
Keith L. Sellen 
Director 
Office of Lawyer Regulation 

Email: intake@wicourts.gov 
 
Re: Appeal of OLR Grievance filed by Chris Henige 
 
Dear Mr. Sellen: 
 
On June 4, 2018, I, Chris Henige, submitted grievances to the Office of Lawyer Regulation against 

attorneys Matthew Lind and Anne Bilder, specifically alleging violations of SCR 20:3.1(a)(1) and 20:3.3. 

In their July 5, 2018, letter of response to the OLR, Lind and Bilder made numerous assertions, not one 

of which served to defend their actions. Nevertheless, Investigator Zeisser determined that there was 

“insufficient evidence to support an allegation of ethical misconduct”. I hereby appeal that decision and 

request a review of the matter. 

Lind and Bilder (respondents) were accused of having advanced a claim or defense that is not warranted 

under existing law (SCR 2-:3.1), in that they advanced the case of Badke v. Greendale Village Board at a 

hearing which resulted in a recommendation for my dismissal, in defense of their client’s systematic 

exclusion of me from meetings of a government body of which I was a member. Wis. Stat. 19.89 is clear 

in stating that “No duly elected or appointed member of a governmental body may be excluded from 

any meeting of such body.” In their own reply, they note that they attached the Decision of the Board of 

Regents, as if somehow that served as a defense against my claims. Not only is it irrelevant, but it 

demonstrates incontrovertibly that the Board of Regents considered me a “duly appointed member” of 

the Department of Art and Design, repeatedly identifying me as a “tenured associate professor in the 

Department of Art and Design”. Further, Badke itself states that “a governmental body must meet in a 

facility which gives reasonable access, not total access, and that it may not systematically or arbitrarily 

refuse admittance to any individual.” How could it be clearer? 

I request that the OLR view the video of Lind stumbling over this argument while Bilder squirms in her 

seat. It can be viewed at http://cchenige.org/UWW/video/UWW-Video-08-Closing.mp4  

SCR 20:3.1(a)(1) is also very clear: “In representing a client, a lawyer shall not: knowingly advance a 

claim or defense that is unwarranted under existing law,” and that the only defense against such a claim 

is that “except that the lawyer may advance such a claim or defense if it can be supported by good faith 

argument for an extension, modification or reversal of existing law.” (emphasis added) Where, 

anywhere in the respondents’ response, is there any such “good faith argument”? Have they made any 

argument at all for an extension, modification or reversal of existing law? They have not. Is their citation, 

Badke, relevant at all to Wis. Stat. 19.89? It is not.  

It is also clear in the video that Lind and Bilder made no attempt to argue for “an extension, modification 

or reversal of existing law”. 

The respondents have attempted to deflect attention away from this by making equally spurious 

assertions and by continuing to fail to demonstrate candor towards the tribunal, in this case, the OLR. 

Let’s address the claims they have made in their response one-by-one. 
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The respondents allege “persistent intimidating and harassing behavior” on my part. During the hearing 

in question, each of their witnesses was asked specifically by me to produce any specific examples of 

such. Not one of them could do so. The respondents could not do so. The Board of Regents have not 

done so in their decision and order. Lind and Bilder have now made a direct claim that such behavior 

existed and as such they should be able to document it to the OLR. If they cannot, then they have lied to 

the OLR. My guess is that they will continue to claim that because several hearing panels determined it 

was so, it must be so, and will continue to produce no actual evidence to demonstrate it. This has been a 

consistent theme. 

The respondents allege that “the chancellor directed him not to attend Department meetings due to the 

strain his presence caused his colleagues.” First, the Chancellor provided no rationale or explanation for 

her directive (see http://cchenige.org/UWW/pdf/20160713-Henige-Fall-Return-Letter.pdf ). Second, 

even if she had issued that directive for the reason the respondents cite, how is that a legitimate excuse 

to violate Wis. Stat. 19.89? Where in that statute is there any mention that people can be excluded if 

what they have to say might make people uncomfortable? If such were the case, how would any 

governmental body ever meet? 

The respondents have thoughtfully provided the OLR with the Decision and Order of the Board of 

Regents, as though it is factual. I direct you to an annotated version of that document that demonstrates 

that it is not. (See http://cchenige.org/UWW/pdf/20180212-Decision-Order-Ann.pdf )  

The respondents refer to an “agreement”, in order to suggest to you that my exclusion from meetings 

was the result of some kind of negotiation. There was no such “agreement”, attested by the fact that on 

several occasions I asked specifically whether their directive was a release or a mandate, and how their 

mandate related to Wis. Stat. 19.89. They did not respond. Lind and Bilder have lied to the OLR, again. 

I submitted a Disability Accommodations Request Form which asked only that my courses be moved 

online. Nothing more. They responded with an illegal proscription against my attendance at meetings, 

not only in violation of Wis. Stat. 19.89 but also contrary to the findings in Badke. 

The respondents allege that I have “affirmatively stated that he has never had any intention of attending 

any Department meetings,” because I currently live in New York State. If they believed this to be true, 

then why was there a need for such a proscription at all? It is also the case that “attending” meetings is 

not necessarily precluded by physical distance, as I could attend them electronically, either 

telephonically or via Skype or some other mechanism. In short, desire not to be physically present at 

meetings does not change the fact that the law precludes them from affirmatively excluding me from 

those meetings.  

In their response, the respondents state that Attorney Donna McGee “served as legal counsel to the 

Committee”, and then immediately allege that “it was a matter of law for which the Hearing Committee 

did not have the capacity or expertise to address.” What, then, was Ms. McGee’s function as “legal 

counsel to the Committee”? 

The respondents suggest that “there were other, proper forums in which Mr. Henige could raise these 

concerns.” What they have deliberately omitted from their response, in an attempt to mislead the OLR, 

is the fact that I was formally charged with “insubordination” to the Chancellor’s directive (which 

included my exclusion from department meetings), one of the two charges made seeking my dismissal. 
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You will also see that the Regents also made that allegation in their decision and order. If the 

Chancellor’s charge was illegal on its face, as I argued, I could not be insubordinate to it. If it were legal, 

they should have been able to demonstrate that. Therefore, the Hearing Panel had no choice but to 

address this issue, and it was certainly not “outside the purview of the Committee” to do so. Further, 

the Hearing Panel and the respondents were informed that I had filed a formal complaint with the 

District Attorney regarding the violations of open meetings law long before they issued their final report, 

and their claim that I “did not apparently avail himself of those remedies” is yet another patently false 

assertion.  

It is also the case the University had “other, proper forums” where they could seek Henige’s exclusion. 

First, they could have attempted to seek an injunction against Henige. They did not do so. There is a 

reason for this. Second, Wis. Stat. UWS 18.11(6)(a) authorizes the Chancellor to effectively banish 

someone from any building on campus if they pose some kind of legitimate “threat”. The Chancellor did 

not pursue this either. It was fine for me to be on campus, to have unfettered access to all parts of it, 

including the Greenhill Center of the Arts and the Department itself, but for some reason my presence 

at meetings of that Department was considered to “strain” my colleagues, and therefore, in their view, I 

could be excluded. A clearer example of First Amendment retaliation would be difficult to find.  

The respondents appear to suggest that Mr. Lind’s closing statements were extemporaneous, and that 

he just happened to cite Badke because I “wove into his presentation matters relating to his exclusion 

from the Department meetings”.  

I direct the OLR to the following video clip: http://cchenige.org/UWW/video/Meetings-Law-

Segment.mp4  

The fact that much earlier in the hearing (this was 2:56 into a 6:23 hearing) the respondents indicated 

that they would be addressing this in their closing arguments removes any suggestion that it was 

extemporaneous. They also state “when we have some time in our closing arguments, we’ll address that 

as a legal matter.” This is clear evidence both that their statements regarding Badke were planned, and 

that they intended to forward Badke as a “legal matter”. Further, the respondents have repeated the 

same argument in their response to the OLR, that Badke stands for the “general proposition that courts 

have recognized that the right to attend a public meeting is not absolute.” By making this very argument 

in their response they have proven that at the hearing in question they were also making that same 

argument, and as such were forwarding a legal position that is not supported by existing law.  

As noted previously, the decision in Badke was limited to the exclusion of a few observers because the 

facility was insufficiently large. They were not “systematically excluded”, and in fact, Badke makes very 

clear that no one may be “systematically excluded”, including me. It is also the case that Badke refers 

only to observers and not to members of the body that was meeting. It remains unclear to me how 

Badke has any bearing at all on the circumstances, or on Wis. Stat. 19.89, and the respondents have 

made clear in their own statements that their introduction of that case at all was intended to be a 

defense to my exclusion. It was obviously an attempt to prejudice a tribunal who, by the respondents’ 

own admission, “did not have the capacity or expertise to address” the argument. How, then, does their 

introduction of this irrelevant case constitute “candor toward the tribunal”?  

The respondents allege that the introduction of Badke was in good faith. How? They have made no 

legitimate argument for “an extension, modification or reversal of existing law”, the single requirement 
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of SCR 20:3.1(a)(1). Are they suggesting that the Republicans could exclude all of the Democrats from 

meetings of the Wisconsin House or Senate if only they chose to meet in a smaller room? Are they 

suggesting that at 6’-3” and 220 pounds I was too large to fit into the Greenhill Center of the Arts? 

What, exactly, is their argument, the argument explicitly necessary to get them off the hook for 

violations of Supreme Court Rules? 

The respondents allege that “there is no reason to believe that this brief reference in Mr. Lind’s closing 

argument had any effect whatsoever on the Hearing Committee.” If there was no intent to influence the 

committee, then why mention it at all? And how do we know there was no influence? How do we know 

the committee didn’t see me as a “troublemaker” because I kept raising legal questions that the lawyers 

now claimed were unfounded because of Badke? Throughout the proceedings Mr. Lind seemed to relish 

in the fact that he was an attorney while I was not, asking me repeatedly “are you an attorney?” His 

implication was that a simple PhD could not possibly comprehend the clear and plain language of the 

statutes, while he, as an attorney, could, and as such we must believe his Badke implications because 

“he’s an attorney”. I would argue that SCR 20:3.1 and SCR 20:3.3 exist for this very circumstance. 

Finally, the respondents state clearly that “Mr. Lind’s brief reference was the only instance in which this 

case was cited by the University.” Why is that? If Badke had any relevance or merit at all, why drop it? If 

Lind and Bilder cited it in an attempt to create an “extension, modification or reversal of existing law”, 

why abandon it immediately after forwarding it? The University was faced with my appeal to the 

Regents, and subsequent judicial review, and yet despite the fact that the question of exclusion from 

meetings was still at issue, they abandoned Badke altogether. It must be obvious to the OLR that they 

did so because they knew Badke had no relevance and that they always knew it. 

The fact is that both Lind and Bilder knew exactly what they were doing, and to their credit, they had a 

tough time doing it. As Lind choked out his argument, Bilder squirmed in her chair. Then, having been 

caught in their attempted deception, they dropped Badke like a hot potato. In fact, the University has 

forwarded a number of defenses against my argument, spinning a prayer wheel of irrelevant nonsense 

in the hopes that something might stick. First, when asked how the Chancellor’s directive related to Wis. 

Stat. 19.89, they simply didn’t respond. Then they tried Badke, perhaps thinking I wouldn’t bother to 

read it. Most recently they have asserted that, even though they have consistently and repeatedly 

referred to me as a “tenured professor in the Department of Art and Design” (see their own exhibit), 

somehow I was not a “duly appointed” member of that very governmental body. This sounds 

suspiciously like another deception intended to mislead a tribunal unfamiliar with the law, in this case, 

the Board of Regents. 

The fact is, the respondents have no defense supporting my exclusion from department meetings. If 

they have, then they should produce it. The citizens of the State of Wisconsin have a right to know why 

it is that they can be arbitrarily and systematically excluded from meetings of government bodies of 

which they are members. I’m sure this argument would be of considerable interest to elected officials as 

well.  

SCR 20:3.1 is unambiguous. The respondents may be immunized against their conduct if they can 

demonstrate a “good faith argument for an extension, modification or reversal of existing law”. I 

respectfully request that the OLR indicate exactly where Lind and Bilder have done so, either in the 

video of the hearing or in their response to the present allegations, and direct the respondents to 

demonstrate that they did so. Explicitly.  



It remains a fact that the respondents, through their actions, violated each of the Supreme Court Rules I 

cited in my original complaint, and have presented no legitimate or compelling defense against it. In 

light of this information, I again request that the OLR review this appeal and take appropriate steps to 

address this clear example of misconduct on the part of the respondents, and their lack of candor in 

their response to the OLR.  

The citizens of the State of Wisconsin have a right to feel confident that the OLR and the Supreme Court 

Rules exist to protect their rights. 

 

 

Christopher C Henige 


