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Henige, Chris

From: Portman, Penny
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 3:28 PM
To: Henige, Chris; McPhail, Mark L; Trampf, Judith Marie
Cc: Portman, Penny; Paige Reed; Skelly, William A; Stinson, Anne; Horton, Robert L
Subject: FW: Further Due Process Concerns

 
Dr. Henige 
 
The time for the presentation (opening statements, witness, cross, rebuttal and closing presentations) was decided at 
the pre-hearing meeting and agreed on by all parties.  At no time once the hearing started did you ask for more time.  In 
fact you had two unused minutes in your witness-time and you only used 3 minutes of the ‘upwards to ten minutes’ 
allocated for the closing presentation. 
 
In addition at the beginning of the hearing on both the 17th and the 24th April and again at the end of the hearing on the 
24th I asked if there were any objections to be considered by the hearing panel during deliberations.  Your failure to 
object to the process waives your right to now claim a process violation.  Hence your statements of Saturday April 25 th 
2015 will not be entered into the record. 
 
Dr. Portman 
 
 

From: Henige, Chris  
Sent: Saturday, April 25, 2015 12:18 PM 
To: Portman, Penny; Paige Reed 
Subject: RE: Further Due Process Concerns 
 
Dr. Portman; 
 
At all times the times the timekeepers and their stopwatches made it very clear that the time restrictions were to be 
closely adhered to, otherwise, why the stopwatches? Why not a more informal approach? It was clear to everyone in 
the room that I was being forced to skip portions of my presentation, and that at the end I had not presented all that I 
had wanted to. This is in the recording, I would think. It was evident that I needed more time, the timekeepers made it 
pretty clear that none would be forthcoming, without explicitly stating that I could not continue. I had a reasonable 
expectation that I could not continue. You can choose whether or not to include that in the record. I would think that in 
the interest of “fair, just, and timely handling”, some mention might be made in the panel’s report to the Chancellor. He 
can do with it what he may.  
 
 
 
 
"Henige, Chris" <henigec@uww.edu> wrote: 

Dr. Portman; 
  
It must have been apparent to you during the hearing process that there was insufficient time provided to me to 
adequately present a defense to the Chancellor’s allegations. My cross-examination of Dr. Goza had to be cut in half in 
order to preserve just 33 minutes for my entire defense. Because the Chancellor’s charge must in fact rely heavily on the 
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substance of the investigator’s report, it should be clear why it was necessary to spend an adequate amount of time 
refuting it. Because that process took so much time, I was forced to skip sections of my planned cross-examination in 
order to preserve any time at all, and it must have been apparent that I also had to skip sections of my proposed 
defense in order to fit whatever I could into the time “permitted”. 
  
There are no provisions for time limits in the Faculty Personnel Rules. Other procedures of this nature are not 
constrained by time limits – it takes as long as it takes. It is up to the chair of the hearing panel or a judge to insure that 
things move along without significant digression. The agreement reached in the pre-hearing meeting (also not provided 
for in the Rules), could only be considered tentative and non-binding, because at that time there was no indication 
beyond the complaints themselves and the evidence provided in them of the full extent of the documentation that 
would later be provided. Ultimately, 223 pages of documentation and four witnesses needed to be addressed before I 
even had an opportunity to present my defense. As it turned out, 90 minutes was in no way adequate to do so. As a 
result, my ability to defend myself against the allegations of the Chancellor was severely inhibited and compromised.  
  
This seems to contradict the general principles set out in the Rules which ensure “fair, just, and timely handling of 
complaints”. Merriam-Webster Online defines “timely” as “appropriate or adapted to the times or the occasion”. The 
time allotted turned out not to be “appropriate to the occasion”, and therefore not “timely”, and again at my expense.  
  
I am in no way anticipating that the hearing will be reopened, and I am not requesting that you do so. I am simply stating 
for the record that I believe the process as it was undertaken severely inhibited my right to due process, and I would ask 
that this email be included in the documentation for this case. 
  
Dr. Henige 
  
  


