
June 30, 2017 

 

To: Elizabeth Olson, Chair of the Hearing Panel, University of Wisconsin-Whitewater 

From: Chris Henige, Associate Professor, Department of Art and Design 

Re: Notification and Objections for the Record 

 

Dr. Olson; 

I have no objections to the timeline, but as I am currently scheduled to teach in the Fall, I would prefer a 

date a little later into the semester rather than the earlier options. September 8 is the Friday of the first 

week of classes, and I have to travel to attend the hearings and will not have ready access to 

troubleshoot student problems. There’s a lot that goes on at the beginning of the semester, and a lot 

that needs monitoring. This is not only true for myself but also for my potential witnesses. Having to be 

concerned with a hearing at this time would be unfairly disadvantageous to the defense, not to mention 

disruptive and damaging to the students. There is no legitimate reason not to defer a week or two, after 

things have settled, and the prosecution in their response have not stated that these later dates are 

unacceptable.  

Further, as noted earlier, I leave for France in a few days for a colloquium I have organized, and will not 

return until the end of the July. There will be no opportunity during this period to prepare my defense, 

and more particularly to contact and secure my witnesses, which still remains an open question.  

Regarding videorecording. I did not ask you to do it. I asked for “a suitable space be designated for the 

hearings which will allow the video recording of all testimony.” I will provide my own professional 

videographer. To this I add the request that the space be sufficiently large to accommodate any 

individuals who might wish to attend and bear witness.  

Further, your June 5 letter suggests there will be “time allotments”. Again, the statutes are clear. I have 

a “right to be heard in [my] defense”, “a right…to offer witnesses”, and “a right to confront and cross-

examine adverse witnesses”. The law does not restrict me in how much time that may take. A “hearing” 

does not necessarily connote a single session, and in the past it has taken more than one. So, given the 

fact that my list of witnesses will be extensive, “time allotments” would constrain each and every one of 

the rights listed above, guaranteed me by law. The administration is seeking to strip me of my tenure, 

and of its future value, which is substantial. Providing “adequate due process” and a “fair hearing” takes 

time. It is what it is. 

But I am also aware of the sheer volume of documentation that will need to be reviewed by the panel, 

and rather than waste all of our time introducing all of it at such hearings, I have made all of it available 

to you to review in the interim as your own schedules permit.  

So, as a first step, I direct you to www.cchenige.org/UWW for Part I of my documentation for 

consideration by the panel. The complainant has alleged a “history”, so you are entitled, and in fact 

obligated to review that history. I have provided it in its entirety to you, in advance, because it will take 

some time to go through. In it you will also find annotated versions of many documents, which will give 

http://www.cchenige.org/UWW


you some insight into my defense. This may also alleviate some of the work of the prosecution in 

compiling the same documentation for their exhibits. 

I will submit Part II of my exhibits when I am required to do so in advance of the hearings. I will submit a 

list of potential witnesses to contact at that time. 

 

 

Chris Henige 


