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Henige, Chris

From: Portman, Penny
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Henige, Chris
Cc: Telfer, Richard J; Portman, Penny; Paige Reed
Subject: RE: Pre-hearing date

Dr. Henige 
 
At this time none of the items listed on the agenda previously sent on March 2, 2015 have been decided.  The intent of 
the pre-hearing meeting is to do so with all parties present.  You can bring up your objection to the request for a 
summary statement at that time. 
 
Please note that having a pre-hearing meeting is not described in UWW Chapter 6 and may or may not be a normal 
process for complaints but it seems a reasonable way to work together. 
 
Dr. Portman, Chair 
 

From: Henige, Chris  
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:33 PM 
To: Portman, Penny 
Cc: Telfer, Richard J 
Subject: RE: Pre-hearing date 
 
Dr. Portman; 
 
This is not a normal process for complaints, or at least it is not described in the rules, so please forgive me if I’m not fully 
grasping what you propose.  
 
I would have thought that the scope of the hearing was limited to the scope of the charges and of the complaints and 
their evidence. I’m not interested in betraying my defense by providing a summary of it, and as there are several charges 
and a good deal of evidence to counter, a few sentences isn’t going to do much to clarify what I think I need to address 
in order to defend myself.  
 
I’m concerned that an hour apiece will not be sufficient for either of us in this respect. And I would not want to do 
disservice to the Chancellor’s presentation of his case or to my defense by putting time constraints on them that may 
damage both of our abilities to make our cases in a complete, fair and just manner. We can discuss this on Monday. 
 
Dr. Henige 
 
 

From: Portman, Penny  
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 1:10 PM 
To: Henige, Chris; Telfer, Richard J 
Cc: Portman, Penny 
Subject: RE: Pre-hearing date 
 
Dr Henige 
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The intent of the one sentence (which could be two or three) is for the parties to clearly articulate and understand the 
perimeters of the hearing.  
 
Penny 
 

From: Henige, Chris  
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 10:44 PM 
To: Portman, Penny; Telfer, Richard J 
Subject: RE: Pre-hearing date 
 
Dr. Portman; 
 
I’m still unclear on your last request – “a one sentence summary of the issue(s) to be considered”. What “issue(s)”? 
 
Dr. Henige 
 

From: Portman, Penny  
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:13 AM 
To: Henige, Chris; Telfer, Richard J 
Cc: Portman, Penny 
Subject: RE: Pre-hearing date 
 
Dr Henige 
 
Thank you for your questions….we will discuss all on the 16th including the timing of the witness presentations and 
timing for cross-examinations and the format for the documents delivery.  You are asked to bring a one sentence 
summary of the issue(s) to be considered.  See you then   
 
Dr Portman 

From: Henige, Chris  
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 4:03 PM 
To: Portman, Penny; Telfer, Richard J 
Subject: RE: Pre-hearing date 
 
Dr. Portman; 
 
Can the additional documents in item b) be in digital form? 
 
Concerning item d), your earlier communication suggested that all of the Chancellor’s witnesses would testify in the first 
hour, after which I would be permitted to cross-examine in the second hour. This places me at a distinct disadvantage, 
having to keep track of all testimony before being able to rebut any of it. Would it not be more practical and fair to allow 
me to cross-examine each witness after each has testified? This can be discussed at your proposed meeting but I want it 
to be out there for consideration. 
 
And for item e), is this not all contained in the complaints and their attachments? And if we provide such a synopsis, 
would we be limited to addressing only those issues during the hearing? Also, one sentence total, or one sentence per 
issue? (as the Chancellor’s charge contains more than one and these each require rebuttal.) 
 
Dr. Henige 
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From: Portman, Penny  
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 3:23 PM 
To: Henige, Chris; Telfer, Richard J 
Cc: Portman, Penny 
Subject: Pre-hearing date 
 
Dear Dr. Henige and Dr. Telfer 
 
In order to assure that the pre-hearing meeting is conducted in an efficient and timely manner, we will hold a pre-
hearing meeting on Monday March 16 from 11:00-12:00.  The meeting will be held in UC 260.  The agenda for the pre-
hearing meeting is as follows: 
 

a) Determine a date and time for the hearing 
b) Determine a deadline for submission of additional documents, if any, concerning substantive issues for the panel 

to consider.  It is the responsibility of each party to provide copies for each panel member (5) and the other 
party.  These are turned in to the chair (HPERC Office or 114 Williams Center) and distributed the following day 
to the respective ‘other’ party and committee 

c) Provide, at the time of the deadline mentioned in b), a list of witnesses that the parties intend to call to the 
hearing in order to provide verbal testimony. 

d) Procedures for the hearing, including proposed time frame for the parties to present, question witnesses, and 
cross-examine witnesses. 

e) Clarification of the issue(s) to be considered (each party please bring a one sentence summary of the issue(s) to 
be considered).  The parties should note that the committee will not address the issue of prodedural error or 
processes previously raised by the faculty member as that issue has already been addressed. 

f) Any other issues that the parties want to address or clarify prior to the hearing. 
 
 
Dr. Penny Portman, Chair 


