
The bulk of my argument can be found in the letter that should have been included in the materials you 

have been provided. I would like to make a brief statement in support of that document. 

UWW VI A 1 states that as “General Principles: Administrators, students, academic staff members, 

faculty members, classified staff members, or members of the public shall follow the procedures and 

rules given in this section to assure fair, just, and timely handling of complaints and grievances against 

faculty members.” 

All faculty must have the ability to rely on the explicit language of the Personnel Rules in order to either 

press their own claims or to defend themselves against the claims of others.  

Although not expressly forbidden in the Personnel Rules, the combining of complaints by different 

parties making differing allegations should be considered a procedural error as it is neither fair nor just, 

and is therefore contrary to the general principles set out in UWW VI A 1. 

UWW A 3 f (3) states that the Chancellor must respond “within 5 calendar days of receipt of the faculty 

member’s choice to request a hearing”. My response indicating my choice was sent January 5 by email, 

and therefore the Chancellor received this response on January 5. There are no provisions for the 

Chancellor being on vacation, and he should either have responded in a timely manner as explicitly 

mandated by the Personnel Rules, or he should have delegated that responsibility to a representative in 

his absence. He did neither, and his claim that “when I returned to the office on January 12, 2015, I 

received your letter dated January 5, 2015” is disingenuous at best, and a transparent attempt to avoid 

the obvious - the Chancellor’s clear failure to meet the deadline mandated by the Personnel Rules. As 

such, his response 9 days later does not and cannot constitute “timely handling”. 

The Chair of this hearing panel indicated to me by email on February 17, copying all of you, that the 
purpose of this meeting today was “addressing whether ‘any significant procedural error’ has occurred 
and what does ‘significant’ mean.” Although UWW VI 4 b (6) states that “if any significant procedural 
error is found, the panel shall (a) terminate the proceedings under these rules,…”, the rule immediately 
following it, UWW VI 4 b (7), states that “if there are no procedural errors, the panel shall conduct a 
substantive review…”. The language of this second rule does not require that the error be “significant”, 
so the definition of that term is not relevant. If it was indeed intended that the error in question must be 
“significant” in order to preclude the substantive review, then UWW VI 4 b (7) should read “If there are 
no significant procedural errors…”. It does not, and therefore a substantive review cannot be 
undertaken if there are any procedural errors. Clearly, the Chancellor’s failure to meet the mandated 
deadline constitutes a procedural error, and therefore the charge must be dismissed in order to 
preserve my rights under the Personnel Rules. Failure to do so would suggest that the specific black-
letter language of the Personnel Rules cannot be relied upon, which in turn would call all of the 
Personnel Rules into question.  

UWW VI A 1 b states that “All proceedings shall be conducted in a climate of presumed innocence; every 
effort shall be made to preserve the rights and dignity of all parties.” I therefore demand that every 
effort be made to preserve my rights in this matter by requiring strict adherence to the letter of the 
Personnel Rules, and that the charge be dismissed as a result of the aforementioned procedural errors. 
If we cannot count on the administration or this body to uphold the Personnel Rules as written, what 
can we count on? Either the Personnel Rules matter or they don’t. 

  



 

UWW VI A 2 f (1): “Penalty(ies) or remedy(ies) or combinations thereof as stated in the charge (II, E):  

(1) Reprimand: written warning by the Chancellor that the faculty member must cease the 
specified conduct which violated university rules or policies or adversely affected the faculty 
member’s performance of his/her contractual obligations to the university. This written warning 
shall be delivered to the faculty member and a copy shall be placed in the faculty member's 
personnel file.” 


