
December 11, 2015 

To: Dr. H. Kumpaty 

From: Dr. C. Henige 

Re: Objections 

 

Dr. Kumpaty; 

I place the following objections on the record. 

1. I renew my objection to the Hearing Panel conducting a hearing on November 13, 2015, 29 days after 

the latest date permissible by the rules, which state that the hearing “shall not begin more than 60 

calendar days after the request for a hearing.” That date was October 16, 2015. The Hearing Panel 

argued that extending the date without my consent did not “harm” me, although it is abundantly clear 

that the only reason for extending the date was because the Chancellor was not prepared and that the 

Chancellor could not produce their witnesses, despite it being 134 days from the time I notified the 

Chancellor that I requested a hearing on June 5, 2015. I fail to understand how allowing the Chancellor 

to have extra time to both actually prepare a case, and produce witnesses against me, does not “harm” 

me. No reasonable person would accept this. 

2. Nowhere in the documentation provided with the Hearing Panel’s report is there any indication that 

the hearing panel met any later than November 13, 2015. Chapter VI A 4 c (1) was cited in the email 

accompanying the report, but the chair of the panel seems to have ignored its subparagraph (b) which 

states “such hearing shall commence no more than 14 calendar days after the panel’s decision.” This 

rule does not state “after the panel renders its decision”, nor “after the panel reports its decision”. In 

the absence of any evidence to the contrary, the panel made its decision November 13, and therefore 

the penalty hearing must have commenced by November 27, thirteen days before the panel even 

provided its decision to the defendant on December 10. Therefore, no penalty hearing can now be 

conducted that is in compliance with the rules, and no reasonable person would argue that this process 

has been conducted in a “timely manner”.  

3. Given the fact that I already contested the penalties when I contested the charge, there is no need to 

do so again. The panel should assume a hearing is required, and should have provided one within 14 

days of their decision. Because they cannot do so, yet another incurable error has been committed. 

4. The Hearing Panel’s report included the following: 

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. 



It was not the charge of the hearing panel during the substantive review to make recommendations on 

the penalties until after the hearing on the penalties, which has not yet taken place. Based on the 

citation above, no reasonable person could now expect that such a hearing could possibly be conducted 

in a climate of “impartiality”.  

From the start, this process has been marred by a nearly complete failure to follow the Faculty 

Personnel Rules. The creation of these rules was delegated to the institution by UW-System, and to 

them by State Statutes. This is the “shared governance” the Faculty Senate currently purports to be 

striving to protect. There is an assumption in this delegation by the State that the rules that are created 

for such governance will in fact be followed. This process and the actions of the Hearing Panel, the 

Chancellor’s Office, and the Director of Human Resources demonstrate that nothing could be further 

from the truth. You have all placed the future of shared governance at this institution in jeopardy. 

 

Dr. Henige 


