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Dr. Henige and Dr. Telfer 
 
The hearing for contesting the penalty(ies) and/or remedy(ies) was held on June 11, 2015 and officially 
convened at 10:28 AM.  Present at the hearing were the Hearing Panel members  (Drs. Bill Skelly, Anne 
Stinson, Robert Horton, Penny Portman), Dr. Mark McPhail representing the Chancellor, and Ms. Paige 
Reed from System Legal Counsel acting as a consultant on procedural matters for the hearing panel. 
 
The task of the hearing panel was to decide whether to uphold the penalty(ies) and/or remedy(ies) as 
indicated in the December 29, 2014 charge issued by the Chancellor and upheld by the Hearing Panel on 
May 6, 2015 or lessen the penalty(ies) and/or remedy(ies) proposed. 
 
The penaly(ies) and/or remedy(ies) were:   
   

1. You shall receive a written reprimand ……., 
2. You will be required to seek help in dealing with your difficulty controlling your interactions with 

departmental colleagues ….., and 
3. You will be suspended without pay for one month ……. 

 
The Hearing Panel had in advance received a written statement from Dr. McPhail and from Dr. Henige.  
The Hearing Panel heard a presentation from Dr. Mark McPhail addressing a) the seriousness of the 
offense, b)  Dr. Henige’s previous behavior, and c) severity of penalties imposed on other faculty 
members for similar acts.  It was noted that outside of the charge against Dr. Henige, only one other 
UWW VI Hearing was concluded within a five year window and that the complaint leading to the charge 
was not for a similar act. 
 
As Dr. Henige was not present, the hearing was adjourned at 10:40.   
 
The Hearing Panel deliberated and voted unanimously to uphold the penalty(ies) and/or remedy(ies) as 
listed in the December 29, 2014 charge and upheld on May 6, 2015 by the Hearing Panel.  In making our 
decision we discussed the a) seriousness of the offense, b) faculty member’s previous behavior, c) 
severity of penalties imposed on other faculty members for similar acts, and d) extenuating or 
aggravating circumstances connected with the act(s) or event(s) which gave rise to the charge. 
 
Seriousness of the offense:  The Hearing Panel considered the behavior of Dr. Henige as more severe 
and progressive than in the previous charge. 
 
Faculty member’s previous behavior:  The Hearing Panel regarded the current behaviors to be an 
escalation from those that prompted the previous charge that ended with Dr. Henige accepting a 3-day 
suspension.   
 
Severity of penalties imposed on other faculty members for similar acts: The Hearing Panel decided the 
penalties were a logical progression from the first charge to the second charge.  In the first charge Dr. 
Henige was given a reprimand and in this charge he is to be given a reprimand.  In the first charge Dr. 



Henige was asked to seek help and in this charge he is required to seek help in dealing with his difficulty 
controlling interactions with departmental colleagues.  In the first charge Dr. Henige was suspended 
without pay for three days, and in this charge he will be suspended without pay for one month.   
 
Extenuating or aggravating circumstances connected with the act(s) or events(s) which gave rise to the 
charge:  The Hearing Panel noted the impact of the behaviors of Dr. Henige on the faculty and 
administration within and outside of the Art & Design Department. 
 
The Hearing Panel noted that all procedural issues raised were deemed as harmless errors and did not 
negatively impact the procedural rights and protection afforded to Dr. Henige during the hearing 
process. 
 
 
Dr. Penny Portman,  
Chair of Hearing Panel 
 
 
 
 


