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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 
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Chris 

From: Chris  <chris@creationofgothic.org>
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 12:07 PM
To: 'Matt Lind'; 'Olson, Elizabeth A'
Cc: 'Anne Bilder'; 'Taveira, Alvaro D'; 'westonk@uww.edu'; 'Gulig, Anthony G'; 'Leitheiser, 

Robert L'; 'Beverly Kopper'; 'mcgeed@uwm.edu'
Subject: RE: Response

**** See my annotations below. **** 
 

From: Matt Lind [mailto:mlind@uwsa.edu]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 11:19 AM 
To: Chris <chris@creationofgothic.org>; Olson, Elizabeth A <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; westonk@uww.edu; Gulig, Anthony G 
<guliga@uww.edu>; Leitheiser, Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper <kopperb@uww.edu>; 
mcgeed@uwm.edu 
Subject: RE: Response 
 
Dear Dr. Olson: 

As you requested, we conferred with our witnesses regarding their availability on the three dates proposed by the 
committee and September 8th was the only date of the three on which all our witnesses reported they were available. 
**Nowhere in your email notification is there any mention of this. A previous hearing in my case was held on two dates 
for exactly the reason that all witnesses were not all available on a single date. Why is this not an option now? What’s 
the hurry, Mr. Lind? I am scheduled to teach until the end of the Fall semester, unless you are proposing to change 
horses in all of my courses midstream, which would be needlessly and massively disruptive to the students. So, what is 
the hurry?** Much like Dr. Henige, the administration also has other obligations this summer and fall and is setting aside 
time appropriately **appropriate to the goals of counsel or to a full exposition of the facts?** to prepare for this 
important hearing, **but not important enough that it can take more than a couple of hours**which we’ve anticipated 
since Dr. Henige’s request for a hearing.  
 
As to Dr. Henige’s concerns regarding teaching his courses, UW-Whitewater is happy to work with Dr. Henige during his 
travels to Whitewater, to help him timely respond to any student concerns that may arise during that day. **How will 
that happen when I will be driving? How will I know there are issues? Unlike some I never have my phone out when I’m 
driving. Counsel have not cited a legitimate reason why their witnesses can’t be available on other dates. They do not all 
have to be available on the same date. I intend to call a multitude of witnesses, and I have no reasonable expectation 
that all of them will be available on the same date. Is the panel averse to making the defense of tenure as 
comprehensive as it needs to be, or are they willing to further devalue tenure by providing inadequate due process?** 
 
While we’re cognizant of Dr. Henige’s request to videotape the hearing, we would like to remind the chair that the law, 
“does not permit recording, filming or photographing such a meeting in a manner that interferes with the conduct of the 
meeting or the rights of the participants.” Wis. Stat. s. 19.90. **Why is this even here? Is this a threat? Where is your 
citation of the rest of the statute that guarantees me the right to videorecord? It has been a consistent pattern of the 
administration and its counsel to cite only tiny passages that serve their ends and not the full text. I am a historian by 
profession. My job is to gather all of the documents, read them in their entirety, and then make a case based on my 
reading AND a presentation of ALL of the information contained in them. It is not that much different than an attorney, 
except that I don’t get to choose sides and choose which facts to present. Provide an appropriate space, as I requested, 
and there will be no disruption whatsoever. ** 
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To be sensitive of the time commitments of Dr. Henige, the committee members, and witnesses, we believe it is 
appropriate to set forward some expectations with regard to the time allotted for each party. Particularly, the law 
recognizes the need to avoid irrelevant and duplicative testimony and to better focus the issues for the committee. 
**The complainant specifically alleges that “Because these incidents are the culmination of several previous similar 
episodes which resulted in increasingly significant disciplinary actions, including most recently, a full-semester’s 
suspension, I believe that this complaint states conduct that may rise to the level of dismissal.” Surely a review of those 
“episodes” is therefore in order, as they are the basis for the requested discipline – dismissal. And the law also provides 
the hearing panel with the power to determine what is and is not relevant. Let’s let them decide and not counsel for the 
prosecution. As for time allocations, fine – let’s set 8 hours for each party. Except for arguments before appellate and 
supreme courts, where in the justice system are there instances of time allotments in any hearings? You are trying to 
deprive me of tenure and all that goes with that, including its future value of over a million dollars in my case. And what 
about the facts? Counsel seems very concerned about time commitments of individuals instead of concerning 
themselves with adequate time for full exposition of the facts, whatever time that takes. Does the panel not recognize 
that the time restrictions, and counsel’s mention of the law regarding recording are all part of their consistent pattern of 
obfuscation? They will after they review the materials online. I have already identified this current process online as the 
“Third Kangaroo Court”, because already a “standing committee” that has no chair and no members has made it so. It’s 
not too late to change things. My goal is a full exposition of the truth. What is yours?** 
 
We appreciate the kind consideration of the committee and let us know if you wish to discuss any of these matters 
further. 
Matt Lind and Anne Bilder 
____________________________ 
The preceding e-mail message (including any attachments) contains information that may be confidential, be protected by the 
attorney-client or other applicable privileges, or constitute non-public information.  It is intended to be conveyed only to the 
designated recipient(s).  If you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the sender by replying to this message and 
then delete it from your system.  Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not 
authorized and may be unlawful. 
 

From: Chris [mailto:chris@creationofgothic.org]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 9:52 AM 
To: Olson, Elizabeth A <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Matt Lind <mlind@uwsa.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; 
westonk@uww.edu; Gulig, Anthony G <guliga@uww.edu>; Leitheiser, Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper 
<kopperb@uww.edu> 
Subject: Response 
 
Dr. Olson; 
 
Attached find my response to your request for acceptable dates. I remind you that I leave for France in a few days to 
conduct a colloquium I have organized and will not return until the end of July. Let’s set August 1 as the date when I will 
again be accessible. 
 
In the attached I have provided a link to the first batch of documentation submitted as exhibits. It concerns background 
and the history of proceedings against me, as the complainant has alleged a history that requires review and 
consideration. For easier access for all parties, I include it here: 
 
http://cchenige.org/UWW/  
 
Dr. Henige 
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Chris 

From: Chris  <chris@creationofgothic.org>
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 4:07 PM
To: 'Matt Lind'; 'Olson, Elizabeth A'
Cc: 'Anne Bilder'; 'Taveira, Alvaro D'; 'westonk@uww.edu'; 'Gulig, Anthony G'; 'Leitheiser, 

Robert L'; 'Beverly Kopper'; 'mcgeed@uwm.edu'
Subject: RE: Response

**Again, my response in red** 
 

From: Matt Lind [mailto:mlind@uwsa.edu]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 2:52 PM 
To: Chris <chris@creationofgothic.org>; 'Olson, Elizabeth A' <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; 'Taveira, Alvaro D' <taveiraa@uww.edu>; westonk@uww.edu; 'Gulig, Anthony G' 
<guliga@uww.edu>; 'Leitheiser, Robert L' <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper <kopperb@uww.edu>; 
mcgeed@uwm.edu 
Subject: RE: Response 
 
Dear Dr. Olson: 
 
We have reviewed Dr. Henige’s comments and we would like to note one issue that his comments seem to raise. He 
appears to be asking for the hearing to be scheduled for multiple days. The University believes that one day is more than 
sufficient for it to present its case and for Dr. Henige to present his. **Even though Mr. Lind hasn’t the slightest idea 
what my case will entail? Even though he does not know who I intend to call as witnesses, or whether those witnesses 
might be available on the date they wish to dictate? He’s like, a soothsayer! As always, this is entirely about the System 
and not at all about justice or due process. We have to convene when it’s convenient for them, and when their 
witnesses are available, but no mention whatsoever about me or my witnesses.**  
 
To the extent that Dr. Henige wishes to reargue his previous discipline, we would suggest that is beyond the scope of 
this case. **I intend to spend no time “rearguing previous discipline”. I don’t have to. The documentation speaks for 
itself. This case is about insubordination to a “directive” (one that runs contrary to state statutes, which the 
administration will not defend, and one which violated my rights under the Faculty Personnel Rules, which the 
administration will not defend) to allow my communications to be censored, which in no institution in the universe 
would warrant dismissal and stripping of tenure, absent the complainants’ contention that it is only the last of a number 
of alleged offenses. So they are not beyond the scope. The law does not provide for separate hearings on the penalties, 
and so “progressive discipline”, and its basis in past proceedings, must be considered. I suggest the panel go ahead and 
review the online materials and you will see EXACTLY why counsel does not want them considered.**Dr. Henige was 
already provided with due process in all of those matters. **Read the materials. In fact, here’s a taste of why counsel’s 
assertions in this respect are nonsense: http://cchenige.org/UWW/PHP/FSHP.php?id=Procedural  If after reading this 
you can make the case that any of them afforded me legitimate “due process”, I’ll be all ears. I’m not talking about 
constitutional due process, as Mr. Hind has argued, I’m talking about the fact that when the institution makes its own 
rules that take constitutional due process further, and establishes its own processes that provide me with additional 
“rights and protections”, it is bound to them. Then take that a step further and identify exactly where the Chancellors 
have met their “burden of proof”, as required by the rules. Where are the citations, and if you can find any, are they 
credible? I think you’ll find the one sample cited of my “uncivil” language laughable.**Dr. Henige was made aware and 
took advantage of his chance to make both his procedural and substantive arguments regarding those matters. **To 
two panels who had as their counsel someone whose office was right down the hall from counsel for the prosecution, 
and who did not ensure that any of the rules were followed. Why would two panels of five faculty (well actually one had 
only four, in direct violation of the rules…) willfully determine to violate rule after rule unless they were told it was 
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permissible to do so by their counsel? Either they’re all – all 12 of them – completely incompetent to enforce the rules 
their committee is solely responsible for enforcing, and so is their counsel, or they are all corrupt and chose to do so 
willfully because they don’t like me, even though they don’t know me, or they were corrupted. Ockham’s Razor: Which 
is most likely? And does it even matter?**He was made aware and took advantage of his opportunity to appeal those 
decisions. **I notice that Mr. Lind makes no claim here that those proceedings in any way conformed to the rules that 
purport to govern them. (see the link above) He does not care because to do so would compromise his position.**Those 
decisions are final and no longer reviewable. **They will be reviewable in the context of future legal action.**The 
findings made and penalties imposed are now merely a matter of record. **In which case why are you afraid to have the 
panel review that record? It’s entirely possible they will see as so many of my colleagues have seen that they have no 
basis in reality or justice, or “due process”, and therefore provide no meaningful support for a claim of “progressive 
discipline”. They were nothing but Kangaroo Courts, and mean nothing. Counsel might take my advice provided at the 
top of the “All My Communications” page and make note of all of the language in those communications or other 
conduct on my part that support the claims made in those previous complaints, because you can be very sure I will be 
asking your clients to do so. I’m not a fool. I’m willing to accept culpability where such is demonstrated. It’s just that 
there has been no demonstration of such in ANY of those earlier proceedings. None of us are fools. Counsel’s current job 
is to deflect attention away from the administration’s actions relative to earlier proceedings, and my job is to shine a 
light on it. Let’s see who prevails. I’m betting on the light of truth. I’ve provided a link to it. **They are only relevant to 
this case in that they establish a **n alleged**pattern of behavior by professor Henige, demonstrate the University’s 
appropriate response, and support the seriousness of the current charges. **I think after the panel reviews the 
documents in the link I sent they will question everything you assert in this paragraph. They are not fools. These 
materials have been reviewed by numerous individuals from around the country with hundreds of years of combined 
service to academia, and not one of them – not one – could find anything – not a single statement - in them that was 
inappropriate. That was me doing my due diligence. I look forward to seeing your lists.** 
 
We greatly appreciate the attention of the committee to these matters and would be happy to discuss any of these 
issues further. 

**We can continue to argue this in emails, but I’ll just post them on my site as I get them and everyone can decide for 
themselves. As you can tell, I find your responses self-serving and not remotely convincing. So at this point, let’s give 
everyone including counsel time to review the materials and then reconnect after I’m back from my colloquium. We’ll all 
have better perspective by then, and since the dates for the hearings do not have to be set until 10 days beforehand, 
there is time to sort this out in August.** 

Matt Lind and Anne Bilder 
 
____________________________ 
The preceding e-mail message (including any attachments) contains information that may be confidential, be protected by the 
attorney-client or other applicable privileges, or constitute non-public information.  It is intended to be conveyed only to the 
designated recipient(s).  If you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the sender by replying to this message and 
then delete it from your system.  Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not 
authorized and may be unlawful. 
 
 
 

From: Chris [mailto:chris@creationofgothic.org]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 11:07 AM 
To: Matt Lind <mlind@uwsa.edu>; 'Olson, Elizabeth A' <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; 'Taveira, Alvaro D' <taveiraa@uww.edu>; westonk@uww.edu; 'Gulig, Anthony G' 
<guliga@uww.edu>; 'Leitheiser, Robert L' <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper <kopperb@uww.edu>; 
mcgeed@uwm.edu 
Subject: RE: Response 
 
**** See my annotations below. **** 
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From: Matt Lind [mailto:mlind@uwsa.edu]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 11:19 AM 
To: Chris <chris@creationofgothic.org>; Olson, Elizabeth A <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; westonk@uww.edu; Gulig, Anthony G 
<guliga@uww.edu>; Leitheiser, Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper <kopperb@uww.edu>; 
mcgeed@uwm.edu 
Subject: RE: Response 
 
Dear Dr. Olson: 

As you requested, we conferred with our witnesses regarding their availability on the three dates proposed by the 
committee and September 8th was the only date of the three on which all our witnesses reported they were available. 
**Nowhere in your email notification is there any mention of this. A previous hearing in my case was held on two dates 
for exactly the reason that all witnesses were not all available on a single date. Why is this not an option now? What’s 
the hurry, Mr. Lind? I am scheduled to teach until the end of the Fall semester, unless you are proposing to change 
horses in all of my courses midstream, which would be needlessly and massively disruptive to the students. So, what is 
the hurry?** Much like Dr. Henige, the administration also has other obligations this summer and fall and is setting aside 
time appropriately **appropriate to the goals of counsel or to a full exposition of the facts?** to prepare for this 
important hearing, **but not important enough that it can take more than a couple of hours**which we’ve anticipated 
since Dr. Henige’s request for a hearing.  
 
As to Dr. Henige’s concerns regarding teaching his courses, UW-Whitewater is happy to work with Dr. Henige during his 
travels to Whitewater, to help him timely respond to any student concerns that may arise during that day. **How will 
that happen when I will be driving? How will I know there are issues? Unlike some I never have my phone out when I’m 
driving. Counsel have not cited a legitimate reason why their witnesses can’t be available on other dates. They do not all 
have to be available on the same date. I intend to call a multitude of witnesses, and I have no reasonable expectation 
that all of them will be available on the same date. Is the panel averse to making the defense of tenure as 
comprehensive as it needs to be, or are they willing to further devalue tenure by providing inadequate due process?** 
 
While we’re cognizant of Dr. Henige’s request to videotape the hearing, we would like to remind the chair that the law, 
“does not permit recording, filming or photographing such a meeting in a manner that interferes with the conduct of the 
meeting or the rights of the participants.” Wis. Stat. s. 19.90. **Why is this even here? Is this a threat? Where is your 
citation of the rest of the statute that guarantees me the right to videorecord? It has been a consistent pattern of the 
administration and its counsel to cite only tiny passages that serve their ends and not the full text. I am a historian by 
profession. My job is to gather all of the documents, read them in their entirety, and then make a case based on my 
reading AND a presentation of ALL of the information contained in them. It is not that much different than an attorney, 
except that I don’t get to choose sides and choose which facts to present. Provide an appropriate space, as I requested, 
and there will be no disruption whatsoever. ** 
 
To be sensitive of the time commitments of Dr. Henige, the committee members, and witnesses, we believe it is 
appropriate to set forward some expectations with regard to the time allotted for each party. Particularly, the law 
recognizes the need to avoid irrelevant and duplicative testimony and to better focus the issues for the committee. 
**The complainant specifically alleges that “Because these incidents are the culmination of several previous similar 
episodes which resulted in increasingly significant disciplinary actions, including most recently, a full-semester’s 
suspension, I believe that this complaint states conduct that may rise to the level of dismissal.” Surely a review of those 
“episodes” is therefore in order, as they are the basis for the requested discipline – dismissal. And the law also provides 
the hearing panel with the power to determine what is and is not relevant. Let’s let them decide and not counsel for the 
prosecution. As for time allocations, fine – let’s set 8 hours for each party. Except for arguments before appellate and 
supreme courts, where in the justice system are there instances of time allotments in any hearings? You are trying to 
deprive me of tenure and all that goes with that, including its future value of over a million dollars in my case. And what 
about the facts? Counsel seems very concerned about time commitments of individuals instead of concerning 
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themselves with adequate time for full exposition of the facts, whatever time that takes. Does the panel not recognize 
that the time restrictions, and counsel’s mention of the law regarding recording are all part of their consistent pattern of 
obfuscation? They will after they review the materials online. I have already identified this current process online as the 
“Third Kangaroo Court”, because already a “standing committee” that has no chair and no members has made it so. It’s 
not too late to change things. My goal is a full exposition of the truth. What is yours?** 
 
We appreciate the kind consideration of the committee and let us know if you wish to discuss any of these matters 
further. 
Matt Lind and Anne Bilder 
____________________________ 
The preceding e-mail message (including any attachments) contains information that may be confidential, be protected by the 
attorney-client or other applicable privileges, or constitute non-public information.  It is intended to be conveyed only to the 
designated recipient(s).  If you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the sender by replying to this message and 
then delete it from your system.  Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not 
authorized and may be unlawful. 
 

From: Chris [mailto:chris@creationofgothic.org]  
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 9:52 AM 
To: Olson, Elizabeth A <olsone@uww.edu> 
Cc: Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Matt Lind <mlind@uwsa.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; 
westonk@uww.edu; Gulig, Anthony G <guliga@uww.edu>; Leitheiser, Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Beverly Kopper 
<kopperb@uww.edu> 
Subject: Response 
 
Dr. Olson; 
 
Attached find my response to your request for acceptable dates. I remind you that I leave for France in a few days to 
conduct a colloquium I have organized and will not return until the end of July. Let’s set August 1 as the date when I will 
again be accessible. 
 
In the attached I have provided a link to the first batch of documentation submitted as exhibits. It concerns background 
and the history of proceedings against me, as the complainant has alleged a history that requires review and 
consideration. For easier access for all parties, I include it here: 
 
http://cchenige.org/UWW/  
 
Dr. Henige 
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VIA EMAIL  

 

July 14, 2017 

 

Chris Henige, Associate Professor  

8651 Hahn Road 

Fredonia, NY 14063 

 

Beverly Kopper, Chancellor 

800 W. Main Street 

Whitewater, WI 53109 

 

Dear Dr. Henige & Chancellor Kopper: 

 

I am writing to you as Chair of the UW-Whitewater Faculty Appeals, Grievances, and 

Disciplinary Panel (the “Panel”), which has been convened in connection with the proposed 

dismissal of Dr. Chris Henige, Associate Professor in the Department of Art and Design.   

 

As you know, on June 5, 2017, I provided you with three possible hearing dates and asked that 

you advise as to your availability on such dates by no later than 5 p.m. on June 30, 2017.  

 

On June 23, 2017, Anne Bilder responded that the administration and its witnesses were 

available for hearing on September 8, 2017. On June 30, 2017, Dr. Henige objected to September 

8, 2017 as a hearing date indicating that “[He] would prefer a date a little later into the semester 

rather than the earlier options.” Dr. Henige indicated that “it is the Friday of the first week of 

classes, and [he has] to travel to attend the hearings and will not have ready access to 

troubleshoot problems.” He also indicated that this would be true for potential witnesses, that he 

was traveling to France and will not return “until the end of July,” and that “there will be no 

opportunity during this period to prepare my defense, and more particularly to secure my 

witnesses….”  

 

I note that in scheduling the hearing date, the Panel must coordinate the schedules of all Panel 

members, as well as the respective parties, and their witnesses. This is difficult with the number 

of individuals involved, and any date is likely inconvenient for many. However, Dr. Henige has 

not indicated that he is unavailable on September 8, 2017, nor has he provided his availability on 

the two other proposed dates. Rather, he has indicated that he would “prefer a date a little later in 

the semester.” While Dr. Henige indicated that he may have difficulty securing his witnesses, he 

does not indicate that they are in fact unavailable. Rather, it seems he has not yet attempted to 

reach out to them despite my having notified the parties of these potential dates on June 5, 2017. 

Further, while Dr. Henige may be out of town for all or part of July, he requested a hearing two 

months ago on May 16, 2017 and, as such, has had time to begin to prepare his case.  

 

In light of the above, the hearing is scheduled for Friday, September 8, 2017 beginning at 

8:30 a.m. at UW-Whitewater in a location to be determined. Please notify any witnesses you 
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intend to call of the hearing date and be prepared to have all witnesses available on such date, 

including any anticipated rebuttal witnesses.  

 

The issues for hearing and the hearing format, including time allotments, will be confirmed 

during the pre-hearing telephone conference. I note Dr. Henige’s objections to the setting of any 

time limits; however, I will be limiting the hearing to one day and setting time limits for the 

parties to present their cases in order to ensure an efficient and orderly hearing. The Panel may 

expand the allotted times and/or extend the hearing to a second date if, as the hearing progresses, 

it believes that necessary to ensure due process. However, the parties should ensure that they 

organize their cases and present them in an efficient and non-repetitive matter. The Panel will 

admit evidence and testimony having reasonable probative value, but will exclude immaterial, 

irrelevant, or unduly repetitious testimony/evidence.  

 

Please email me your availability for a one-hour pre-hearing telephone conference on one of the 

following dates/times by no later than 5 p.m. on Tuesday, August 1, 2017: 

  

 Monday, August 7, 2017 between 12 p.m. and 3 p.m. 

 Tuesday, August 8, 2017 between 9 a.m. and 12 p.m. 

 

All parties must have at least one representative participate on the call. If a party fails to provide 

availability, or to otherwise participate, I reserve the right to move forward without that party’s 

participation. The call-in information will be emailed to all parties once the pre-hearing 

conference date is solidified.  

 

In several communications, Dr. Henige has provided a link to documents and requested that the 

Panel “go ahead and read the online materials….” He also suggests that this is “Part I of [his] 

documentation for consideration of the panel” and that he “will submit Part II of [his] exhibits 

when [he is] required to do so in advance of the hearings.” I note that I will set a deadline for 

exchange of witness lists and exhibits, and will communicate this during the pre-hearing 

conference. All documents will be provided to the other side with a copy to the Panel. However, 

please note that the Panel will only consider documents provided as part of this exchange and to 

the extent that they are submitted to and admitted into evidence by the Panel at the hearing itself. 

As such, I ask Dr. Henige to refrain from sending and/or otherwise requesting that the Panel 

review evidence outside of that process. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Elizabeth A. Olson 

Panel Chair 

 

Anne Bilder, Legal Counsel to the Chancellor 

Matt Lind, Legal Counsel to the Chancellor 

Donna McGee, Panel Legal Counsel 

Anthony Gulig, Panel Member 

Robert Leitheiser, Panel Member 

Alvaro Taviera, Panel Member 

Karen Weston, Panel Member 
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Henige, Chris

From: Henige, Chris
Sent: Sunday, July 16, 2017 12:19 PM
To: Olson, Elizabeth A; Kopper, Beverly A
Cc: Chris ; Anne Bilder; Matt Lind; Leitheiser, Robert L; Gulig, Anthony G; Taveira, Alvaro D; 

Weston, Karen A; Donna L McGee
Subject: Re: Hearing Date and Pre-Hearing Conference -- Response requested

Dr. Olson; 
 
Could you direct me to the language in UWS 4 that requires that I provide you with ANY of my documentation 
at any time before the hearing, or a list of witnesses? You can also cite Wis. Stat. 227.45 if you like. If you are 
going cite UWW 6 then I should remind you that those rules have not NOT been provided to me at any time 
during this case, and the Faculty Senate Chair made it VERY clear that they were NOT applicable.  
 
Read carefully before you respond.  
 
If it seems like I'm just trying to poke holes in everything, I'm not. The holes are already there. If it seems like 
I'm being too "literal" in my reading of the statutes, consider what the stakes are for me. Would you bet your 
job in a game of poker where the dealer does nothing but cheat, and if you knew they did nothing but cheat, 
would you not keep a rule book handy? (Yes - not following the rules where I grew up was called "cheating" 
and yet at UWW it seems to be called "due process") The administration and System Legal's job is to revise the 
rules so that these holes are closed. It is not the job of the Hearing Panel to create rules where none exist, 
(time allotments) or to ignore rules that do. (standing committee) Loopholes were meant to be closed, but not 
on the fly and not at my expense.  
 
I will continue to make my documentation available to the Panel, and in fact everyone with an internet 
connection, because that documentation contains the truth. The Panel is always free, as are my colleagues, to 
ignore it. Personally, I'm looking forward to watching the Chancellor try to refute it.  
 
Dr. Henige 

From: Olson, Elizabeth A 
Sent: Friday, July 14, 2017 3:27 PM 
To: Henige, Chris; Kopper, Beverly A 
Cc: Chris ; Anne Bilder; Matt Lind; Leitheiser, Robert L; Gulig, Anthony G; Taveira, Alvaro D; Weston, Karen A; Donna L 
McGee 
Subject: Hearing Date and Pre-Hearing Conference -- Response requested  
  
Hello, 
  
Attached please find a letter regarding the hearing date from the UW-Whitewater Faculty Appeals, Grievances, and 
Disciplinary Panel convened regarding the proposed dismissal of Dr. Chris Henige. Your response is requested by August 
1, 2017 regarding your availability for a pre-hearing conference call. 
  
Please note all communications to the Panel should be directed to me as Panel Chair. 
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Additionally, Dr. Henige, could you kindly advise me the names of any legal counsel or representative you’d like me to 
add to my email list, as they should be copied on communications from the Panel. 
  
----- 
  
Elizabeth A. Olson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 
Laurentide Hall 1209 
262-472-5400 
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Henige, Chris

From: Henige, Chris
Sent: Friday, August 04, 2017 3:38 PM
To: Olson, Elizabeth A; Kopper, Beverly A
Cc: Chris ; Anne Bilder; Matt Lind; Leitheiser, Robert L; Gulig, Anthony G; Taveira, Alvaro D; 

Weston, Karen A; Donna L McGee
Subject: RE: Hearing Date and Pre-Hearing Conference -- Response requested

Dr. Olson et al; 
 
Am I to understand from the language of your letter – “All parties must have at least one representative participate 
on the call. If a party fails to provide availability, or to otherwise participate, I reserve the right to move forward 
without that party’s participation.” – that you are, as a representative of a Faculty Senate committee, compelling 
me to conduct university business on August 8 while I am not on contract? If so, and you are confident in your 
position, put it in writing, because I think there are a lot of nine-month academics out there who would love to 
know this, and a good many right there on campus! 
 
Contract starts August 23 – just two weeks later.  
 
The other ball in play is that my recent research trip to France exposed the depth of my current mobility condition, 
and as it seems the timeline is being pushed toward the earliest dates in what appears to me to be an attempt to 
deprive me of my sick leave conversion before October 28 rolls along, (a threat already made in writing by UW-
System Counsel) I’m left with no choice but to seek surgery as soon as possible before I lose my coverage. This 
means taking sick leave and having surgery, and I presume the committee would not proceed with hearings in my 
absence while I am legitimately on sick leave.  
 
So why don’t we all find a way to do this responsibly and with due consideration to the students in my courses who 
will be affected? Protect my sick leave and I will defer surgery. Push the teleconference two weeks back to be 
within the contract period and push the hearings back accordingly, so they will not interfere with the first weeks of 
classes. None of this does anyone any legitimate harm. 
 
Dr. Henige 
 

From: Olson, Elizabeth A  
Sent: Friday, July 14, 2017 4:28 PM 
To: Henige, Chris <henigec@uww.edu>; Kopper, Beverly A <kopperb@uww.edu> 
Cc: Chris <chris@creationofgothic.org>; Anne Bilder <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Matt Lind <mlind@uwsa.edu>; Leitheiser, 
Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Gulig, Anthony G <guliga@uww.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; Weston, 
Karen A <westonk@uww.edu>; Donna L McGee <mcgeed@uwm.edu> 
Subject: Hearing Date and Pre-Hearing Conference -- Response requested 
Importance: High 
 
Hello, 
 
Attached please find a letter regarding the hearing date from the UW-Whitewater Faculty Appeals, Grievances, and 
Disciplinary Panel convened regarding the proposed dismissal of Dr. Chris Henige. Your response is requested by August 
1, 2017 regarding your availability for a pre-hearing conference call. 
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Please note all communications to the Panel should be directed to me as Panel Chair. 
 
Additionally, Dr. Henige, could you kindly advise me the names of any legal counsel or representative you’d like me to 
add to my email list, as they should be copied on communications from the Panel. 
 
----- 
 
Elizabeth A. Olson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 
Laurentide Hall 1209 
262-472-5400 
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chris@fabricae.org

From: Olson, Elizabeth A
Sent: Monday, August 7, 2017 2:22 PM
To: Henige, Chris; Kopper, Beverly A
Cc: Gulig, Anthony G; Taveira, Alvaro D; Weston, Karen A; Leitheiser, Robert L; Matt Lind 

(mlind@uwsa.edu); Anne Bilder (abilder@uwsa.edu); Donna L McGee 
(mcgeed@uwm.edu)

Subject: Letter to Parties Re: Hearing Procedures
Attachments: Letter to Parties re Hearing Procedure 8 7 17.pdf

Dear Dr. Henige: 
 
I write in response to your August 4, 2017 email, in which you requested that the Panel delay the pre-hearing 
conference scheduled for tomorrow morning, as well as the September 8, 2017 hearing. I will address each of your 
requests in turn. 
 
With respect to your request to move the pre-hearing conference, I note that you previously raised objections to having 
the hearing proceed over the summer. I responded to those objections in my June 5, 2017 letter. Specifically, I indicated 
that “the Panel has decided that it will not outright postpone the dismissal proceedings until Fall 2017. Instead, it will 
proceed, recognizing, however, that some flexibilities may be warranted to accommodate the availability of 
participants, including the parties, Panel members, and witnesses.” I also note that in your July 19, 2017 email, you 
indicated that you were available tomorrow to participate in a pre-hearing conference. However, I recognize that 
flexibilities may be warranted and as the pre-hearing conference is not required, but rather is held to make the hearing 
run more smoothly for all parties involved, I will cancel the pre-hearing conference and will not be rescheduling it. 
Instead, I have independently determined the hearing-related logistical issues and my decisions in that regard are set 
forth in the attached letter. 
 
With respect to your request to postpone the hearing currently scheduled for September 8, 2017, I have already 
addressed this request in my July 14, 2017 letter. As I indicated, it is difficult to schedule a hearing with the number of 
individuals involved, and any date is likely inconvenient for many. However, you did not indicate that you were 
unavailable, rather that you would “prefer a date a little later in the semester.” In your August 4, 2017 email, you 
request that the hearing be pushed back for similar reasons. Specifically, you ask for a later date “so [the hearing] will 
not interfere with the first few weeks of class.” As you have again not indicated that you are unavailable, but rather that 
you do not wish to move forward on such date, I am denying your request to move the hearing to another date. The 
hearing will be held on Friday, September 8, beginning at 8:30 am. 
 
In your email, you also raise issues relating to your “sick leave conversion” and suggest that you may need to have 
surgery on the hearing date. Sick leave conversion and/or FMLA requests are outside the purview of this Panel. If you 
need sick leave and/or FMLA leave, or have questions about sick leave conversion, I would encourage you to reach out 
to Human Resources to discuss.  
 
 
----- 
 
Elizabeth A. Olson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 
Laurentide Hall 1209 
262-472-5400 
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VIA EMAIL  
 
August 7, 2017 
 
Chris Henige, Associate Professor 
8651 Hahn Road 
Fredonia, NY 14063 
 
Beverly Kopper, Chancellor 
800 West Main Street 
Whitewater, WI 53109 
 
Dear Dr. Henige & Chancellor Kopper: 
 
I am writing to you as Chair of the UW-Whitewater Faculty Appeals, Grievances, and 
Disciplinary Panel (the “Panel”), which has been convened in connection with the proposed 
dismissal of Dr. Christopher Henige. I am writing to confirm a number of pre-hearing logistical 
issues. 
 
The hearing is scheduled for Friday, September 8, 2017 beginning at 8:30 AM in Laurentide 
Hall, Room 4120. 
 
I remind you that both the Chancellor and Dr. Henige (or their designees) have the right and 
obligation to be present at the hearing and, if either or both parties (or their designees) are 
absent, the Panel may recess or proceed at its discretion.  
 
The issues for hearing are as follows: 
 
(1) Did Dr. Henige repeatedly violate a directive issued by Chancellor Kopper on July 13, 

2016, which stated that Dr. Henige was to communicate with his department through 
the mediation of Interim Dean Mertens and, if so, did such communications constitute 
acts of insubordination in violation of such directive? 

(2) Did Dr. Henige engage in a continuous pattern of conduct that adversely affects his 
ability to fulfill the duties of his position as a faculty member and have a disruptive 
impact on members of his Department, in that his acting in sending such 
communications created an intimidating, harassing and disruptive environment for 
members of the Department and directly contributed to the disruption of Departmental 
functions? 

(3) If the answer to the first and/or second questions are “yes,” is there just cause for 
dismissal? 
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You should submit a copy of the following documents to me via email), with a copy to the 
opposing party, on or before noon Monday, August 28, 2017: (i) a list of anticipated witnesses, 
(ii) documentary evidence, and (iii) other supporting materials. If the documentary evidence is 
extensive, the Panel requests a one to two-page bulleted overview to aid the Panel in its review 
of the evidence. 
 
Please notify any witnesses you intend to call of the hearing date and be prepared to have all 
witnesses available on such date, including any anticipated rebuttal witnesses. The parties 
should work together to secure the appearance of any overlapping witnesses and the University 
should assist Dr. Henige in contacting any University related witnesses, as appropriate.  
 
As you prepare for the hearing, keep in mind the following guidelines. Each party will be given 
up to 10 minutes for an opening statement before testimony is presented, with the University 
going first. As it has the burden of proof, the University will present its witnesses first followed 
by the presentation of Dr. Henige’s witnesses. The opposing party will be allowed to cross-
examine each witness immediately following that witness’ direct examination. At the 
conclusion of all testimony, each party will be provided with up to 10 minutes for a closing 
statement with the University going first followed by Dr. Henige’s closing statement. Each party 
must present its entire case in three hours, which includes cross examination, but excludes the 
time allotted for the opening and closing statements. A member of the Panel will keep track of 
the time. The Panel may expand the allotted times and/or extend the hearing to a second date 
if, as the hearing progresses, it believes that necessary to ensure due process. However, the 
parties should ensure that they organize their cases and present them in an efficient and non-
repetitive manner. The Panel will admit evidence and testimony having reasonable probative 
value, but will exclude immaterial, irrelevant, or unduly repetitious testimony/evidence. 
 
Pursuant to Wisconsin Statute §19.85(1)(b), Dr. Henige has requested that the evidentiary 
portion of the hearing be held in open session. A digital recording of the evidentiary portion of 
the hearing will be made and a copy will be provided to the parties as soon as practicable 
following the conclusion of the hearing. Dr. Henige may also record the evidentiary portion of 
the hearing consistent with Wisconsin Statute §19.90 so long as doing so does not disrupt the 
hearing. 
 
If the parties have any other procedural objections and/or concerns that have not already been 
raised, please do so by no later than Thursday, August 24, 2017.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Elizabeth A. Olson 
Panel Chair 
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Anne Bilder, Legal Counsel to the Chancellor 
Matt Lind, Legal Counsel to the Chancellor 
Donna McGee, Panel Legal Counsel 
Anthony Gulig, Panel Member 
Robert Leitheiser, Panel Member 
Alvaro Taviera, Panel Member 
Karen Weston, Panel Member 
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August 16, 2017  
 
To: Dr. Elizabeth Olson, Chair of the Hearing Panel 
From: Dr. Chris Henige 
 
Re: New and Standing Objections to Dismissal Proceedings 
 
 
Dr. Olson; 
 
I formally register the following objections and clarifications, based on your communications to date. 
 

1. Wisconsin Statute UWS 4.03 requires “a standing committee charged with hearing dismissal 
cases and making recommendations under this chapter.” The Hearing Panel has argued that the 
“standing committee” is the “Faculty Appeals, Grievances, and Disciplinary Hearing Committee”. 
If that is in fact the case, then I demand a hearing in front of that entire committee. There is no 
provision for a subcommittee (i.e. the Hearing Panel), especially one that is not “standing”, has 
no membership and no chair. Wis. Stat. 4.04 is also clear: “the request for a hearing shall be 
addressed in writing to the chairperson of the standing faculty committee.” As no panel existed, 
and as no chair of the Faculty Appeals…Committee is identified anywhere, there was no way to 
comply with this statute, through no fault of mine. In short, a “standing committee” without a 
chair and with no members is not a “standing committee”. 

2. The purpose of the standing committee is to provide to the University and the accused a timely 
hearing, within 20 days (Wis. Stat. 4.04), noticed 10 days earlier (Wis. Stat. 4.05(1)(a)). A 
“standing committee” would have no trouble meeting these requirements, unless it had no 
membership and no chair until the 19th day. Admittedly, the statute provides the “hearing 
committee” with the opportunity to “enlarge” the timeline, but one presumes the purpose of 
that language is to deal with exigent circumstances and not sloppiness and failure to meet the 
requirements of the statutes on the part of the hearing committee and the University. 
Otherwise, why have the language regarding 20 days at all? 

3. Wis. Stat. 4.05(1) states that “a fair hearing for a faculty member whose dismissal is sought 
under s. UWS 4.01 shall include the following:”, and (b) requires “a right…of access to 
documentary evidence upon which dismissal is sought.” This refers to me, not the Chancellor. 
She has no right under the statute to see my documentary evidence in advance. But let’s be fair. 
There is no reason not to provide her with access to it, and I have. I am under no obligation to 
print it out and provide it to her at my expense, as this is University business that she herself 
initiated. You all have “access” to nearly all of the documentation. Print it out if you like. I’ll 
enter the rest at the hearing, at which time you can decide whether the Chancellor has “a valid 
claim of surprise” under Wis. Stat. 4.06(1)(j). 

4. UWS 4.05(1)(d) provides me with the “right…to offer witnesses” a right that has been infringed 
by the University by denying me free, legitimate, and private access to my potential witnesses. 
The process provided by the Hearing Panel did not guarantee my privacy rights in contacting my 
potential witness, and it is my sincere belief that the University is now in possession of that list. I 
believe that the refusal of both the University and Hearing Panel to provide me with free and 
private access to my potential witnesses constitutes a violation of Wis. Stat. 940.44, in that you 
have “knowingly and maliciously” interfered with “the orderly administration of justice” as 
“maliciously” is defined in 940.41(1r). I think I can also make a case that the actions of the 



University in exiling me and depriving me of a portion of my income has had a chilling effect on 
those potential witnesses, and will have the effect of “dissuading” them from testifying.  

5. The abovementioned “right…to offer witnesses” does not have a time limit. I may offer as many 
as I chose, as long as what they have to say has a bearing on the proceedings.  

6. Similarly, I have a right under UWS 4.05(1)(e) to “confront and cross-examine adverse 
witnesses”. The bulk of Mertens’ complaint and attachments includes emails from faculty, 
faculty who will not likely be presented as witnesses. This gives me no opportunity to cross-
examine them. If they are not presented as witnesses, subject to cross-examination, then their 
communications cannot be entered as evidence because I cannot legitimately “cross-examine” 
it. If the Chancellor and her counsel wish to claim that the Department (all of it and not just a 
few individuals) has been affected by my conduct, they must produce witnesses who will testify 
to exactly how they were affected, and exactly which communications created that effect. 

7. UWS 4.06(1)(a) states that “the burden of proof of the existence of just cause is on the 
administration and its representatives.” In the definitions in UWS 4.015(1) “clear and convincing 
evidence…is a higher standard of proof than ‘preponderance of the evidence’”, and vice versa is 
stated in 4.015(7). Although the statute does not specifically state that “clear and convincing 
evidence” is the standard for such proceedings, UWS 4.06(1)(am) states that “for complaints 
involving sexual harassment, sexual assault, dating violence, domestic violence, or stalking, the 
standard of proof shall be a preponderance of the evidence”. This is clearly an exception, an 
unnecessary one if the default standard was a preponderance of the evidence. Its intent is to 
ensure that students, staff and faculty are protected against the more egregious conduct listed 
in that statute. The history also indicates that 4.06(1)(am) was a recent addition, indicating that 
it is without question an exception. Therefore, the standard for these proceedings is “clear and 
convincing evidence”, and you must have a “firm belief” that the Chancellor’s charge is valid, a 
“firm belief” that the directive in question was both legal and proper, and that its legality and 
propriety were conveyed to me, a “firm belief” that the alleged damage to the department 
actually exists and was directly caused by my communications, and a “firm belief” that each and 
every one of the seven of the standards for just cause has been met. 

8. UWS 4.05(1)(h) states that the “admissibility of evidence governed by s. 227.45(1) to (4). Wis. 
Stat. 227.45(1) states that “the agency or hearing examiner shall admit all testimony having 
reasonable probative value, but shall exclude immaterial, irrelevant or unduly repetitious 
testimony…”. “All” means ALL, not “all that can be fit into three hours”. Your proposed time 
limits violate this statute, and your claim that you may extend the time limits if necessary is 
disingenuous, and provides no guarantee that my rights under this statute will be respected. I 
may find, as I have in the past, that I will only have the opportunity to present a portion of my 
defense, and then be cut off by panelists holding stopwatches and counting down. If you don’t 
believe me, I direct you to the recordings of the previous hearings in which the panel was 
chaired by Penny Portman. I say “hearings” because at that time the University was unable to 
present all of its witnesses on the same day, and hearings were held over two successive 
Fridays. Apparently, this courtesy – in fact a necessity – doesn’t apply to me. If you don’t want to 
invest the time to do this properly, then recuse yourself from the panel and the Faculty 
Appeals…Committee.  

 
Dr. Henige 
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chris@fabricae.org

From: Henige, Chris
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 11:43 AM
To: Olson, Elizabeth A; Kopper, Beverly A
Cc: Gulig, Anthony G; Taveira, Alvaro D; Weston, Karen A; Leitheiser, Robert L; Matt Lind 

(mlind@uwsa.edu); Anne Bilder (abilder@uwsa.edu); Donna L McGee 
(mcgeed@uwm.edu)

Subject: RE: Letter to Parties Re: Hearing Procedures
Attachments: 20170816-Objections.pdf

Dr. Olson; 
 
I have attached my cumulative objections to the proceedings so far to be entered into the record. I am not an attorney, 
nor am I one to reject legitimate rebuttal of my assertions. I invite Chancellor’s counsel or your own, to do so, and to 
provide statutory support or legal precedents for that rebuttal. Silence will be considered assent. 
 
Dr. Henige 
 

From: Olson, Elizabeth A  
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2017 2:22 PM 
To: Henige, Chris <henigec@uww.edu>; Kopper, Beverly A <kopperb@uww.edu> 
Cc: Gulig, Anthony G <guliga@uww.edu>; Taveira, Alvaro D <taveiraa@uww.edu>; Weston, Karen A 
<westonk@uww.edu>; Leitheiser, Robert L <leitheir@uww.edu>; Matt Lind (mlind@uwsa.edu) <mlind@uwsa.edu>; 
Anne Bilder (abilder@uwsa.edu) <abilder@uwsa.edu>; Donna L McGee (mcgeed@uwm.edu) <mcgeed@uwm.edu> 
Subject: Letter to Parties Re: Hearing Procedures 
 
Dear Dr. Henige: 
 
I write in response to your August 4, 2017 email, in which you requested that the Panel delay the pre-hearing 
conference scheduled for tomorrow morning, as well as the September 8, 2017 hearing. I will address each of your 
requests in turn. 
 
With respect to your request to move the pre-hearing conference, I note that you previously raised objections to having 
the hearing proceed over the summer. I responded to those objections in my June 5, 2017 letter. Specifically, I indicated 
that “the Panel has decided that it will not outright postpone the dismissal proceedings until Fall 2017. Instead, it will 
proceed, recognizing, however, that some flexibilities may be warranted to accommodate the availability of 
participants, including the parties, Panel members, and witnesses.” I also note that in your July 19, 2017 email, you 
indicated that you were available tomorrow to participate in a pre-hearing conference. However, I recognize that 
flexibilities may be warranted and as the pre-hearing conference is not required, but rather is held to make the hearing 
run more smoothly for all parties involved, I will cancel the pre-hearing conference and will not be rescheduling it. 
Instead, I have independently determined the hearing-related logistical issues and my decisions in that regard are set 
forth in the attached letter. 
 
With respect to your request to postpone the hearing currently scheduled for September 8, 2017, I have already 
addressed this request in my July 14, 2017 letter. As I indicated, it is difficult to schedule a hearing with the number of 
individuals involved, and any date is likely inconvenient for many. However, you did not indicate that you were 
unavailable, rather that you would “prefer a date a little later in the semester.” In your August 4, 2017 email, you 
request that the hearing be pushed back for similar reasons. Specifically, you ask for a later date “so [the hearing] will 
not interfere with the first few weeks of class.” As you have again not indicated that you are unavailable, but rather that 
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you do not wish to move forward on such date, I am denying your request to move the hearing to another date. The 
hearing will be held on Friday, September 8, beginning at 8:30 am. 
 
In your email, you also raise issues relating to your “sick leave conversion” and suggest that you may need to have 
surgery on the hearing date. Sick leave conversion and/or FMLA requests are outside the purview of this Panel. If you 
need sick leave and/or FMLA leave, or have questions about sick leave conversion, I would encourage you to reach out 
to Human Resources to discuss.  
 
 
----- 
 
Elizabeth A. Olson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 
Laurentide Hall 1209 
262-472-5400 
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