
Transcript of February 27, 2017 Department meeting 

 

Cook: Top of the agenda I just want to give people a reminder about a sense of community here in the 

department. [Where is there any policy or rule that says there has to be a “sense of community” in the 

department? How is “community” defined?] We all agreed that we’re gonna work with one another to 

help the department move forward in positive ways, and I just want to remind you about that 

commitment and that we’re very serious about it. Certainly if there are any incidents happening that 

you think threaten that sense of community [It seems pretty clear that “community” means 

“conformity” in this context.] I’d like to know about it, and I’d like that information to be as concrete as 

possible, because I’d like to document it, and if there’s anything I can do, I’m certainly gonna do it. 

That’s one of my reasons for being over here this year is that I have a more direct connection to upper-

level administration, and I also just don’t have tolerance for stuff to be honest. [What “stuff” is that? 

Calls for accountability? Defense of the students and their programs?] If there’s some stuff going on 

here that shouldn’t be going on and I know about it, I guarantee you I’m going to take it to the most 

severe level I possibly can. [As you listen/read you’ll see that all of Cook’s proposed solutions are 

procedural or legal, and never practical. More below.] And I do that to have your back as a department, 

[The department doesn’t need someone to “have their back”, Dr. Cook, they need someone to lead.] 

and to say, you know, we’re tired of stuff that’s happening here that’s working contrary to the sense of 

community in this department. [Again, there is no requirement whatsoever for a “sense of community”. 

It’s being used here as a euphemism for “unity and conformity”, which excludes debate and dissent. 

That’s not community. That’s North Korea.] So, make sure you let me know, if anything’s happening, 

because I’d certainly like to follow up on that just as much and thoroughly as I possibly can. I’d also like 

to offer as much support as we can in trying to be sensitive to individual needs and so forth so if there’s 

more I can do please come and see me. I’d like to work with each and every one of you so that you feel 

comfortable and safe [Hand me the bubble wrap. The administration and the complainants love the 

word “safe”, which to them means they should not be held accountable.] and have the best working 

environment that we can provide under the circumstances, and so I encourage you to come and talk to 

me if that would be of any help to you or if there’s anything else I can do for you. Okay? 

Melton: Can I ask you a question about that? 

Cook: Yes, go ahead Renee. 

Melton: Is there…are there any plans to address this so that we can move forward as a department? 

Because the approach to one-on-one conversations really hasn’t been helpful, so that is evident at this 

time. 

Cook: I’m in conversations with Kathleen Reinhart to see what she might be able to do, in terms of 

coming back, but I think what would be helpful is if you folks could let me know, what you would find 

useful going forward. [From what I have heard from Dr. Rinehart, there are no plans to sit everyone 

around a table, have those whose actions have been called to account account for them, and then 

decide where to go from there. Will this prove embarrassing for anyone who cannot provide reasonable 

accounting? Yes. But then again, since they have repeatedly professed that they have done nothing 

wrong, embarrassment will not be an issue. If they can provide logical and reasonable explanations for 

all of their actions, why not simply do so, and the only one who will be embarrassed is me.] We’re trying 



to help you with what you need, but that’s a bit difficult for me to understand, you know it would be 

better if you could come let me know what you think would be useful. So with Kathleen what I’m 

pursuing is the possibility that she might come back in the Spring semester, and have some one-on-one 

[pointless, as will be stated below] and smaller group meetings with people, as a way to have 

conversations, and then see what that would lead to in terms of mediations and whatnot, and maybe 

bringing some people together, and eventually having a larger, more full campus, I’m sorry, department 

conversation. [It’s been six years. Why hasn’t this already happened?] Did you have something else in 

mind Renee, that you feel would be useful? 

Melton: I guess I would say that I have made many recommendations and none of them have been 

pursued, so I guess I would go back to that, and also I’d be interested in finding out the perspective of 

the leaders of the department, college and university would be. 

Cook: Alright. And again, if you could remind me of what your top recommendations are that would be 

useful.  

White: Okay, I really didn’t want to say anything, I wanted to be quiet, but they’ve been made many 

times, and we don’t seem to be getting direct response from anybody. So, it’s all been put forth, so we 

can’t just keep saying the same thing to people. [A theme that will reveal itself throughout this meeting 

is that people are looking for explanations, and yet those very same people are in this situation because 

they themselves have refused to provide explanations for their own actions. That is what has been at 

issue all along, and could be so easily ended and brought to resolution by demanding those explanations 

from the complainants, AND, demanding explanations from the administration. No one wants to put the 

facts on the table. Except me.] And I guess I’m just gonna say, here’s another thing. I just want to, in 

light of transparency, take one minute to tell the department that before the department go the email 

that everyone got, three of us got a special email, three of the full professors, two were excluded, so 

myself, Xiao and Dan. It was from Chris, this was right before you all got the big one, and it went on and 

on and on and on, and then he started quoting me, quoting me using words – this was like quoting from 

a very recent meeting. But everything was really…the content was absolutely incorrect, that I was being 

quoted. [I have compared the recording of what White said at that earlier meeting to my quotations, 

and they match exactly. It’s clear that White is now backpedaling from her statement – one I believe was 

insightful and has considerable merit – that the elimination of a few individuals will go a long way 

toward solving the problem. Or, those people could stand up and specifically address each of the claims 

I have made against them and demonstrate that they are false, or work through them as a group. I 

would in no way argue for the removal of individuals who have shown a willingness to be self-reflective, 

to defend their positions, or to apologize and seek remedy for those that are not sound. For some 

reason they seem to believe this will reflect poorly on them, when in fact it would only boost people’s 

perceptions of whether or not they can be trusted and worked with.] 

And then we got another one that followed, and the next one was more aggressive, it was more 

negative. [It was. White does not say this in a way that necessarily suggests that “aggressive” and 

“negative” are automatically bad, but there’s an implication here.] So there were…and again he was 

referring to me and it was addressed to the three of us, excluding Renee and Sue. And that felt to me 

like I was being stalked, [I understand this, in a way, but public meetings are just that, and are subject to 

having their contents disseminated. White’s complaint here that my quotations were “incorrect” are 

disproven by the audio, so isn’t then the audio a more reliable record than the minutes or people’s 



memories? I’m not suggesting White is lying about her recollections about what she said, not at all. But 

there is in fact a “truth” to what she said and that “truth” can be found in the audio record.] just like 

there’s somebody right there and I don’t know like this person was here, [because all meetings are 

subject to recording, everybody is there, all the time, and that’s why you have to be circumspect about 

what you say. Stick to business.] and that, I just want to say that that was like an incident of really 

obstructing some of the things that certainly I have to be doing, like on the Schuh committee and 

certainly really…you know these standards which are very hard to look at all these rules, and how can, 

how can one be doing that work when things like this are happening? So I want to say, that obstructed 

departmental operations. [This is unconvincing.] And I think we have to ask Greg to please don’t do that 

again, I mean please stop, and if it’s not Greg, someone’s informing Chris, about exactly what’s being 

said. [Entirely legally. No one other than those who cannot resist speaking out have complained.] And 

then it’s totally misconstrued, totally…quotations but wrong. [Exact quotes, but somehow “wrong”.] 

That got in the way of some important work, that we were trying to get done, you know, collectively. So 

I just, whether Greg you provide him with the tape or you give it to somebody that gives it to him, I 

don’t know. It’s nothing against you personally, but I just have to tell you that’s an instance of trying to 

get some things done here, all these committee things we’re doing, and it really makes it hard. You just 

cannot focus on some of those…stuff. [Again, unconvincing. There seems to be a perception that the 

service work we do is somehow onerous and complicated. It’s not.] 

Cook: I’ve met with Greg Porcaro, and had several conversations with him. I’ve politely asked and 

encouraged that he not record meetings, [Why? What is Cook’s agenda here?] out of sensitivity to the 

colleagues around the table. [Those colleagues have every opportunity to speak only to the business at 

hand, but they choose not to, at the expense of that business. How much time at how many meetings 

has been spent having these conversations? There are in fact ways that these conversations could be 

had separately and in closed session, but they haven’t figured that out yet.] However, as I’ve reminded 

the whole department Greg has every legal right to record these meetings as any of you do, and there’s 

nothing illegal about it. [So then, move on Dr. Cook, move on.] So it’s not something that we can just 

stop. I think Max made a very polite ask there and said please, and I’ve done the same, and I agree with 

that. I wish Greg would quit that, and I think it would go a long way to kind of showing support in the 

department, that we trust each other and so forth. [The only reason Greg is recording those meetings is 

because he could not support what was being said at those meetings, and didn’t trust those who were 

saying it because he either knew what they were saying was false, or those saying it refused to provide 

explanations to support their positions. Greg also knew that the minutes were inaccurate and not an 

accurate record of what occurred at the meeting. Dr. Cook is here trying to return to a he-said-she-said 

environment where nothing is recorded, minutes are sanitized, people lie to colleagues, and take 

actions that are directly contrary to published policy. The fact that Greg has recorded these meetings 

has not prevented these people from continuing to act in the same ways, and now that the fallout from 

that is reaching them, they’re crying foul. Recording the meetings is not the problem. Lying to and 

defaming colleagues at those meetings is the problem. Openly ignoring published policy at the expense 

of our students is the problem. Who would care if everything said at those meetings was innocuous and 

directly relevant to the business at hand? No one. Not a soul.] But he has his own reasons and his own 

reasoning and I’m left needing to professionally respect that, even though I individually disagree with it. 

[As an administrator at this particular institution, I am not surprised that Dr. Cook rejects the notion of 

accountability through an audio record.] 



Melton: I would just like to say that if there are reasons, it would be really healthy for the department to 

understand what they are, because perhaps we could all agree that maybe there is a reason. I can’t 

imagine what that could be, […r…i…g…h…t….] but certainly it would be a move forward in terms of any 

effort to demonstrate the desire to have a collegial environment, to share those reasons. [So, Ms. 

Melton, why does it continue to elude you that your refusal to provide reasons for your actions may 

have led to similar sentiments in me, or in Mr. Porcaro? There is an obvious hypocrisy here.] I guess the 

other thing I’d say is that while it may be legal, almost every person sitting at the table here, responded 

after we were first notified and raised significant concerns about the act. [So what? I’m sure almost 

everybody around the table would raise concerns about Donald Trump as president, and yet there’s 

nothing they can do about that either.] There’s also a difference between a legal right to record, and the 

act of providing those to someone who uses them to harass and intimidate. [See below] And I would 

encourage the administration to look into that. Is that legal? Is that in line with expectations of 

professionalism and collegiality? [Yes it is legal. A recording could demonstrate incontrovertibly that the 

department is taking actions that benefit the students and the citizens of the state of Wisconsin. My 

guess is that most departments are. But then there’s ours, and in this case the recordings have caught 

them doing nothing at all. Again, it’s not the recording, it’s the getting caught that offends these people. 

Act with integrity and the record will show that.] 

Cook: I don’t think there’s anything illegal about it. [Of course not.] 

Melton: Is it in line with expectations of collegiality? In line with the strategic mission of the institution? 

[This speaks volumes about Melton’s philosophy. We are not accountable, and in order to be “collegial”, 

we should not demand accountability. This philosophy informs all of her complaints against me, and why 

they need to be re-evaluated.] 

Cook: I think collegiality is something that’s defined by the group. So this is a community and we define 

what we consider to be collegial or not. [To some extent, but if it is defined by the community, it cannot 

be prosecuted outside the community, and that is exactly what has been done.] Okay? There’s no law 

that says we have to be collegial.  

White: Well it is in the Faculty Personnel Rules. 

Cook: Right…well, as a value, but there is no rule in there that you can show me I believe that would say 

that if someone is deemed not collegial by their peers that somehow that’s a violation of an actual rule 

or policy. I don’t think you can show me that. [And yet I lost three days’ pay, a month’s pay, and then a 

semester’s pay, precisely because the complainants claimed that my communications and actions were 

“uncollegial”.] 

Melton: Well, I guess I don’t want to go through all of this right now, but one thing I will say it certainly 

doesn’t demonstrate what has been argued as a desire to support students and faculty because it’s 

clearly harmful to them. [How? Recording of meetings can only be “harmful” to an individual if that 

individual says or does something inappropriate, (which seems to happen all too often), and in no way 

affects the students. What does is the fact that none of the issues I have raised on behalf of the students 

have ever been addressed, explained, defended, or discussed. The department instead spends its time 

in conversations fraught with the potential for defamation and dishonesty. They continue to choose to 

do this. Dr. Cook. Your job as chair is to keep the focus on “business”. If you were to do so then much of 

this would disappear.] And I will tell you as someone who has no responsibility to defend the act…myself 



against the accusations that have been put forward, [Of course…and that’s precisely why the rest of the 

people in the room are going to leave you “under the train” (see below). Maybe if you explained your 

actions (the train) instead of trying to outrun them, your colleagues might have more incentive to help.] 

they’re out of context, [No they’re not. Or if so, why don’t you provide us all with that context?] they’re 

harmful, they are untrue, [No they are not. Prove it. I can.] and what it feels like when people sit silent, 

is that I’m under a train, that is driving over me, and my colleagues are saying, would you roll yourself 

out from under that train so that I don’t have to look at it. [Ms. Melton can roll herself out from under 

the train by taking each of the communications I sent to her and which she included as exhibits in her 

complaints, and explaining to everyone including me what’s wrong with each of them. How are they 

untrue? Why did you take issue with them? These are exactly the questions everyone else who has seen 

these communications has asked.] 

Cook: Greg do you have a response? 

Porcaro: Nope. 

Cook: Okay. 

Melton: Well, personally, I interpret that as in contrast to the mission and goals of the department, the 

college and the university. [And that informs Melton’s complaints against me which cite the very same 

language. It’s absolutely absurd, and hypocritical to demand here that Greg respond and yet argue 

above that she is under no obligation to defend herself. How does Melton reconcile this? It’s a very 

consistent pattern that exists in both Melton and Messer.] I interpret that as an act that will prevent the 

department from moving forward, and as Max stated, our colleagues from fulfilling our obligations to 

the students and the university as a whole. [Utterly absurd. Melton, Messer, and now White have 

backed themselves so far into a corner through denials, complaints and TROs that they now have no 

way out other than to accuse others rather than defend themselves. All is not lost, however. They each 

still have the opportunity to say “I said or did that because…, and I believed that it would benefit the 

students or the faculty because…”. And if it turns out those reasons aren’t very sound, discussions can 

ensue, and a solution can be found. That’s discourse. The distinct whiff of authoritarianism pervaded the 

chairships of both Messer and Melton – I will do what I want and provide no explanations for doing so. 

And if anyone steps up they will have sheriff’s deputies at their doors. Fantastic sense of “community” in 

that. If they believe I am wrong, then provide us all with the proof.] 

Cook: Right. I guess, there’s nothing I can do or say here today that is gonna really fix anything. I’m just 

gonna share a couple of thoughts with everyone around the table. I know you don’t enjoy getting these 

emails from Chris Henige. If I were you, I would contact ICiT, I would suggest you contact ICiT and have 

your emails blocked from anything that has to do with him. [Or you could just delete them without 

reading them. Why is this not an option for normal, reasonable people? All of the faculty have a choice 

about what they want to hear or what they want to read. They don’t get to determine what is said or 

written. The administration has gone to extreme lengths to block what is said in what can only be 

defined as censorship, and that violates free speech rights, and the fundamental principles of academic 

discourse, which is not something reserved to research publication or other outlets, it includes all 

discourse in the context of an institution of higher learning.] There’s no reason you have to subject 

yourself to that if it harms you, or you find it offensive. There are fixes for that. [Don’t read them. 

Simplest…fix…ever.] And I would suggest that you protect yourself and don’t continue to just, you know, 

read these things and subject yourself to it. You don’t have to. He has no real business communicating 



with you, [Now that’s false. The administration had an opportunity to reassign my teaching duties in 

such a way that would serve the students better and formally remove me as a part of the department. 

Geography does not dictate whether I am or am not a member of the department. Assignment does. So, 

Dr. Cook, as long as I’m a member of the department, I will act as one.] and you have every right to 

block anyone you want. [Including the students and the administration? I would totally do that!] And I 

would suggest that you do that. And I would suggest that, again, if anyone in here wants to record these 

meetings these are open meetings, and any citizen of the state can come and join these meetings, 

[except me apparently…So, Dr. Cook, again I demand that you provide me with legal justification for my 

exclusion.] they can think about it whatever they want. And, so we shouldn’t be discussing anything in 

here that you would have any hesitance being public. [Like this entire conversation, for example?] And 

so that’s the way that is, and if we don’t like it then we can just sit and not like it. But that’s the law and 

that’s the way it is. 

Melton: Understood, but again, it’s very different to record them with sincere and positive intentions, 

than it is to record them when it’s not, that almost every person sitting here has voiced concerns about 

that act. [We can only record for niceness and good. What if, like every other department in the world, 

there was nothing on those recordings that was remotely incriminating? Who would care then?] 

Cook: Well I hope that sentiment would be influential. [I don’t even know how to respond to this, it’s so 

far outside my understanding of reality.] 

Messer: If I may…may I speak for a moment? I just want to acknowledge that I feel the same way, about 

being under a train, and unable to get out. [Ms. Messer can also roll herself out by simply being honest. 

She chooses not to provide the accounting that will bring all of this to a close.] And that’s been going on 

for six years. That duration, while colleagues have witnessed it, and not intervened, has added to the 

harm. [Witnessed what? Messer has provided no evidence whatsoever that any of my actions or 

communications were inappropriate on their face. Just because she didn’t want to hear them does not 

make them inappropriate. From what I have heard, the majority of my colleagues agree. She’s under 

that train because she put herself there, and no one is willing to risk themselves to save her.] That the 

assertions…I’ll just characterize it as assertions has cost me personally but also clearly the department. I 

am one of the ones that Max is thinking about with the Personnel Committee actions, related to the 

promotion documents. Because of the most…and I need to tell you that all of you, because of the most 

recent email, I’m not sleeping, I can’t focus. [As the facts become public, the offenders can’t sleep. If you 

can’t sleep because you’re genuinely offended by the content, then prove it is offensive by refuting the 

assertions made in it. Messer conspicuously declines to do so here as Melton did above.] I’m 

anticipating another email from Chris Henige, at any time, or one sent to others about me, so I could 

block emails from Chris Henige, but I am already being charged by Chris Henige with destroying the 

department for acts that were I guess over three years ago, but seem to be continuing. [They are 

continuing because not one of them has ever been addressed, and they continue to damage students. 

Address them and they will be discontinued. They will become moot.] And I am asking you, as the 

administrator, because I am struggling and after having pursued all policies and protocols available to 

me within this campus, every one of them, [Perhaps rather than policy and protocol, practicality would 

be a little more in order. Practically speaking, the way to stop dissent and demands for accountability is 

to provide acceptable account for your actions. Messer and Melton both feel they have done nothing 

wrong, but refuse to demonstrate it. That raises eyebrows. Try refuting what was said in the email 

instead of crying about how you can’t sleep because of it. People might be more supportive if you 



provide them with answers rather than complaints.] that I’m asking you to lead the way, to define that 

path toward a cessation of that conduct. Please. [I’ll define it, since the conduct is mine. Gather together 

all of my communications. Go through them one by one with the entire faculty including me, and explain 

either why the claims made in them are flawed, why your action benefits the students, or why nothing 

has been done about them. I don’t think you can do the first or the second, and the latter will be 

embarrassing. But that’s what it will take. Bottom line: Take ownership of your decisions and people will 

trust in them.] And if there is anything that you can say to us today that gives us a picture of what is 

being done, because the lack of transparency adds to this harm. I would appreciate it. 

Cook: Again, I wish there was more I could tell you today that would give you peace on that.  

White: So who do we contact? I mean who are we supposed to contact in the administration that will 

say something? I mean do we start barraging everyone else? I mean… 

Cook: What is it that you want them to say? Okay? If you want transparency on actions that are being 

taken, that can’t happen. [True. Current investigations into alleged misconduct are confidential.] Those 

are personnel actions and just as if they were taking an action on you we wouldn’t make that public and 

if we’re taking any actions right now on other people, we’re not gonna make that public. So I’ll just tell 

you that straight out, if you want information on any actions that may or may not be underway at the 

moment you’re not gonna get that. The Provost told you that when she was here, and I’ll tell you that. 

So you can go on up the chain and ask whoever you want but I’m pretty confident that’s gonna be your 

answer.  

White: So how do we know anything is happening? Nothing could be happening ever. 

Cook: I can’t relieve you on that and I’m sorry about that but I just can’t. [Actually, you can Dr. Cook. The 

faculty can request information on all completed investigations. That’s the law. It’s abundantly clear that 

people want these answers, and yet you deliberately and conspicuously avoid providing them with 

information about how to obtain that information. Why, Dr. Cook? More remarkable is that in the very 

same emails they complaint about (sent February 10) I told them how to get the information and still 

they can’t figure it out.] I know people want answers and they want to know things of that sort but you 

can’t do that. Those are personnel actions and those are private. Those are confidential. [Cook is 

intentionally misleading the faculty by referring only to ongoing complaints and not adjudicated ones.] 

Just as someone were taking an action on you, or your personnel evaluations, you know, we’re not 

making those kind of things public. [Then it’s a good thing the law requires you to. The administration 

relies on opacity and obfuscation to hide what they do to people. Let’s all turn on that light switch 

together.] 

Messer: However it’s perceived as acceptable that two grievances that had been evaluated and 

dismissed [The investigators of her complaint in this matter, and the Chancellor in her dismissal of the 

charge, were very careful to shield Dr. Munro from the reality that he failed to investigate these 

grievances, and they were never dismissed. It seems they also declined to apprise Messer of this fact. 

But even if they were dismissed, state law requires that this information is accessible to the public, so 

even if they had been “dismissed”, which they were not, they would still be a matter of public record.] 

were distributed to the entire department, alumni, and emeriti faculty, so I’m confused by that double 

standard. [So obviously there is no double standard. Ongoing disciplinary actions are confidential, 

completed ones are not. This would be a great thing to put in the Policies and Procedures Handbo…….] 



Melton: And I would follow up on that by saying I have personally been criticized for following 

established policies and procedures by you, and by Kathleen Rinehart, and that’s what we are charged 

with using to address our grievances. [Perhaps the very first step, before initiating any of these, would 

be to simply provide credible, or in fact any answers when questions are asked.] However, it seems to 

be acceptable to ambush a meeting, [Ambush? Melton put the item on the agenda and then removed it 

in the 11th hour.] to disparage colleagues, [How many recordings of how many meetings do I have in 

which Melton and others disparage me. Hypocrisy.] and to disseminate broad accusations [backed by 

documentation] without any ramifications whatsoever. [Really? She should make an open records 

request to find out about those “ramifications”.] And when, if there are concerns, please, I would like to 

know what they are. I have not been, not ever been informed about what these horrendous actions that 

I supposedly took are, [This is the most ridiculous assertion in this entire meeting. How can you file 

complaints and TROs against someone for communicating to you their concerns about your actions, and 

then claim you’ve never been informed about what they are??? Why isn’t anyone besides me taking 

issue with this? Every statement Melton makes is just more ammunition for future legal action.] that 

have destroyed the department, and those that have done have not followed established policies and 

procedures. [If Melton believed such was the case, she had the opportunity and the right to express that 

to me at the time. She never did. The fact that she chose not to does not mean that I must choose not to 

as well.] 

Cook: I think there are some common confusions about what can be shared and who can share it. 

Maybe it would be helpful, I’ll ask Paige Reed if she’s willing to do this, but as compliance officer to see if 

Paige Reed can come to a meeting like this and have a conversation with you legally, and procedurally 

on campus, what can and cannot be shared. [I just did, and I also did to the rest of them. Suggest they 

re-read my email.] I will share with you what’s been shared with me about that issue. Is that when 

complaints are filed, from one faculty member against another, those complaints belong to those faculty 

members. The faculty member who is complained against, and receives a complaint, in a sense they own 

the complaint. They can share it with whoever they want to. I can’t stop them from doing that. The 

campus can’t stop them from doing that. As an agent of the university I’m not allowed to come in here 

and share with the rest of you what the complaint was or what the resolution was. I’m not the owner of 

the complaint and I can’t share that with you. Do you see what I’m saying. That doesn’t mean that other 

people can’t share it with you. The owners of those complaints can share them however they want. 

They’re the owners of the complaints. I’m not the owner of the complaint. I didn’t make the complaint, 

and I wasn’t the target of the complaint. I can’t share it with you. Do you see what I’m saying? So I 

understand what you’re saying, you’re saying like there’s this double standard where people can share 

things but then I come in here and say I can’t share it but that doesn’t seem fair. But what we have to 

consider is, who are the rightful people who are involved in the complaints, and therefore who is 

allowed to share and not share? I’m not allowed to share it. That’s what I’ve been told. [A bunch of 

nonsense that can be summarized as I have above. Ongoing? No. Completed? Yes. It’s not complicated, 

Dr. Cook.] 

So if it would help maybe we could have Paige or someone come in and talk about that process so you 

feel a little bit better, you know, about who’s sharing what they’re able to share, and who’s sharing 

illegally, or irresponsibly.  

Melton: I think irresponsible is different than what’s legal or right. [And you are entitled to that opinion, 

Ms. Melton.] So will that ever be acknowledged? [No] 



Cook: Will what ever be acknowledged? [See?] 

Melton: What you’re saying is that the university, what I’m perceiving is that the university has decided 

that, you know, “we’re stepping aside from those that are targeted by this. We’re just gonna push that 

away and expect you to pretend it didn’t happen because this is procedurally right and this is 

procedurally wrong.” And, I’m one of the ones that’s been pushed away by this, and so I don’t feel very 

comfortable sharing that, but is there any type of action that can be taken to insure that the rest of us 

can fulfill our job responsibilities. I know it’s very comfortable for everyone else if they could ignore this. 

[It would be more comfortable if they were all told the truth – not comfortable at first, but eventually.] 

It’s not comfortable for me. [Of course not, you either can’t or choose not to defend your actions. What 

do you expect people to think?] And yes, I can block this email – Chris Henige isn’t getting under my skin 

by sending me these emails. I’m not sitting there reading it night after night. What’s disturbing is that 

it’s being allowed, [That annoying First Amendment again.] that these unsubstantiated assertions [Did 

she actually read the email? The substantiation is all there, and if not, I offered to provide it. She hasn’t 

even offered to defend her actions] are being disseminated amongst my colleagues and it’s harming my 

reputation, [if that’s true, then Melton has a legitimate claim of defamation and should seek remedy. 

She just has to demonstrate that what I’ve disseminated is false. I’m sure her attorney has already told 

her this] my ability to perform my job responsibilities, [The fact that Melton was caught in her own web 

of lies and misconduct, and that this makes it difficult for her to focus, is not my fault, it’s hers. I’m 

under no obligation to ignore misconduct simply so she can continue to do her job.] others’ ability to 

perform their job responsibilities. [Which others? Others who are also caught in their own webs?] Aren’t 

we here for the students? [When I asked that very same question I was accused of harassment and 

bullying.] Is this some kind of crazy game that people are playing? [It’s a crazy game you are playing, Ms. 

Melton. “How long can I avoid defending my actions before everyone finds out that those actions have 

been questionable from the start, and that all my proclamations of harassment and bullying were only 

intended to misdirect?”] Well, this is legal so I’m going to keep doing it even though I understand the 

damage that it’s doing to people, [They’re exposed, and that’s my fault, and the fault of the one who 

legally captured them being exposed] the department, and by association the students. [How? Because 

on two separate occasions Ms. Melton bailed on her students because things weren’t going her way on 

the political side of the department? Because the department chooses to waste time on conversations 

which can by their very nature only lead to further complaints and lawsuits instead of simply conducting 

actual business on behalf of those students.] 

Cook: I think I would refer you back to the statement that I read in the last meeting, again it’s in our 

minutes for today, so you can see what’s there. The fact that Chris Henige sent the email on February 10 

to the department, and then on the prior days to Max and Xiao and I guess it was Dan, those 

communications violate an agreement that he has with the university. [Can Dr. Cook present a copy of 

this “agreement” to me that I signed? Is Dr. Cook aware that the word “agreement” or any permutation 

thereof never appears in the Chancellor’s letter of July 13, 2016, to which he refers?] 

White: We don’t care about that. We’re talking about… 

Cook: Renee’s asking me what the university is doing about these things so I’m trying to tell you. 

White: …somebody giving them…I know, but we’ve all said we know he’s out of his mind, [Thank you 

Max, that’s straight up defamation.] and what he can do is very dangerous. [What I can do is 

demonstrate that two previous chairs and a colleague have done absolutely nothing to address the 



needs of my students, have lied to all of you along the way, have made defamatory statements in an 

attempt to hide from those lies. That’s certainly dangerous to them, assuming my claims are true, and to 

me if they’re not. What I can also do is continue to demand that the needs of the students are 

addressed until they are. Is that “dangerous”?] 

Frame: Can I…I’d like to say something. I feel like I…you have my deepest empathy, and I will not…I will 

call ICiT and I will block those emails from Chris Henige, because I don’t want to receive them and I think 

that they’re distracting to me, and I don’t want to read something about my colleagues. [Then don’t 

open them. Are you children who need parental controls on your emails for your own protection?] And I 

would like to encourage everyone else in the department to do the same, and to not keep reading this 

because I think it distracts us all. So I plan on doing that and I hope that, you know, I know I can’t do 

much to support you but that’s what I can do, so I’m gonna do that. And I just ask my colleagues to do 

the same, to just block it. Cuz it’s not helpful to anyone. 

Cook: You know and we’re gonna have to move on with agenda items here, [Yes, 28 more minutes spent 

providing Dr. Henige with evidence for his future legal actions] but I just want to say that, I wish there 

was more I could do. I am pursuing with my colleagues up in the Provost’s Office and with others I’m 

pursuing every legal that I think I can pursue to protect this department. Unfortunately you’re just 

gonna have to trust me on that. I’m not passive, I’m not dormant, that’s not why I was sent over here. 

I’m taking every possible legal and procedural action available to me on behalf of the university to 

protect you. [Thanks Dad.] You’ll have to wait and see how that turns out. Okay? Unfortunately, human 

beings being who they are, can make decisions to support each other and they can make decisions to 

undermine and harm each other. [why not spend a little time refuting what I’ve said in my 

communications, Dr. Cook. They are not inherently harmful. What is is that the recipients refuse to take 

responsibility for their own actions, and when asked to do so, feel “harmed”. You are not a fool, Dr. 

Cook, and yet....] A lot of what human beings can do in their communications with one another is not 

subject to legalities and procedures that we can pursue in a formal way. And I think that’s a lot of what 

you’re suffering here. It’s more psychological, and we don’t have a lot of good solid procedures that can 

pursue remedies for the kind of psychological and emotional things that can happen amongst people. 

And I think that’s what we’re talking about here. So I’ll say again that if any of you receive any 

communications whatsoever from Chris Henige, you need to make sure the dean knows about that. 

Forward them to the Dean. Whether it’s phone calls, personal communications, emails, anything. Make 

sure the dean knows about that. We’ll pursue whatever remedies that are available to us on that. And 

we’ll continue to pursue the other remedies when there are situations where people are clearly 

violating either laws, or written, documented procedures of the university. [Those remedies might start 

with simple, up-front honesty and discourse, and not temporary restraining orders and dismissal for 

cause proceedings.] We’re gonna pursue those. But we have to have things that are documentable. How 

people feel about things and so forth, unfortunately, there aren’t a lot of policies on that unless we get 

into things like harassment and things of that sort which are very subjective. [And yet that is the entire 

basis for all previous proceedings against me. Only once has anyone attempted to quote anything from 

my communications that they believed was “uncivil”, and that was not remotely convincing. The 

entirety of the complaint against me had to do with what people who did not want to account for their 

actions “felt” about being asked to do so.] 

So that’s the situation that we’re in and we need to continue to see if we can work it to the best that we 

can for the benefit of the department. Alright? 



Melton: Thank you for that. I do have some things that I want to talk to you about, but I would like to 

just follow up by saying to our colleagues that are treating this as a game, understand that you are 

putting tenure, and the welfare of this department, in potential jeopardy which is exactly the argument 

that those who want to get rid of tenure use, because in a professional setting, individuals that acted 

like this would be dismissed. [Which way, yours or mine, or both?] Tenure is the only thing preventing 

that from happening, [and the only thing keeping Messer, Melton and Wilk in the department] so I really 

hope that the seriousness of these actions are understood. 


