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Henige, Chris

From: Paige Reed <preed@uwsa.edu>
Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 11:42 AM
To: Henige, Chris
Subject: RE: Additional Concerns

Penny, 
 
Will the Chancellor be at the April 17 hearing?  
 
Paige 
 

From: Henige, Chris [mailto:henigec@uww.edu]  
Sent: Friday, April 3, 2015 7:08 AM 
To: Portman, Penny; Paige Reed 
Subject: Additional Concerns 
 
Dr. Portman; 
 
I have an obligation to inform you of any and all perceived errors, and provide the institution with the opportunity to 
rectify them. 
 
I continue to object to Dean McPhail’s acting as the representative of the Chancellor. At the pre-hearing meeting, when I 
initially made this objection, we were told by the Director of Human Resources something to the effect that “we are all 
the same thing”. That might apply if the Faculty Personnel Rules referred to “the University” as the plaintiff, but they do 
not. They consistently refer to “the Chancellor”, and neither Ms. Trampf nor Dean McPhail are “the Chancellor”. And 
while the rules provide me with the opportunity to have an “advocate”, there is no provision for the Chancellor to have 
any “representative” or “agent”. UWW VI A 1 c states: 
 

If investigation convinces the Chancellor to issue a charge, the burden of proof in a hearing rests with the Chancellor. 
 
Wisconsin Statute 36.05 defines the Chancellor as:  
 

(5) "Chancellor" means the chief executive of an institution. 
 

These citations do not include a definition of “Chancellor” which might allow for a broader interpretation of that term. In 
short, if the Chancellor wishes to press his claim against me, he must do so himself. 
 
However, UWW VI A 4 b (3) states: 

 
(3) The hearing shall begin not more than 60 calendar days after the request for a hearing unless the Chancellor and the 
faculty member agree to another date. The panel shall provide written notice of the meeting at least 5 calendar days in 
advance. 

 
On January 5, 2015 I made my request for a hearing, and therefore, the 60-day limit expired on March 6, 2015. You are 
fully aware of this. 
 
On February 25, 2015, I was informed by the Chair of the Hearing Panel that a date of March 13, 2015 had been set for 
the hearing, 67 days after my request, and 7 days after the 60-day limit had passed. At no time was I offered a hearing 
date within the 60-day limit. 
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The rule cited above must be adhered to “unless the Chancellor and the faculty member agree to another date.” I did 
not agree to the March 13, 2015 date. If you review my communications, you will find also that at no time have I agreed 
to the proposed upcoming dates of April 17 and April 24.  
 
Therefore, I have never agreed to another date, the 60-day limit has passed through no fault of my own, and I am under 
no obligation to agree to any subsequent date or dates. As a result, again, I demand that the process be terminated and 
the charge dismissed at this time due to failure of the institution to conform to the requirements of its own Faculty 
Personnel Rules, and failure to provide fair, just and timely handling of this complaint. 
 
During every phase of this process I have conformed to these rules. There has been every opportunity for both the 
Chancellor and the Hearing Panel to do the same. They are neither onerous nor difficult to interpret. Anyone consulting 
the rules during any phase of this process would have had no difficulty conforming to them. Yet this has not been the 
case. Instead, every effort has been made to excuse aberrations from the rules at my expense. It is my opinion that the 
nature of the charge has unduly influenced the Chancellor and the Hearing Panel in this respect, and has persuaded the 
Hearing Panel to overlook obvious violations of the personnel rules in order to allow the Chancellor to press his claim. In 
my opinion, this violates my right to fair and just treatment, and my right to the presumption of innocence. It is further 
my opinion that if this procedure is not terminated and the charge is not dismissed, it will establish clear precedent that 
the Faculty Personnel Rules are irrelevant, and do not need to be followed in any meaningful way. This insures no 
protections for faculty, and damages all of us. 
 
Dr. Henige 
 


