted upon 

from a disciplinary standpoint. [They never were.] 

 

In the past, both Messer and Melton have filed previous complaints against Henige, and as a 

result of a complaint that Melton filed against him on January 26, 2015, Henige was suspended 

for the spring semester of the 2015-2016 school year. After Henige was suspended, acting art 

department chair Denis Dale instructed staff not to have any contact with him. [Why would that 

be? If the administration believes that I “harass” people by email, then one would expect them to 

preclude me from contacting them. Why preclude them from contacting me? How can I “harass” 

them if they initiate the contact? Could it be that the administration’s greatest fear is that the rest 

of the faculty will learn the truth about what’s been going on?] 



 

Dean Mark McPhail reviewed Henige’s September 2, 2014 grievance and determined that 

Henige had failed to meet his burden of showing that Messer or Melton violated any rules or 

policies. [Read the rules for grievances that were in effect at that time – there is no “burden of 

showing” that any rules or policies were “violated”: UWW VI C 1: “…a grievance…is a claim 

that an act of an employee of the university…was unfair, improper, OR contrary to law or the 

university rules or policies…”. Again, it is clear that the investigators have no clue what the rules 

were.] On April 6, 2016, Henige withdrew his grievances against Messer and Melton claiming 

that no action had been taken relative to his complaint. [My open records request for any report 

or notification of the resolution of the grievance has gone unanswered, [subsequent to this 

annotation I was sent an email stating that they had been unable to locate any such document] 

and there is no mention whatsoever of Dr. Munro’s “investigation” anywhere in this report. Why 

not?] Because Porcaro agreed with Henige's position that McPhail's review was insufficient and 

his findings were incorrect, [It wasn’t because McPhail’s findings were flawed, it was because 

the administration seems to have quashed the investigation of Dr. Munro, and continues to do so 

as evidenced by its conspicuous absence in this report.] Porcaro asked Flanagan to the Fall 2014 

Department Meeting on the agenda for the May 9, 2016 department meeting so that there could 

be a discussion that would be based on Henige's 30-page document. Messer and Melton learned 

of the items that Porcaro and Flanagan had placed on the agenda for the May 9, meeting, but they 

were not provided with a copy of the 30-page document prior to the meeting. [There is no 

requirement for such.] 

 

Despite understanding that it would increase the already palpable tensions is the department, 

Porcaro wanted to address the issues that Henige raised in his September 2, 2014 grievances. [Is 

it the contention of the administration (yes) that having discussions about uncomfortable or 

embarrassing subjects is off limits? The entire history of the issues within the department results 

directly from the fact that Melton and Messer as chairs would not address issues of faculty 

misconduct in any way, and the Dean would not address the misconduct of the chairs, and the 

provost would not address the misconduct of the Dean, etc… Put it on the table, discuss it, 

address it, deal with it, move on. Instead, there is no trust in the department whatsoever, no faith 

in the administration, and lawsuits left and right.] Despite knowing that addressing the issues 

would infuriate Messer and Melton, Porcaro believed that having an open discussion about what 

Messer said at the August 28, 2014 meeting would help “bring much needed change to the 

department.” Porcaro knew that it would be difficult to have a conversation about Henige's 

grievances. But he thought that the need to "correct the record" justified his attempt to have the 

discussion. [This discussion could have been had within the department limits and in closed 

session. No one had the courage or apparently the will to do so.] 

 

The May 9,2016 department staff meeting was held at Jessica's Restaurant in Whitewater. Acting 

chair Flanagan thought that holding the meeting at a restaurant would result in staff members 

enjoying themselves and getting along. That did not happen. [Context doesn’t change culture.] 

Approximately ten department employees attended the meeting. When the discussion of the Fall 

2014 Department Meeting was about to begin, Melton saw that Porcaro had a stack of 

documents, which she correctly assumed were related to Henige's September 2,2014 grievances 

against Messer and Melton got possession [stole, in the eyes of the law] of one of the copies of 

the 30-page document. Shortly thereafter the meeting broke despite Flanagan's efforts to keep 



order. Porcaro demanded that Melton return 30-page document to him, but he was not violent or 

disruptive. [Was it ever returned? The recording of the meaning demonstrates that Messer stated 

that she was going to keep Porcaro’s property.] 

 

Investigation 

 

Did Porcaro Violate UW-W Campus Violence Policy? 

 

UWW Campus Violence Policy provides: 

 

The University of Wisconsin-Whitewater is firmly committed to providing a campus 

environment based on civility, respect and the free expression of ideas. [The “free 

expression of ideas” includes criticism, which is neither inherently disrespectful or 

uncivil.] Consequently, the university has a policy of “zero tolerance” for acts of 

violence, fear, harassment, and other forms of aggressive or intimidating behavior. Any 

threat or incident of campus violence must be reported and all reports will be taken 

seriously and thoroughly investigated. Violence and threats of violence are always 

prohibited on campus, especially whenever: 

 

• The act, behavior or communication is abusive and could cause another person 

physical, emotional or psychological harm [This is absurd. If someone catches 

someone on audio, defaming and lying to their colleagues, and then gets called 

out on it, it’s likely to cause “emotional or psychological harm” to them. Does 

that mean they can’t be called out for it? Doesn’t the harm have to result from the 

actions of someone else, and not their own?] 

 

Melton and Messer allege that Porcaro's attempt to disseminate and discuss 30-page document 

compiled by Chris Henige was abusive constituted continued harassment within the meaning of 

the campus violence policy. The complainants point out that Henige compiled the document in 

order to try to show [in order to show irrefutably] that Messer lied to faculty members at the 

August 28,2014 department meeting and that Melton took steps to cover up Messer's 

untruthfulness. Because Messer had no good reason to be untruthful, it is likely that Henige 

misunderstood her when thought she said that she had sent him the proposal for the nonwestern 

art history course. [She did have a reason to be untruthful – if the rest of the faculty knew they 

might be left out of a curricular action in their own studio area, or left out of the decision to hire 

new faculty in their own studio area, it would not be kindly received. She knew this, so instead 

of saying – yes, I left him out, she said she included me, which was a lie, pure and simple, a lie 

recorded in the minutes for the meeting.] In addition, Melton acted appropriately when she 

indicated that a dispute over exactly what was said at the August 28, 2014 meeting should be 

avoided. [Why? She lied, of course she’d say that. Meanwhile, I said she didn’t provide me with 

the proposal, and if she wasn’t lying, then I was. I was not, and proof of that is that no one has 

produced any indication that I was provided with the proposal.] Moreover, there is no sound 

basis for questioning the finding of Dean Mark McPhail, who spoke with several employees who 

attended the August 28, 2014 meeting. McPhail found that those employees did not share 

Henige's belief that Messer's conduct was unfair or improper. [They also had no knowledge of 

the fact that Messer had lied to them. They simply believed her, which is the whole point. 



Believing her meant disbelieving me, and therefore that I was the one that was truthful. As noted 

in the 30-page document, had you read it, McPhail did not address the issue at hand – lying to 

the faculty. He instead cited that there was no policy (there was – A16), and I didn’t cite any 

rules that were broken (I didn’t have to, see above). Every step of this process has been flawed. 

One can only wonder whether it was due to the incredible incompetence of those involved, or 

incredible corruption of those involved, or both. What if the rules governing complaints and 

grievances had been followed, flawlessly (and they could have been), and what if the “burden of 

proof” of the Chancellor was not interpreted to mean “the burden of allegation”? Where might 

we be right now? Probably not facing multiple lawsuits.] 

 

Porcaro, however, believes that Messer acted improperly, and therefore he has been supportive 

of Henige's efforts to demonstrate that Messer was untruthful at the August 28 meeting. In the 

May 6, 2016 email in which Porcaro asked Flanagan to add the "Fall 2014 Department Meeting" 

to the agenda for the May 9, 2016 meeting, Porcaro stated that "the faculty deserves the right to 

know [about what occurred at the August 28, 2014 meeting]. [They do, and still that has not 

happened.] 

 

Porcaro either knew or should have anticipated [Mr. Thal likes this phrase, “should have 

known”…he never explains why.] that his desire to support Henige' s position that Messer lied - 

and that Melton acted to cover up the lie - would be viewed as an attempt to publicly humiliate 

Messer and Melton. [Or perhaps his desire to support the position is because it’s true and 

documented in writing, and that the faculty have a right to know that neither Messer nor Melton 

can be trusted. The documented history of perjury, lying to the accrediting agency, and lying to 

and defaming faculty is impressive. So too is the history of bullying and harassment against a 

female colleague. Will this ever be addressed?] Porcaro, nevertheless, stated that he wanted the 

Fall 2014 Department meeting to be discussed because he viewed it as an "inevitable discussion" 

that was needed to move the department forward. We question Porcaro's judgment asking 

Flanagan to put the 2014 fall meeting on the agenda, but his conduct did not constitute an act of 

harassment or intimidating behavior. 

 

Should Porcaro Be Disciplined Because He Violated the UW-Whitewater Workplace 

Conduct Expectations Policy? 

 

The complainants allege that Porcaro should be disciplined because he violated the following 

sections of the UW-W Workplace Conduct Expectations Policy: 

 

A. Be Fair and Respectful to Others (the A6 expectation is that employees promote conflict 

resolution) 

C. Act Ethically and with Integrity (the C4 expectation is that employees use good judgment 

in dealing with others in the university community) 

D. Contribute to a Healthy and Safe Workplace 

E. Promote a Culture of Compliance 

 

Being fair and respectful includes a requirement that employees “promote conflict resolution.” [I 

have never been provided with the opportunity to enter into conflict resolution with any of the 

individuals involved in my conflict – Messer, Melton or Wilk. Never.] The complainants allege 



that at the May 9, 2016 department meeting Porcaro, who usually refused to participate in 

meetings, [There is no requirement that anyone say anything in meetings. Given the 

department’s history of never discussing anything that actually matters, why bother?] brought a 

30-page document prepared by Henige for the purpose of showing that Messer lied during a 

departmental meeting in the fall of 2014, and Renee Melton assisted her by helping Messer 

conceal that lie. The 30-page document contains grievances against Melton and Messer dated 

September 2, 2014, and formally withdrawn by Henige on April 6, 2016. [This is stated several 

times in this document in a tone that suggests that the conduct aggrieved therefore never existed. 

The grievances were withdrawn because they were obviously quashed by the administration after 

Munro had begun his investigation. How long must a complainant wait to receive any indication 

of progress on their complaint?] 

 

Henige's grievances were not resolved to his satisfaction. [They were not resolved, period.] 

Porcaro was sympathetic to Henige's view that he had been treated unfairly, and Porcaro wanted 

other faculty members to be able to be better informed of Henige's views. It was, however, 

interim chair Flanagan - and not Porcaro who compiled the agenda that included the "Fall 2014 

Department Meeting" as an agenda item. Henige had previously sent Flanagan a copy of the 30-

page document, and Porcaro had provided Flanagan with his reasons for wanting to discuss what 

occurred at the fall meeting. Flanagan therefore knew that dissemination and discussion of the 

document would result in a clash. [Why? Reasonable people could have a discussion. “Was 

Henige included in the proposal?” “Can you show proof?” “If not, apologize for misleading the 

faculty and let’s move on.” Incredibly simple, and yet impossible given the character of those 

involved. Also, exactly what I asked for in the very beginning. You might also note that I agreed 

to apologize as well if it turned out I was wrong.] 

 

Given the history of the conflicts and disputes among art department faculty members, Porcaro 

should not have used the May 9, 2016 department meeting as a forum he could disseminate and 

lead a discussion of the contents of Henige's 30-page document. [If not then, when? The conflict 

was already almost two years old by then. Meeting Rules of Conduct, not discussed for nearly 

two years. It must now be evident to all members of the faculty that if you want something 

discussed, it will take two years to get it on the agenda.] But because it was Flanagan's 

responsibility to create the agenda and because Flanagan agreed to add the Fall 2014 Department 

Meeting to the agenda, Porcaro's conduct did not constitute conduct for which should be 

disciplined. 

 

Should Porcaro Be Disciplined Because He Violated the UW System UPS Operational 

Policy WE 3: Workplace Conduct Expectations? 

 

UPS Operational Policy WE 3 : Workplace Conduct Expectations provides general expectations 

for the conduct of UW System employees. UW -Whitewater has incorporated these expectations 

Workplace Conduct Expectations Policy discussed above. For the same reasons we that Porcaro's 

conduct did not warrant the imposition of discipline under UW -W' s institutional workplace 

expectations policy, we find that his conduct did not warrant imposition discipline under WE 3. 

 

Did Porcaro Violate UW-W Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action Policy, Title VII of 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964, or Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972? 



 

As hard working department chairs and engaged faculty members, both Messer and Melton [and 

Henige – let’s not forget I was also a “hard-working department chair and engaged faculty 

member…] contributed much to the department and were important and respected role models 

for less senior faculty. [So did I and so was I. Check the record.] One faculty member stated that 

Messer and Melton were smart, diligent, and had mentored her when she started teaching at UW-

Whitewater. [Given your list of interviewees, I presume this was the same faculty member who 

physically assaulted another faculty member, and who engaged in an ill-considered relationship 

with a student. This is the result of the “mentorship” of Messer and Melton. I presume she will 

be rewarded for this with tenure.] Another explained how difficult it has been to observe 

department staff factionalize and ignore the need to provide a collegial learning and working 

environment. But the totality of the evidence does not demonstrate that Porcaro treated Messer 

and Melton differently because they are women. Therefore, we find that UW-W did not violate 

any of the anti-discrimination laws listed above. 

 

Porcaro’s obligations to UW-W were not adversely affected to the extent that discipline 

should be imposed.  

 

The complainants allege Porcaro should be disciplined because he failed to align his conduct 

with UW-W and UW system expectations, thereby affecting the performance of his obligations 

to the university. In particular, they allege that he failed to align his conduct UW -Whitewater 

Strategic Plan, the UW -Whitewater Mission and Goals, the UW System Statement Regarding 

Civility. 

 

Melton and Messer indicate that they think Porcaro's conduct was not in alignment with the 

Strategic Plan because he failed to promote a culture that values personal responsibility among 

faculty, staff, students, and administrators. The complainants have not demonstrated that 

Porcaro's conduct was such that he should be disciplined for a failure to promote a culture that 

values personal responsibility. 

 

The complainants indicate that Porcaro's conduct was not alignment the UW -W "Mission & 

Goals" because he has not encouraged and maintained a high level of personal and professional 

integrity. The complainants have also not demonstrated that Porcaro's conduct was such that he 

should be disciplined for failing to encourage and maintain a high level of integrity. 

 

The complainants indicate that Porcaro's conduct was not in alignment with the UW System 

Joint Statement Regarding Civility because he engaged in abusive behavior. For the reasons set 

forth above, the undersigned find that Porcaro did not engage in abusive behavior. 

 

[The hypocrisy of these allegations is striking. There has been no personal responsibility among 

Messer or Melton, and no willingness whatsoever to provide accountability for their actions.] 

 

Conclusion 

 



Based on our investigation of the allegations contained in the complaint, we find Greg Porcaro 

did not violate university rules or policies as alleged, and he did not engage conduct adversely 

affected the performance of his obligations to UW -Whitewater. 

 

As indicated above, we find that the complaint against Henige was not timely because is no 

evidence that any of the alleged conduct in which he engaged occurred during the 120-day 

period immediately prior the September 5, 2016 filing of the complaint against him. That 120-

day period began on May 8, 2016. Although against Henige alleges that on May 9, 2016, 

"Henige revisited his practice of dismissing administrative directives against using uncivil 

communications," Henige did not engage in such conduct on May 9, 2016. Moreover, we did not 

identify any other alleged conduct that Henige engaged in that occurred within the 120 days prior 

to the submission of the complaint against him. 

 

We would, however, like to emphasize that our findings and conclusions should not obscure the 

fact that the art department is in crisis, and the complaints submitted by Susan Messer and Renee 

Melton are another reminder that there are issues in the art department that desperately need to 

be addressed. [Such as their complaints and grievances…] The art department staff members that 

we met with stated that they want what's best for the students, but they fear that more complaints, 

grievances, or litigation will continue to make things worse. [The Chancellor has the power to 

prevent this. Five individuals need to be permanently removed from the department – Henige, 

Porcaro, Messer, Melton and Wilk. In a recent meeting with the provost present Max White 

stated this quite plainly.] They genuinely would like the department to move beyond 

confrontations and focus on the common goal of serving the students, but there does not appear 

to be a simple solution. [See above, the only solution] Some indicated that they were hopeful that 

the efforts of mediator Kathleen Rinehart would help unite employees with shared goals and a 

forward-looking strategy that promotes civility. [The faculty do not trust Messer and Melton, and 

with good reason. One fears for her life, because if they speak out against Messer and Melton, 

they fear what happened to me will happen to them, and it may cost them not just their 

livelihood, but their life, due to a health condition. This individual’s concerns have been reported 

to the Dean, twice, and the previous Dean, and nothing has been done.] 

 

We share this hope. Additionally, we think that there may be value in individual counseling or 

coaching for some individuals. Porcaro, in particular, appears to fail to understand the effect of 

Henige's relentless criticisms of Messer and Melton and the overwhelmingly negative effects it 

has had on them and the department as a whole. [Messer and Melton are liars, plain and simple. 

They’ve lied about “physical intimidation”, they’ve lied about meeting accreditation standards, 

they’ve lied about policy, they’ve lied about the Meeting Rules of Conduct. I was never given 

any reason to relent, because no explanation has ever been given for their actions. Am I supposed 

to simply stop defending the rights of students and faculty because they don’t want to talk about 

it? 98% of the “negative effects” were created by their own webs of lies, and trying to find ways 

of avoiding accounting for them. They have been successful within the walls of UWW because 

of an enabling administration. They will not be so successful in a court of law, where perjury 

actually means something.] 

 

If you have questions or would like to discuss any of our findings or conclusions in more detail, 

please don't hesitate to reach out to us. 



 

Dated this 16th Day of December, 2016 


