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INTERNAL MEMORANDUM 

To:   Chancellor Beverly Kopper 

From:  Hephzibah Kumpaty, Chair of Faculty Appeals, Grievances and Disciplinary 

hearing sub committee 

Re:   Hearing Panel’s Findings and Recommendations  

Date:   December 10, 2015 

On behalf of the Faculty Appeals, Grievances and Disciplinary Hearing Panel, please accept this 

written report of the Hearing Panel’s findings and recommendations in response to the disciplinary 

charges and proposed sanctions filed by former Chancellor Richard Telfer against Professor 

Christopher Henige dated May 21, 2015.  

I.   Summary of Hearing Panel’s Findings:   

Upon a full procedural and substantive review of the disciplinary charges issued against 

Christopher Henige, Professor in the Department of Art and Design at the University of Wisconsin-

Whitewater, and taking into consideration all relevant and material evidence, including written 

documentation and testimony at the hearing, the Faculty Appeals, Grievances and Disciplinary 

Hearing Panel (“Hearing Panel”) hereby determines by unanimous vote that there is sufficient 

evidence to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Professor Henige engaged in certain 

behaviors or conduct as described in the charges issued by Chancellor Richard Telfer (“Dr. 

Telfer”) against Professor Henige in a letter dated May 21, 2015.  The Hearing Panel upheld all of 

the charges with the exception of the fourth charge in which only the UWW Campus Violence 

Policy was found to be in violation.  The Hearing Panel also concurred with the University’s 

suggested penalties as specified in the charge.   

 

II.  Background and Procedural Review of Faculty Appeal:   

On January 26, 2015, Professor Renee Melton, Chair of the Art and Design Department filed a 

complaint against Professor Christopher Henige alleging that Professor Henige’s unprofessional 

conduct, including acts of harassment, aggression, and intimidation has adversely affected her 

performance and obligations to the University which is in violation of University rules policies.  

The complaint also alleges that Professor Henige’s conduct inhibited progress, obstructed policy 

enforcement and curricular developments and created a hostile work environment in the 

department of Art and Design.  Additional information and specific details of her complaint were 

provided in her formal written complaint dated January 26, 2015.   
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On March, 2015, Dr. Telfer appointed Richard Thal, employment relations specialist with the 

University of Wisconsin to investigate the complaint.  Richard Thal investigated the complaint 

and submitted a formal investigation report to Dr. Telfer on May 14, 2015.  In his report, Mr. Thal 

found there was sufficient evidence to support the allegations contained in the complaint.   

On May 21, 2015, Dr. Telfer issued a formal charge letter against Professor Henige under UWS 

Chapter 6 and UW-Whitewater Chapter VI based on the complaint filed by Professor Melton and 

the investigation report prepared by Richard Thal.  The formal charge letter stated, in part, the 

following in regard to Professor Henige’s conduct: “Your actions have prevented Professor Melton 

from fulfilling her obligations to the department and the University, and prevented you from 

fulfilling your obligations to the department and University.  You have engaged in a continuing 

pattern of harassment and intimidation, and contributed to the development of a hostile 

environment in the Art and Design department.”  Dr. Telfer proposed the following disciplinary 

action against Professor Henige: 1) a written reprimand, 2) be prohibited from engaging in 

unmediated correspondence (which includes e-mail, social media and any telephonic 

communications) for 2015-2016 with the Chair of the Department or any other faculty member, 

and 3) be suspended without pay for a period of one academic semester.     

On June 9, 2015, pursuant to UW-Whitewater Faculty Personnel rules, Dr. Telfer sent a copy of 

the May 21 charge letter to the Chair of Faculty Senate, James Hartwick.  In that notification, Dr. 

Telfer informed the faculty senate chair that he received a request from Professor Henige for a 

hearing on the contested charges on June 5, 2015.  The Faculty Senate Chair was asked to draw a 

five-member Hearing Panel and was sent five copies of the relevant documents in sealed envelopes 

per A, 3, f, (3) of Chapter VI of the UW-Whitewater Faculty Personnel Rules.     

Pursuant to UWW Chapter VI – Rules Governing Complaints Against and Grievances of Faculty 

under UWS 6 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code, the Faculty Senate Chair, James Hartwick, 

selected a five-member Hearing Panel with two alternates and conducted the organizational 

meeting on September 18, 2015.  The five panel members were; Kathy Brady, Chung Myung Hee, 

Hephzibah Kumpaty, John McGuigan and Rick Mason. The alternates were Mohammad Ahmadi 

and Zoreh Ghavamshahadi; The Hearing Committee elected Dr. Hephzibah Kumpaty to chair the 

panel.  At the meeting, James Hartwick forwarded the charge to the panel and reminded the hearing 

committee to conduct the proceedings pursuant to UWW Article VI 

(http://www.uww.edu/Documents/FalcultyAndStaff/UWW%20CHAPTER%20VI.pdf). 

On September 22, 2015 the Hearing Panel conducted an initial review of the hearing materials and 

the rules governing complaints against faculty members (UWS 6).  At this meeting the panel 

reviewed the rules and identified a tentative schedule to conduct the procedural review and 

substance review.  The parties and their representatives were kept informed on the summary of the 

Hearing Panel meeting including the proposed dates for the procedural review and the hearing.   

(Attachment 1, 2).  

http://www.uww.edu/Documents/FalcultyAndStaff/UWW%20CHAPTER%20VI.pdf
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On September 25, 2015, Professor Henige informed the Hearing Panel chair, Dr. Kumpaty, that 

he would be represented by private legal counsel, Attorney Stan Davis.  Anne Bilder, Senior 

System Legal Counsel of the Office of General Counsel was assigned to provide legal 

representation to the Chancellor. Paige Reed, Senior System Legal Counsel of the Office of 

General Counsel was assigned to provide legal assistance to the Hearing Panel during these 

proceedings.   

On October 2, 2015, the panel conducted a procedural review in accordance with the UWW 

Chapter VI and UWS 6 rules (VI, A, 3, a-d, f).  The Hearing Panel Chair informed the parties that 

all meetings of the Hearing Panel will be conducted in accordance with the state law governing 

meetings of public bodies in accordance with all the requirements of s. 19.85 (1), (a) & (b) WI 

Stats and requested any questions for the panel to consider at this meeting to be forwarded before 

noon on Friday, Oct 2. (Attachment 3).  During the procedural review, the parties were provided 

an opportunity to make a brief presentation (15 min) in regard to any alleged significant procedural 

errors that may have occurred during the process.  Both parties were also given until 3:00 p.m. on 

Oct. 6, 2015, to submit any written statements in regard to this matter.  (Attachment 4).   

On October 8, 2015, the University submitted a request to postpone the date for the substantive 

review of this charge due to the unavailability of Dr. Telfer and other key witnesses. (Attachment 

5) 

On October 9, 2015, a pre-hearing conference was held by teleconference.  Chair Kumpaty 

discussed the hearing procedures for the substantive review, including, but not limited to, time-

limits and dates for exchanging witness lists and documentation.  The University’s request for a 

postponement of the hearing was discussed as well. Professor Henige and his attorney objected to 

the postponement on the grounds that the Hearing Panel did not have the authority to extend the 

hearing beyond the 60 day time period in the UWW Ch. VI rules.  (Attachment 6)  The issue was 

taken up for consideration by the full Hearing Panel during its scheduled procedural review at a 

second meeting on October 9, 2015. After consideration of Professor Henige’s arguments and the 

University’s response, the Hearing Panel determined that there was insufficient evidence to find 

that a significant procedural error had occurred during the proceedings.  (Attachment 7).  During 

the procedural review, the Hearing Panel also discussed the request to postpone the substantive 

review hearing and determined that granting the University’s request was reasonable and would 

not unduly burden or harm Professor Henige.  

On October 12, 2015, Chair Kumpaty sent a request to the parties providing the Hearing Panel’s 

availability to finalize a hearing date and requested the parties to respond no later than October 14 

at 12:00 p.m.  [Note: There was additional correspondence between Chair Kumpaty and the parties 

in regard to this matter as noted in Attachment 8].   On October 15, 2015, the parties were notified 

by Chair Kumpaty that the substantive review hearing date was scheduled for November 13, 2015.  

In accordance with UWW Ch. VI rules, the parties were asked to forward additional 
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documentation, if any, and availability of witnesses’ physical presence at the hearing for testimony 

and cross-examination. (Attachment 9) 

On October 19, 2015, Chair Kumpaty sent an e-mail to Professor Henige’s attorney responding to 

his request for the Hearing Panel’s authority to postpone the substantive review hearing date 

beyond the 60-day period. (Attachment 10) 

On November 5, 2015, Chair Kumpaty posted the open meeting notice for hearing to the relevant 

parties. (Attachment 11)  A revised notice was issued later that day (Attachment 12) in response to 

Professor Henige’s suggested corrections/concerns regarding stating that he had the option to 

choose between an open or closed meeting as provided in Wis. Stats., 19.85(1)(b).  [Note: This 

option was provided in writing to the parties in the “prehearing document” which outlines 

procedures to follow during the hearing. (See Attachment 6)] 

On November 06, 2015, Chair Kumpaty sent another reminder to parties of the deadline to send 

additional documentation for consideration at the substantive hearing. (Attachment 13)  The 

University forwarded its witness lists and exhibits per the set deadline. 

On November 10, 2015, John McGuigan, one of the panel members contacted Chair Kumpaty that 

due to an unexpected health-related condition, he would most likely not be available to attend the 

hearing on  November 13, 2015. Chair Kumpaty immediately contacted Faculty Senate Chair, 

James Hartwick, to obtain an alternate to serve on the panel. (Attachment 14)  In response, Dr. 

Leon Arriola was selected to serve as an alternate Hearing Panel member.  On November 11, 2015, 

Chair Kumpaty informed the parties that an alternate panel member had been identified to replace 

John McGuigan at the hearing. (Attachment 15) 

On November 13, 2015, Professor Henige’s attorney informed Chair Kumpaty that neither 

Professor Henige nor his attorney would attend the hearing in protest of what they believed to be 

procedural violations in the process. (Attachment 16) 

III.  Hearing Panel’s Substantive Review: 

On November 13, 2015 at 12:00 p.m. a substantive review hearing was held in closed session at 

the University center, room 266. The Hearing Panel members were Dr. Hephzibah Kumpaty 

(chair), Dr. Kathy Brady, Dr. Chung Myung Hee, Dr. Richard Mason, and Dr. Leon Arriola.   Paige 

Reed was also present to provide legal assistance to the Hearing Panel.  The University was 

represented by Anne Bilder and Wade Harrison, attorneys from the Office of General Counsel.  

Dr. Telfer was also present.  Professor Henige’s attorney had notified Chair Kumpaty that same 

morning before the hearing that neither Professor Henige nor his attorney would attend the hearing.  

In light of this information, the Hearing Panel determined that it would proceed at its discretion in 

accordance with UWW Ch. VI, A(4)(b)(4)(c).  At the start of the hearing, the Hearing Panel took 

a vote to move into closed session for the hearing.  Once in closed session, the University was 

provided with the opportunity to present its case to the Hearing Panel.   
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The University submitted evidentiary documentation in the form of 87 pages of exhibits.  Professor 

Henige did not provide additional documentation to the Hearing Panel beyond what he had 

previously provided in support of his case which was an annotated response to Professor Melton’s 

complaint, dated Jan 26, 2015 and a letter with exhibits which was submitted to the Hearing Panel 

during the procedural review on October 2, 2015.   

 

The University presented its case in chief through the exhibits provided and testimony from three 

witnesses:  (1) Dr. Richard Telfer (2) Richard Thal, and (3) Professor Renee Melton.  No witnesses 

were called on behalf of Professor Henige, as he and his attorney did not attend the hearing. At the 

conclusion of the substantive review, the Hearing Panel moved to go into closed session for the 

purpose of deliberation. At the conclusion of the deliberation, the Hearing Panel unanimously 

concluded that based upon the evidence presented by the parties, there was a preponderance of the 

evidence to support all of the charges issued by the University against Professor Henige, as 

described in the May 21, 2015 letter, with the noted exception below.   

A. Summary of Findings: 

 

Upon consideration of all relevant documentation and evidence submitted by the parties as a part 

of this substantive review, the Hearing Panel finds that the charges issued against Professor Henige 

as described in the May 21, 2015 letter by Chancellor Richard Telfer have been proven by a 

preponderance of the evidence, with the exception of the fourth charge in which only the UWW 

Campus Violence Policy was found to be in violation..   

 

The detailed description of the allegations against Professor Henige are found in University’s 

Exhibit #7:  Complaint by Professor Melton, Chair of the Department of Art and Design against 

Professor Christopher Henige dated January 26, 2015.  Professor Henige issued a response to this 

complaint by submitting an annotated response to the allegations of the complaint.  In his response, 

Professor Henige defended his conduct by stating that his email communications with Professor 

Melton and other faculty were within his rights to express his opinions, frustrations and 

disappointments in regard to the manner in which Departmental matters were being handled.  He 

also claimed that he was attempting to protect the rights of students.   

 

During the hearing, the University called three individuals to testify in regard to the alleged 

misconduct of Professor Henige:  Dr. Richard Telfer, former Chancellor of University of 

Wisconsin-Whitewater (retired in July of 2015); Professor Renee Melton, former Chair of the 

Department of Art and Design at UWW (currently on a temporary leave of absence); and Richard 

Thal, Employee Relations Specialist at UW System Administration.   

 

Dr. Telfer testified in regard to the continuous pattern of similar behavior by Professor Henige 

toward a former chair of the Department and other faculty. Dr. Telfer stated that over the past few 

years, he has met with Professor Henige to discuss similar complaints and concerns raised by 
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Departmental faculty about Professor Henige’s behavior to which Professor Henige acknowledged 

it. In response to previous behaviors, Dr. Telfer issued disciplinary sanctions against Professor 

Henige.  The first sanctions were intended to put Professor Henige on notice that his behavior must 

be improved and if it did not improve, then he would be subject to additional disciplinary action. 

Dr. Telfer also gave Professor Henige multiple opportunities to meet with him to discuss his 

progress.  Unfortunately, accordingly to Dr. Telfer, Professor Henige did not correct his behavior, 

but rather engaged in similar conduct over time.  Despite similar letters of counsel and sanctions, 

Professor Henige has continued to engage in this pattern of behavior.  It should be noted that the 

Hearing Panel limited its consideration of any testimony or documentation relating to previous 

disciplinary action against Professor Henige to the determination of whether the University had 

sufficiently shown that there was a “pattern” of similar conduct to support the existing charges.  

When Dr. Telfer was asked whether he thought Professor Henige was capable of changing his 

behavior, Dr. Telfer stated that he did not believe he could.   

 

During her testimony, Professor Renee Melton, Chair of the Department of Art and Design, stated 

that due to the former Chair of the Department of Art and Design (Professor Susan Messer) 

resigning from her appointment, the Dean of the College of Arts and Communication asked 

Professor Melton if she would be willing to serve as the chair.  Noting that it was a very difficult 

period for the Department, Professor Melton testified that she truly believed she could assume the 

responsibilities and reverse the damaged culture within the Department by promoting and 

encouraging a positive working environment. In her former role in the industry field, Professor 

Melton had a record of effective management and team building skills which she brought to this 

role as chair.  In general, Professor Melton believed that she, in fact, did a good job as the Chair 

of the Department.   

 

When testifying about her interactions with Professor Henige, Professor Melton began by stating 

that prior to becoming the chair, she had a positive professional relationship with Professor Henige 

which she believed would continue in her role as Chair. However, shortly after she became Chair, 

Professor Henige began to sharply criticize her decisions and challenge her authority.  She stated 

that his behavior was intimidating, threatening at times and hostile in nature.  He questioned her 

leadership, integrity and competency.  His conduct was perceived as threatening in nature, 

intimidating and harassing to the point that she became highly upset and fearful of any interaction 

with him.  However, she continued to approach him in a professional and responsive manner. 

During her testimony, Professor Melton was visibly upset and shaken when discussing her prior 

interactions with Professor Henige and his hostile and intimidating behavior toward her.   

 

Richard Thal, Employee Relations Specialist at the UW System, was called as the third witness 

for the University.  He testified that he was assigned to conduct an internal investigation into the 

complaint filed by Professor Melton against Professor Henige.  Mr. Thal explained the manner in 

which he conducted his investigation, which included, reviewing all relevant documentation 
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provided within the complaint and interviewing Professor Henige and Professor Melton along with 

several other faculty members from the Department of Art and Design. According to his findings, 

Mr. Thal concluded that there was sufficient evidence to support the allegations contained in 

Professor Melton’s complaint.  His investigative findings are included in a letter to Richard Telfer, 

Chancellor, dated May 14, 2015 (University’s Exhibit #8).         

 

Professor Henige declined to attend the substantive hearing, so the evidence considered by the 

Hearing Panel was in the form of documentation submitted by Professor Henige.  In such 

documentation, Professor Henige denied all charges against him.  In his annotated response to 

Professor Melton’s complaint of Jan 26, 2015, he contends that “any reading of the 

communications provided in Professor Melton’s documentation will demonstrate that there is no 

unprofessional language, no personal attacks and that in their entirety address University 

business…..any reading of the communications in Professor Melton’s documentation will also 

reveal no efforts to provide such accountability.”  The Hearing Panel took note of a subsequent 

letter dated June 26, 2015 from Professor Henige to the faculty of the Art and Design Department 

in which he apologized for his conduct and his communications which had led to conflicts and 

difficulties within the Department.    

 

In addition to the above, the Hearing Panel reviewed the documentation in the form of email 

communications which were reasonably perceived as aggressive, harassing and intimidating in 

nature.  A few excerpts from such emails are provided, in part, as:  

 

Email dated 1/14/2015:  Professor Henige sent a request to Professor Melton for 

reorganization of the department archives she recently developed, stating what was wrong 

with her methods.  “ You are continuing the previous chair’s philosophy of keeping 

anything that might be constructed as “negative” or “embarrassing” secret from the 

faculty”;  “no one in the department is more conversant with policies and procedures than 

I am, and “no one else has a better grasp of the “whole” than I do.  Please refer to the e-

mail for additional details; this was forwarded to the faculty at large on Friday, January 

16th. 

 

Email dated 10/5/2014:  long e-mail titled “I understand”:  Professor Henige sent 

Professor Melton an e-mail which Melton refers as a diatribe making a long series of 

allegations against colleagues and administrators.    

 

 a. Charge #1:  Professor Henige engaged in a pattern of conduct, including  

  harassment, aggression and intimidation that adversely affected the   

  performance of Professor Melton’s obligations to the University.  

Based on the evidentiary documentation and the presentations at the hearing, the Hearing Panel 

determines that there is a preponderance of the evidence to support the charge as stated.  The 

Hearing Panel considered the evidence as noted above.  Specifically, all three of the University’s 
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witnesses provided specific details in regard to their ongoing interactions with Professor Henige, 

or their internal investigation which led to factual findings, of numerous incidents of behavior as 

described in the charge.  As noted above, Professor Henige denied engaging in this conduct, but 

rather noted that his communications raised legitimate issues within the Department.  Upon a 

review of the exhibits and documentation of written emails between Professor Henige and 

Professor Melton, there was sufficient evidence to find that Professor Henige communicated in a 

tone and manner that could reasonable be perceived as harassing, intimidating and aggressive 

toward Professor Melton.  Further, as Professor Melton testified and as detailed in her written 

complaint, Professor Henige’s behavior toward her had a negative and adverse impact on her 

ability to perform her duties.  The Hearing Panel found her testimony to be credible.  The Hearing 

Panel did not find any evidence submitted by Professor Henige to adequately dispute or rebut this 

information. 

 b. Charge #2:  Professor Henige’s conduct inhibited progress, obstructed  

  policy enforcement and curricular developments, and prevented faculty and  

  staff from working together to achieve common goals.  

Based on the evidentiary documentation and the presentations at the hearing, the Hearing Panel 

determines that there is a preponderance of the evidence to support the charge as stated.  The 

Hearing Panel considered the evidence as noted and summarized in the first charge above.  The 

Hearing Panel did not find any evidence submitted by Professor Henige to adequately dispute or 

rebut this information. 

 c. Charge #3:  Professor Henige has knowingly pursued a course of conduct  

  that resulted in a hostile work environment, and impeded Professor Melton’s 

ability  to perform her obligations to the University.   

According to the internal investigation conducted by Mr. Thal and his testimony given during the 

substantive hearing, Mr. Thal stated that there was sufficient evidence to show that Professor 

Henige knowingly engaged in conduct that was uncivil in nature to the level and pattern that 

created a hostile work environment for Professor Melton.  Specifically, Mr. Thal found that 

Professor Henige’s conduct not only had an adverse affect on his ability to interact with other 

faculty within the Department, but that his conduct also adversely impacted Professor Melton’s 

ability to perform her duties. Mr. Thal stated that based upon his investigation, he believed 

Professor Henige’s behavior to be willful in nature.  According to Mr. Thal, Professor Henige 

“refrained from being collegial… repeatedly…”.  In addition to Mr. Thal’s documentation and 

testimony, the Hearing Panel considered the testimony of Dr. Telfer and Professor Melton, in 

which both stated details regarding their interactions with Professor Henige over time that clearly 

showed that he was aware of his behavior and its impact on others, but willingly chose not to act 

in a civil or respectful manner toward Professor Melton.  The Hearing Panel did not find any 

documentation submitted by Professor Henige to adequately dispute or rebut this information.     
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 d. Charge #4 : Professor Henige’s sustained pattern of unprofessional conduct  

  has a common thread of harassment and is in violation of UW-Whitewater  

  rules and policies as well as Wisconsin Statutes and federal laws noted. 

 

According to the internal investigation conducted by Mr. Thal, he determined that the evidence 

was insufficient to find a violation of UWW campus e-mail policies, UWS 18.11(1) or Wis. Stat. 

947.0125(3).  He based his findings on the fact that Professor Henige did not use email for the sole 

intent to harass another, but rather for what Professor Henige believed was work-related 

communications regarding academic matters.  Professor Henige also raised issues in his email 

communications regarding alleged deviations from the Department’s established and published 

policies on curricular matters which he believed disadvantaged student rights, and as such, 

adversely affected students which, if not corrected, could potentially expose the University to legal 

action.  

In regard to whether Professor Henige conduct violated the UWW Campus Violence Policy, Mr. 

Thal determined that there was sufficient evidence to show that Professor Henige had engaged in 

behavior that was uncivil in nature toward other employees which was in violation of the policy. 

In addition to the investigative report, the Hearing Panel noted that Professor Melton’s complaint 

(University Exh. #7) to be detailed in nature and her testimony at hearing to be credible in regard 

to what she perceived as aggressive, intimidating and harassing behavior toward her and others 

during work.   

The Hearing Panel considered Professor Henige’s written statements in which he expressed what 

he believed as “legitimate” reasons for his communications and behavior toward Professor Melton 

(as noted above in Mr. Thal’s report).  However, the pattern, manner and tone in which Professor 

Henige communicates his opinions and believes in regard to work-related matters is reasonably 

perceived by both Professor Melton and this Hearing Panel as intimidating, harassing and 

aggressive in nature.  The fact that Dr. Telfer has attempted to counsel Professor Henige in regard 

to this behavior in order to improve his professional interactions with others in his Department to 

no avail is also telling.  Further, Professor Henige has indicated to both Mr. Thal and in his letter 

dated June 26, 2015 that he is aware of his inappropriate behavior. 

Based on the evidence, the Hearing Panel finds that Professor Henige’s behavior violated the 

UWW Campus Violence Policy.  The Hearing Panel found that not only was Professor Melton’s 

reaction to his communications reasonable, but that a number of his e-mail communications have 

not served to foster collegiality, civility or advance the best interests of the Department and the 

University.  The Hearing Panel did not find any evidence submitted by Professor Henige to 

adequately dispute or rebut this information. 
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Conclusion: 

 

Based upon the evidence submitted by both parties through this proceeding in the form of written 

documentation and witness testimony, the Hearing Panel finds that there is a preponderance of the 

evidence to prove each of the four charges issued by Dr. Telfer against Professor Henige in his 

letter dated May 21, 2015, with the exception of the fourth charge in which only the UWW Campus 

Violence Policy was found to be in violation.  

 

IV. Recommendation: 

 

The Hearing Panel unanimously recommends that all four charges, with the noted exception to the 

fourth charge, be upheld and the proposed penalties/remedies.  As for the appropriateness of 

proposed penalties, the hearing panel determines that the proposed sanctions are reasonable.  In 

light of the evidence, the majority of the Hearing Panel would have proposed higher disciplinary 

sanctions than what was proposed by Dr. Telfer.  However, because the UWW Ch. VI rules do not 

provide for such option, the Hearing Panel concurs with the proposed disciplinary sanctions stated 

in the May 21, 2015 letter. 

The Hearing Panel also recommends that the administration work with the Department to ensure 

that all employees are provided with a safe, respectful and professional working environment.  

 

V.  Record of the Case:   

 

Appendix A:  Communications from Chair Kumpaty to parties referenced in Part II of this 

report.   

 

Appendix B:  DVD containing a digital record of the Substantive Procedural Hearings/Review. 

 

Appendix C:  Exhibits submitted by the parties.     


