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  1                  UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

  2                  WESTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN
  ---------------------------------------------------------

  3
  DR. SABINA BURTON,
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                  Plaintiff,
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  6
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  8                   Defendants.

  9   ---------------------------------------------------------
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Deposition of THOMAS CAYWOOD, Ph.D., a

witness in the above-entitled action, taken at the

instance of the Plaintiff, pursuant to the Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure, pursuant to notice, before

Tammy R. O'Neal, RPR and Notary Public, State of

Wisconsin, at Wisconsin Department of Justice, 17

West Main Street, Madison, Wisconsin, on the 21st day

of August, 2015, commencing at 10:07 a.m. and

concluding at 3:59 p.m.

10 A P P E A R A N C E S:

13

HAWKS QU INDEL i S C

Mr. Timothy E. Hawks
222 East Erie Street, Suite 210
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201-0442
Appeared on behalf of Plaintiff.

15

17

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, by
Ms. Anne M. Bensky and
Ms. Katherine Spitz
P.O. Box 7857
Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7857
Appeared on behalf of Defendants.

18

19 EXAMINATION BY
BY MR. HAWKS:

NUMBER

I N D E X

E X H I B I T S

PAGE
4

PAGE IDENTIFIED

Exh. 1 Document re: proposed course for
graduate program
Letter from the department chair to
the chair of the CRST re: request
for tenure

re: experiment and Dr. Caywood's reply

Exh. 2

24 Exh. 3 E-mail from Dr. Burton re: news team 8
Exh. 4 E-mail from Dr. Burton to the dean 9
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  5        Tammy R. O'Neal, RPR and Notary Public, State of

  6        Wisconsin, at Wisconsin Department of Justice, 17

  7        West Main Street, Madison, Wisconsin, on the 21st day
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  9        concluding at 3:59 p.m.

 10   A P P E A R A N C E S:

 11                HAWKS QUINDEL, S.C., by
                 Mr. Timothy E. Hawks
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  Exh. 1   Document re: proposed course for        7

 22            graduate program
  Exh. 2   Letter from the department chair to     7
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 25            re: experiment and Dr. Caywood's reply



8/2 1/20 15 Thomas Caywood, Ph.D. Page 3

NUMBER

E X H I B I T S
PAGE IDENTIFIED

Exh. 5

Exh. 6

Exh. 7
5 Exh. 8

6 Exh. 9

7 Exh. 10

8 Exh. 11

9 Exh. 12
Exh. 13

10 Exh. 14

11 Exh. 15

12 Exh. 16

13 Exh.
Exh.

17
18

Exh. 19
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Exh. 21

17
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Exh. 27
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117

E-mail from Dr. Burton to
Dr. Caywood and the dean re: AT&T grant
1/24/13 note from Dr. Caywood to 15
Dr. Burton
Document from Dr. Burton 20
E-mail with copy of handwritten note 22
attached
E-mail from Dr. Caywood and response 25
from Ms. Durr
Note to Dr. Burton from Dr. Caywood 30
re: breach experiment
E-mail from Dr. Caywood to members of 31
criminal justice department
Response to grievance 41
Letter re: Dr. Burton's sabbatical 33
Series of e-mail re: developing 35
graduate class
Documents re: retention and merit 38
pay for Lorne Gibson
1/19/12 letter from Dr. Caywood 39
re: Dr. Burton's retention and promotion
Aric Dutelle's resume 40
Memo re: appropriate steps for 61
student complaint against faculty
Statement of grievance 66
Requested remedy for grievance 66
3/14/13 e-mail from Dr. Burton to 77
Dr. Caywood
Not identified
Document re: speaker/workshop leader
9/12/12 document to Dr. Caywood
E-mail from Dr. Burton to
Dr. Caywood re: cyber security
homeland security program
Proposal for a cyber security 118
homeland security program at UW Platteville
Two e-mails 120
Letter from Dr. Caywood to 123
Dr. Burton re: system grant
Critical review of FI program by 130
Stan Stokjovic
Final Report of review of FI program 130
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copies attached to transcript copies.)
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became a counterintelligence technician.

Do you have law enforcement experience outside of the

military?

Yes.

THOMAS CAYWOOD, Ph.D., called as a witness

herein, having been first duly sworn on oath, was examined

and testified as follows:

Q

A

Thomas Caywood, Ph.D.
Page 4

1 TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 1

9

10

11

12

13

14

5 EXAMINATION

6 BY MR. HAWKS:

A few preliminary questions to begin with. Date of
birth?

MS. BENSKY: Just don't give the year. You

can give the—

THE WITNESS: April 9.
BY MR. HAWKS:

Age?

63.
Q

A

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

What is that?

I was a police officer in Warrensburg, Missouri, for

almost four years.

What years would those be?
'77 through '81.

Subsequent to your accomplishing your Ph.D., where

were you first employed?

After —Platteville, UW Platteville.

Has your entire academic experience been at

Platteville?

15

16

17

18

Q

A

Q

A

All right. Where were you born?

Neosho, Missouri, N-E-O-S-H-O, Missouri.

Is that the southwest part of the state?

That is correct.

15

16

17

18

I was a full-time, short-term employee at Central

Missouri State before I went on to do my doctorate.

MR. HAWKS: I'l ask that we mark this as

an exhibit.

25

19

20

21

22

23

24

1

2

3

Q

A

Q

A

What branch?

Active duty, U.S. Air Force.

So active duty?

That is correct.

Q Where did you go to college?

A Well, I went to three.

Q Where did you do your undergraduate work?

A My associate's degree is from Missouri Southern State

College in Joplin. My bachelor's degree is from

Central Missouri State University in Warrensburg,

Missouri. My master's is from Central Missouri State

Page 5

in Warrensburg. And my Ph.D. is from Sam Houston

State in Huntsville, Texas.

Q You served in the military?

A Yes.

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(Exhibit 1 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Do you recognize this document?

Yes, sir.

Can you identify it?

Well, as to the date or the content?

The content, please.

Page 7

This I believe is in reference to a course that was

proposed for the graduate program.

You see there at the end of the first paragraph the

question by Dr. Burton to you, Why do you question my

expertise?

Okay.

Did you answer that question?

Did I?
9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Where?

I went in the service 2 June 1970. I was in Vietnam

from April of '71 to April of '72. I spent the rest

of the time at Francis E. Warren Air Force base in

Cheyenne, Wyoming. I got out 31 May '74.

Any other active duty?

I was a member of the Missouri National Guard, Texas

National Guard, and U.S. Army Reserves. In 1999 our

military intelligence unit was mobilized for federal

duty in Bosnia. I spent almost nine months there.

What was the nature of your service in the military?

In the Air Force I was a security policeman. In the

reserves I started out as supply clerk. And when I

went to Texas they made me a cook in a tank unit.

And then in the Army reserve I was a

counterintelligence agent, went through warrant

officer school, became a chief warrant officer, and

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q Uh-huh.

A Well, not that I'm aware of.

Q Why not?

A Well, I didn't think it was —I guess it wasn'

really relevant. We were trying to get a course

through the graduate council.

(Exhibit 2 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Q

A

Q All right. Thank you.

(Exhibit 3 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Do you recognize this document?

Yes.

Can you identify its content?

It's a letter from the department chair to the chair

of the CRST concerning, let's see, a recommendation

for tenure.
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 1                 TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

 2                 THOMAS CAYWOOD, Ph.D., called as a witness

 3 herein, having been first duly sworn on oath, was examined

 4 and testified as follows:

 5                         EXAMINATION

 6 BY MR. HAWKS:

 7 Q    A few preliminary questions to begin with.  Date of

 8      birth?

 9                MS. BENSKY:  Just don't give the year.  You

10      can give the --

11                THE WITNESS:  April 9.

12 BY MR. HAWKS:

13 Q    Age?

14 A    63.

15 Q    All right.  Where were you born?

16 A    Neosho, Missouri, N-E-O-S-H-O, Missouri.

17 Q    Is that the southwest part of the state?

18 A    That is correct.

19 Q    Where did you go to college?

20 A    Well, I went to three.

21 Q    Where did you do your undergraduate work?

22 A    My associate's degree is from Missouri Southern State

23      College in Joplin.  My bachelor's degree is from

24      Central Missouri State University in Warrensburg,

25      Missouri.  My master's is from Central Missouri State

Page 5
 1      in Warrensburg.  And my Ph.D. is from Sam Houston
 2      State in Huntsville, Texas.
 3 Q    You served in the military?
 4 A    Yes.
 5 Q    What branch?
 6 A    Active duty, U.S. Air Force.
 7 Q    So active duty?
 8 A    That is correct.
 9 Q    Where?
10 A    I went in the service 2 June 1970.  I was in Vietnam
11      from April of '71 to April of '72.  I spent the rest
12      of the time at Francis E. Warren Air Force base in
13      Cheyenne, Wyoming.  I got out 31 May '74.
14 Q    Any other active duty?
15 A    I was a member of the Missouri National Guard, Texas
16      National Guard, and U.S. Army Reserves.  In 1999 our
17      military intelligence unit was mobilized for federal
18      duty in Bosnia.  I spent almost nine months there.
19 Q    What was the nature of your service in the military?
20 A    In the Air Force I was a security policeman.  In the
21      reserves I started out as supply clerk.  And when I
22      went to Texas they made me a cook in a tank unit.
23      And then in the Army reserve I was a
24      counterintelligence agent, went through warrant
25      officer school, became a chief warrant officer, and

Page 6
 1      became a counterintelligence technician.
 2 Q    Do you have law enforcement experience outside of the
 3      military?
 4 A    Yes.
 5 Q    What is that?
 6 A    I was a police officer in Warrensburg, Missouri, for
 7      almost four years.
 8 Q    What years would those be?
 9 A    '77 through '81.
10 Q    Subsequent to your accomplishing your Ph.D., where
11      were you first employed?
12 A    After -- Platteville, UW Platteville.
13 Q    Has your entire academic experience been at
14      Platteville?
15 A    I was a full-time, short-term employee at Central
16      Missouri State before I went on to do my doctorate.
17                MR. HAWKS:  I'll ask that we mark this as
18      an exhibit.
19                (Exhibit 1 marked for identification.)
20 BY MR. HAWKS:
21 Q    Do you recognize this document?
22 A    Yes, sir.
23 Q    Can you identify it?
24 A    Well, as to the date or the content?
25 Q    The content, please.

Page 7
 1 A    This I believe is in reference to a course that was
 2      proposed for the graduate program.
 3 Q    You see there at the end of the first paragraph the
 4      question by Dr. Burton to you, Why do you question my
 5      expertise?
 6 A    Okay.
 7 Q    Did you answer that question?
 8 A    Did I?
 9 Q    Uh-huh.
10 A    Well, not that I'm aware of.
11 Q    Why not?
12 A    Well, I didn't think it was -- I guess it wasn't
13      really relevant.  We were trying to get a course
14      through the graduate council.
15                (Exhibit 2 marked for identification.)
16 BY MR. HAWKS:
17 Q    Do you recognize this document?
18 A    Yes.
19 Q    Can you identify its content?
20 A    It's a letter from the department chair to the chair
21      of the CRST concerning, let's see, a recommendation
22      for tenure.
23 Q    All right.  Thank you.
24                (Exhibit 3 marked for identification.)
25 BY MR. HAWKS:
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I'm showing you what's been marked as Exhibit 3. Do

you recognize that document? 2

MS. BENSKY: Do you have a copy? 3

MR. HAWKS: I do not. It's out of order

Q

A

Q
A

Q
A

here.

THE WITNESS: Okay.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Ph.D. Page 5
Page 10

So my question is why did you not reply to this

question?

That she was part of the experiment?

Uli-liuli.

I did not see that as an experiment.

What did you see it as?

In the course of —in research method course he'

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Can you describe the content of this letter?

Well, according to what her e-mail said she's got a

news team coming in to the campus, they'e going out

to the crime scene house. Looks like the students

here are re-creating a crime scene and they'e going

to profile the perpetrator.

Do you see-
It started about 2:00.
Do you see her asking you a question, Would you like

to join us?

Okay.

Did you respond to that question?

I don't remember.

MR. HAWKS: Anne, here's the extra copy.

MS. BENSKY: Thank you.

(Exhibit 4 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q I'm showing you what has been marked as Exhibit 4.

Page 9

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q

A

talking about a particular type of research. This—

same thing like a mail survey, a direct question

survey, some form of survey or some other type of
experiment. So he's talking about a specific type of
experiment that is conducted to elicit some type of
response.

But isn't it typically the case that —first of all,

this was labeled by the department and those who

looked at the situation as a, quote, breach

experiment, closed quote?

Correct.

Isn't it true that for a breach experiment to be

conducted at the University of Wisconsin Platteville,

it has to be reviewed by a committee first?

Generally the institutional review board would need

to approve any sort of an experiment that was

conducted involving human subjects. This was not an

experiment, this was an in-class example.

Page 11

Do you recognize that document?

Yes.

(Exhibit 5 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q
A

Q
A

Can you describe the content of this document,

please?

It looks like the first part of the document is an

e-mail from Sabina to the dean talking about an

experiment that was —talking about where she sends

me an e-mail, talking about the breach experiment,

indicates who the student was at the time. My reply

is here on the second page.

Do you see in that portion of this e-mail train, an

e-mail from Dr. Burton to you at 9:31p.m.?

All right.

You see at the end of the first paragraph of that

message the question, Was I part of the experiment

and included in the human subject form?

Okay.

Did you reply to that question?

No.

Why not?

This was a note that was passed to the student during

class. The other part here was the fact that I was

asking about who the student was and trying to, you

know, give a brief explanation what a breach

experiment was.

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

I'm showing you what has been marked as Exhibit 5 for

the purposes of this deposition. Can you identify

this document, please?

It is an e-mail from Sabina to myself and to the dean

that deals with a press conference.

Is it true that you withdrew your support with regard

to the AT&T grant?

No.

What did you do with regard to the AT&T grant?

Which part?

The —let's start with the part involving the

proposed news release.

Okay. I objected to what was stated in the news

release as did the dean. And I had contacted the

dean about that, because I thought there were some

errors in the press release.

Is it your testimony you did not withdraw your

support for the AT&T grant?

I showed up when they did the presentation. I was

there for that. I went upstairs and got the provost.

Do you identify the statement in the first paragraph,

I'm not aware that the CJ department approved a cyber

security department or the development of one?
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Page 8
 1 Q    I'm showing you what's been marked as Exhibit 3.  Do
 2      you recognize that document?
 3                MS. BENSKY:  Do you have a copy?
 4                MR. HAWKS:  I do not.  It's out of order
 5      here.
 6                THE WITNESS:  Okay.
 7 BY MR. HAWKS:
 8 Q    Can you describe the content of this letter?
 9 A    Well, according to what her e-mail said she's got a
10      news team coming in to the campus, they're going out
11      to the crime scene house.  Looks like the students
12      here are re-creating a crime scene and they're going
13      to profile the perpetrator.
14 Q    Do you see --
15 A    It started about 2:00.
16 Q    Do you see her asking you a question, Would you like
17      to join us?
18 A    Okay.
19 Q    Did you respond to that question?
20 A    I don't remember.
21                MR. HAWKS:  Anne, here's the extra copy.
22                MS. BENSKY:  Thank you.
23                (Exhibit 4 marked for identification.)
24 BY MR. HAWKS:
25 Q    I'm showing you what has been marked as Exhibit 4.

Page 9
 1      Do you recognize that document?
 2 A    Yes.
 3 Q    Can you describe the content of this document,
 4      please?
 5 A    It looks like the first part of the document is an
 6      e-mail from Sabina to the dean talking about an
 7      experiment that was -- talking about where she sends
 8      me an e-mail, talking about the breach experiment,
 9      indicates who the student was at the time.  My reply
10      is here on the second page.
11 Q    Do you see in that portion of this e-mail train, an
12      e-mail from Dr. Burton to you at 9:31 p.m.?
13 A    All right.
14 Q    You see at the end of the first paragraph of that
15      message the question, Was I part of the experiment
16      and included in the human subject form?
17 A    Okay.
18 Q    Did you reply to that question?
19 A    No.
20 Q    Why not?
21 A    This was a note that was passed to the student during
22      class.  The other part here was the fact that I was
23      asking about who the student was and trying to, you
24      know, give a brief explanation what a breach
25      experiment was.

Page 10
 1 Q    So my question is why did you not reply to this
 2      question?
 3 A    That she was part of the experiment?
 4 Q    Uh-huh.
 5 A    I did not see that as an experiment.
 6 Q    What did you see it as?
 7 A    In the course of -- in research method course he's
 8      talking about a particular type of research.  This --
 9      same thing like a mail survey, a direct question
10      survey, some form of survey or some other type of
11      experiment.  So he's talking about a specific type of
12      experiment that is conducted to elicit some type of
13      response.
14 Q    But isn't it typically the case that -- first of all,
15      this was labeled by the department and those who
16      looked at the situation as a, quote, breach
17      experiment, closed quote?
18 A    Correct.
19 Q    Isn't it true that for a breach experiment to be
20      conducted at the University of Wisconsin Platteville,
21      it has to be reviewed by a committee first?
22 A    Generally the institutional review board would need
23      to approve any sort of an experiment that was
24      conducted involving human subjects.  This was not an
25      experiment, this was an in-class example.

Page 11
 1                (Exhibit 5 marked for identification.)
 2 BY MR. HAWKS:
 3 Q    I'm showing you what has been marked as Exhibit 5 for
 4      the purposes of this deposition.  Can you identify
 5      this document, please?
 6 A    It is an e-mail from Sabina to myself and to the dean
 7      that deals with a press conference.
 8 Q    Is it true that you withdrew your support with regard
 9      to the AT&T grant?
10 A    No.
11 Q    What did you do with regard to the AT&T grant?
12 A    Which part?
13 Q    The -- let's start with the part involving the
14      proposed news release.
15 A    Okay.  I objected to what was stated in the news
16      release as did the dean.  And I had contacted the
17      dean about that, because I thought there were some
18      errors in the press release.
19 Q    Is it your testimony you did not withdraw your
20      support for the AT&T grant?
21 A    I showed up when they did the presentation.  I was
22      there for that.  I went upstairs and got the provost.
23 Q    Do you identify the statement in the first paragraph,
24      I'm not aware that the CJ department approved a cyber
25      security department or the development of one?
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A The deparhnent had not approved a cyber security

program.

Q And do you not interpret that statement as a

withdrawal of support for Sabina's continuing efforts

to develop a cyber security program?

A No.

Q It would be correct that as recently as October 10 of

Yes.

Q Did you ever express —or compliment Dr. Burton for

that study abroad trip?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form. You can

answer if you understand the question.

THE WITNESS: Verbally, in writing?

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

In writing.

I don't recall.

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

2012 you e-mailed Sabina and others to express your

support of submitting an NSF proposal for a cyber

scholar capacity building project?

A Is this what you'e talking about in this e-mail on

24 January?

Q Previously to this e-mail, October 10 of 2012, did

you not express support for submitting an NSF

proposal for a cyber scholar capacity building

project?

A Yes.

Q That project could not be completed because it has

inadequate time to complete that; is that correct?

A I do not remember.

Q How would you characterize the letter you sent to

Professor Burton shortly after the press release

which Dr. Burton did not write?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Did you advertise the study abroad trip to Germany?

I did not.

Q

A

Did you provide any support for advertising for the

study abroad strip?

That would have been done by the deparnnent of study

abroad.

Could you describe any and all assistance you gave to

Dr. Burton with regard to the study abroad trip?

There was no financial, because that's all, again,

coming from the study abroad program.

Did you provide any other assistance?

I think just support I guess, verbal support

probably.

Dr. Burton was provided a sabbatical during the

spring semester of 2012, was she not?

I believe that's correct.

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

23

25

10

12

Q Would you—
MS. BENSKY: You can answer if you

understand the question.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Page 13

I'l rephrase it. Would you agree that shortly after

a proposed press release was to be sent out, you sent

to Dr. Burton a scathing letter about the press

release?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

THE WITNESS: I recall sending an e-mail to

the dean concerning the wording of that press

release.

Q

A

And didn't that sabbatical state that she,

Dr. Burton, will not be called upon to serve in

faculty governance or service activity which

conflicts with project work?

I don't recall the specific stipulations of that

sabbatical.

Page 15

10

11

12

(Recess taken from 10:30to 10:42 a.m.)

(Exhibit 6 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

7 MR. HAWKS: Let's take a ten-minute break.

The exhibits are out of order. I have to get them in

order.

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q
A

Q

A

Q

And you copied it to Burton?

I can't answer that. I don't recall.

Would you describe that as very critical of the press

release?

Yes.

Had the press release been changed to meet the dean'

objections to it?

I think you'l have to ask her. I know there'

several versions of that, and I cannot recall the

final version of that press release.

Do you recall a successful —or a study abroad trip

that was organized by Dr. Burton?

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Dr. Caywood, can you identify that document, please?

It's some sort of probably a note that I sent to

Dr. Burton dated 24 January 2013.

And in that content do you advise Dr. Burton that she

is advertising a program that does not exist and for

which she does not have approval?

Give me just a minute so I can read through it.

Sure.

Okay.

My question again is do you advise Dr. Burton that

she is advertising a program that does not exist and

does not have approval?

Yes.

Gramann Reporting, Ltd. (800) 899-7222
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 1 A    The department had not approved a cyber security
 2      program.
 3 Q    And do you not interpret that statement as a
 4      withdrawal of support for Sabina's continuing efforts
 5      to develop a cyber security program?
 6 A    No.
 7 Q    It would be correct that as recently as October 10 of
 8      2012 you e-mailed Sabina and others to express your
 9      support of submitting an NSF proposal for a cyber
10      scholar capacity building project?
11 A    Is this what you're talking about in this e-mail on
12      24 January?
13 Q    Previously to this e-mail, October 10 of 2012, did
14      you not express support for submitting an NSF
15      proposal for a cyber scholar capacity building
16      project?
17 A    Yes.
18 Q    That project could not be completed because it has
19      inadequate time to complete that; is that correct?
20 A    I do not remember.
21 Q    How would you characterize the letter you sent to
22      Professor Burton shortly after the press release
23      which Dr. Burton did not write?
24                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
25 BY MR. HAWKS:

Page 13
 1 Q    Would you --
 2                MS. BENSKY:  You can answer if you
 3      understand the question.
 4 BY MR. HAWKS:
 5 Q    I'll rephrase it.  Would you agree that shortly after
 6      a proposed press release was to be sent out, you sent
 7      to Dr. Burton a scathing letter about the press
 8      release?
 9                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
10                THE WITNESS:  I recall sending an e-mail to
11      the dean concerning the wording of that press
12      release.
13 BY MR. HAWKS:
14 Q    And you copied it to Burton?
15 A    I can't answer that.  I don't recall.
16 Q    Would you describe that as very critical of the press
17      release?
18 A    Yes.
19 Q    Had the press release been changed to meet the dean's
20      objections to it?
21 A    I think you'll have to ask her.  I know there's
22      several versions of that, and I cannot recall the
23      final version of that press release.
24 Q    Do you recall a successful -- or a study abroad trip
25      that was organized by Dr. Burton?

Page 14
 1 A    Yes.
 2 Q    Did you ever express -- or compliment Dr. Burton for
 3      that study abroad trip?
 4                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.  You can
 5      answer if you understand the question.
 6                THE WITNESS:  Verbally, in writing?
 7 BY MR. HAWKS:
 8 Q    In writing.
 9 A    I don't recall.
10 Q    Did you advertise the study abroad trip to Germany?
11 A    I did not.
12 Q    Did you provide any support for advertising for the
13      study abroad strip?
14 A    That would have been done by the department of study
15      abroad.
16 Q    Could you describe any and all assistance you gave to
17      Dr. Burton with regard to the study abroad trip?
18 A    There was no financial, because that's all, again,
19      coming from the study abroad program.
20 Q    Did you provide any other assistance?
21 A    I think just support I guess, verbal support
22      probably.
23 Q    Dr. Burton was provided a sabbatical during the
24      spring semester of 2012, was she not?
25 A    I believe that's correct.

Page 15
 1 Q    And didn't that sabbatical state that she,
 2      Dr. Burton, will not be called upon to serve in
 3      faculty governance or service activity which
 4      conflicts with project work?
 5 A    I don't recall the specific stipulations of that
 6      sabbatical.
 7                MR. HAWKS:  Let's take a ten-minute break.
 8      The exhibits are out of order.  I have to get them in
 9      order.
10                (Recess taken from 10:30 to 10:42 a.m.)
11                (Exhibit 6 marked for identification.)
12 BY MR. HAWKS:
13 Q    Dr. Caywood, can you identify that document, please?
14 A    It's some sort of probably a note that I sent to
15      Dr. Burton dated 24 January 2013.
16 Q    And in that content do you advise Dr. Burton that she
17      is advertising a program that does not exist and for
18      which she does not have approval?
19 A    Give me just a minute so I can read through it.
20 Q    Sure.
21 A    Okay.
22 Q    My question again is do you advise Dr. Burton that
23      she is advertising a program that does not exist and
24      does not have approval?
25 A    Yes.
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And you'e basing that on what? On what information

did you have to draw that conclusion?

As for the cyber program?

Yes.

Well, first it wasn't approved by the deparhnent. It

wasn't approved by any of the faculty governance

within the university.

My question is what has Dr. Burton done to advertise

the program?

This program, the cyber or the CJ program?

Right. What has she done that you are basing your

criticism of her upon?

Well, it says here they have two different websites,

a Journal of Cyber Security and Journal of Criminal

Justice, that you state that you own both, propose

these, and list the amount on that. It says, Neither

website clarifies if this is your goals or the

deparhnent's, but I would take it to be that the

deparhnent has sanctioned this and that she's got the

cart before the horse. And I go on to explain how

the FI program was established and that would be the

procedure for a new program, to follow that format.

And don't you also refer to the press release for the

AT&T conference at the very beginning of that letter?

Well, that first sentence says a release concerning

Page 17
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I don't know.A

I'm showing you again Exhibit No. 5. Wouldn't that

be her reply to yours?

Yes, sir.

Doctor, did you respond to Dr. Burton's reply?

It just says here, see attached letter, brings to

light some of the issues about the events. I think

that would have been —apparently that's afterwards,

I/27. No, that would have been before, so I don'

recall whether or not I did reply to that, sir.

Now, do you believe Dr. Burton didn't understand what

was necessary to develop a program?

I don't know.

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

11

12

13

10

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

14

15

Q

A

16

17

22

Had Dr. Burton -- had you any conversations with

Dr. Burton prior to this note of October 24, the

letter that you wrote on October 24, which is Exhibit

6? Did you have any conversations with Dr. Burton

about what it would take to establish a cyber crime

program at UW Platteville?

I don't believe so.

19

20

21

Well, did you not cooperate with Dr. Burton and

others in the department for the NSF grant in the

previous fall?

23

24

25

Page 19

A

Q

the AT&T grant.

Hadn't that release already been modified so as not

to identify it as a program at the time you wrote

this letter?

I cannot answer that, sir.

And with regard to the websites, did you visit any of
the websites?

A

Q

I would have signed off on it, yes.

And that grant was for a substantial amount of money,

was it not?

I do not recall the dollar amount, no, I do not

recall.

You would have signed off on it, but you don't recall

the dollar amount?

8

9

10

11

A I cannot truthfully answer that. I don't recall.

Q And did you approach Dr. Burton to ask her what the

traffic had been on any of those websites?

A No.

10

11
Q

A

If my signature is required, I signed on it, yes,

sir.

But you don't recall the dollar amount?

No.
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

Q

A

Q
A

Q

So that letter essentially then is referring to two

and only two things that Dr. Burton has done. It'

the press release and the websites?

I believe what is being stated in the press release,

they had the support of the department and

university. At that time she did not have that

support.

That press release was corrected, was it not?

I believe so, yes, sir.

It was corrected —I'e asked this question. Never

mind.

Dr. Burton replied to that, did she not?

Sir?

Dr. Burton replied to that?

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Would it surprise you if it was in six-figure range?

No.

Would it be the kind of funding that would be

necessary or appropriate for the beginning of the

establishment of a program?

I think that would depend on how the grant was broken

down. If there would have been money allocated for

that, then yes.

But you don't recall whether or not the grant was

broken down for money to establish a program even

though you signed off on it?

That is correct.

Did you and Dr. Burton and others in the department

meet to discuss that grant?

Gramann Reporting, Ltd. (800) 899-7222
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 1 Q    And you're basing that on what?  On what information
 2      did you have to draw that conclusion?
 3 A    As for the cyber program?
 4 Q    Yes.
 5 A    Well, first it wasn't approved by the department.  It
 6      wasn't approved by any of the faculty governance
 7      within the university.
 8 Q    My question is what has Dr. Burton done to advertise
 9      the program?
10 A    This program, the cyber or the CJ program?
11 Q    Right.  What has she done that you are basing your
12      criticism of her upon?
13 A    Well, it says here they have two different websites,
14      a Journal of Cyber Security and Journal of Criminal
15      Justice, that you state that you own both, propose
16      these, and list the amount on that.  It says, Neither
17      website clarifies if this is your goals or the
18      department's, but I would take it to be that the
19      department has sanctioned this and that she's got the
20      cart before the horse.  And I go on to explain how
21      the FI program was established and that would be the
22      procedure for a new program, to follow that format.
23 Q    And don't you also refer to the press release for the
24      AT&T conference at the very beginning of that letter?
25 A    Well, that first sentence says a release concerning

Page 17
 1      the AT&T grant.
 2 Q    Hadn't that release already been modified so as not
 3      to identify it as a program at the time you wrote
 4      this letter?
 5 A    I cannot answer that, sir.
 6 Q    And with regard to the websites, did you visit any of
 7      the websites?
 8 A    I cannot truthfully answer that.  I don't recall.
 9 Q    And did you approach Dr. Burton to ask her what the
10      traffic had been on any of those websites?
11 A    No.
12 Q    So that letter essentially then is referring to two
13      and only two things that Dr. Burton has done.  It's
14      the press release and the websites?
15 A    I believe what is being stated in the press release,
16      they had the support of the department and
17      university.  At that time she did not have that
18      support.
19 Q    That press release was corrected, was it not?
20 A    I believe so, yes, sir.
21 Q    It was corrected -- I've asked this question.  Never
22      mind.
23                Dr. Burton replied to that, did she not?
24 A    Sir?
25 Q    Dr. Burton replied to that?

Page 18
 1 A    I don't know.
 2 Q    I'm showing you again Exhibit No. 5.  Wouldn't that
 3      be her reply to yours?
 4 A    Yes, sir.
 5 Q    Doctor, did you respond to Dr. Burton's reply?
 6 A    It just says here, see attached letter, brings to
 7      light some of the issues about the events.  I think
 8      that would have been -- apparently that's afterwards,
 9      1/27.  No, that would have been before, so I don't
10      recall whether or not I did reply to that, sir.
11 Q    Now, do you believe Dr. Burton didn't understand what
12      was necessary to develop a program?
13 A    I don't know.
14                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
15 BY MR. HAWKS:
16 Q    Had Dr. Burton -- had you any conversations with
17      Dr. Burton prior to this note of October 24, the
18      letter that you wrote on October 24, which is Exhibit
19      6?  Did you have any conversations with Dr. Burton
20      about what it would take to establish a cyber crime
21      program at UW Platteville?
22 A    I don't believe so.
23 Q    Well, did you not cooperate with Dr. Burton and
24      others in the department for the NSF grant in the
25      previous fall?

Page 19
 1 A    I would have signed off on it, yes.
 2 Q    And that grant was for a substantial amount of money,
 3      was it not?
 4 A    I do not recall the dollar amount, no, I do not
 5      recall.
 6 Q    You would have signed off on it, but you don't recall
 7      the dollar amount?
 8 A    If my signature is required, I signed on it, yes,
 9      sir.
10 Q    But you don't recall the dollar amount?
11 A    No.
12 Q    Would it surprise you if it was in six-figure range?
13 A    No.
14 Q    Would it be the kind of funding that would be
15      necessary or appropriate for the beginning of the
16      establishment of a program?
17 A    I think that would depend on how the grant was broken
18      down.  If there would have been money allocated for
19      that, then yes.
20 Q    But you don't recall whether or not the grant was
21      broken down for money to establish a program even
22      though you signed off on it?
23 A    That is correct.
24 Q    Did you and Dr. Burton and others in the department
25      meet to discuss that grant?
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that hearing to a committee, faculty committee?

Yes, sir.

Do you recall telling that committee that Dr. Burton

did not attempt to communicate with you regarding

this matter until late in the day the day after the

breach experiment was conducted?

Do I recall saying that?

Uh-huh.

No, sir, I do not.

There is a record of that, right, audio record-
Yes, sir.
—of your statement during that? Would it surprise

you if you read that record to learn that you had

said that you hadn't been notified by Dr. Burton

about this matter until late the day following?

If that's in the record.

(Exhibit 8 marked for identification.)

I don't recall. 1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1

2

Q

A

Were you ever present with Dean Throop and Dr. Burton

for the purpose of discussing that grant?

I don't recall.

A

Q

A

Q
A

Q
A

Q

A

Q To your recollection did Dean Throop support or

oppose the application —the effort —initially the

effort to craft or draft the request for the grant?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q If you know.

A If she signed off on it sir, I do not recall. If the

grant went forward, I would assume she did sign it.

(Exhibit 7 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

I believe you have before you what has been marked as

Exhibit 7 for purposes of this deposition.

Yes.

BY MR. HAWKS:Q

A

Q

A

Q

Have you seen this document before?

I think this is part of an earlier document.

All right. And was this —the aspect of this

document that was mailed to you was timed at

9:31:09p.m.

Do you see that?

9:31,correct.

And do you see that Dr. Burton is describing this as

Page 21

Can you identify what has been marked as Exhibit 8,

please?
It's an e-mail with a note where she attached a

photograph of a note.

Uh-huh. And although it's a very small picture, can

you read the note?

Call me tonight and there's a phone number, looks

Page 23

like a couple exclamation points there to the right

side of the note.

Q

A

Q

A

a breach experiment?

It says here she knows what a breach experiment is.

I do not believe the experiment was conducted well.

It says, I was part of the experiment included in the

human subject form.

That was the previous e-mail as well, yes.

And do you see there where Dr. Burton writes that the

student feels violated?

A

Q

Q And the note is in handwritten form?

A It's a handwritten note, yes.

Q And do you understand that to be the note that was

provided to the student by another faculty member?

A This was a note that Dr. Burton handed to me about

8:00 in the morning.

So if you told —if you testified to the committee

or shared information with the committee that you had

not been informed by Dr. Burton about this until late

in the following day, that testimony would be

untruthful, wouldn't that be correct?

The note was handed to me on the morning.

Right, so —and who handed you the note?

Dr. Burton.

8

9

10

14

15

16

Yes. Q

A

Q
A

Do you have any reason to believe that the student

did not feel violated?

A

Q

A

Q

A

I never spoke to the student.

Did you understand that the student felt violated by

the supposed breach experiment?

That's what she's stating here.

No one else said that to you? Did anyone else tell

you or inform you what the student's emotional

reaction to the so-called breach experiment was?

Not that I recall.

12

13

So Dr. Burton informed you first thing in the morning

after the breach experiment about the contact with

the student?

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q

A

Q

Do you recall filing a response to a grievance that

Dr. Burton filed against you?

Do you mean -- you'l have to clarify, I'm sorry.

Do you recall a hearing that was conducted?

There was a hearing, yes.

Do you recall testifying or providing a statement at

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q
A

Q

I believe, yes, there was probably some conversation

along with the note.

About 8:29 in the morning?

It was after eight, correct.

The time stamp on this e-mail would be fairly

accurate would you estimate?

Gramann Reporting, Ltd. (800) 899-7222
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 1 A    I don't recall.

 2 Q    Were you ever present with Dean Throop and Dr. Burton

 3      for the purpose of discussing that grant?

 4 A    I don't recall.

 5 Q    To your recollection did Dean Throop support or

 6      oppose the application -- the effort -- initially the

 7      effort to craft or draft the request for the grant?

 8                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.

 9 BY MR. HAWKS:

10 Q    If you know.

11 A    If she signed off on it sir, I do not recall.  If the

12      grant went forward, I would assume she did sign it.

13                (Exhibit 7 marked for identification.)

14 BY MR. HAWKS:

15 Q    I believe you have before you what has been marked as

16      Exhibit 7 for purposes of this deposition.

17 A    Yes.

18 Q    Have you seen this document before?

19 A    I think this is part of an earlier document.

20 Q    All right.  And was this -- the aspect of this

21      document that was mailed to you was timed at

22      9:31:09 p.m.

23                Do you see that?

24 A    9:31, correct.

25 Q    And do you see that Dr. Burton is describing this as

Page 21
 1      a breach experiment?
 2 A    It says here she knows what a breach experiment is.
 3      I do not believe the experiment was conducted well.
 4      It says, I was part of the experiment included in the
 5      human subject form.
 6                That was the previous e-mail as well, yes.
 7 Q    And do you see there where Dr. Burton writes that the
 8      student feels violated?
 9 A    Yes.
10 Q    Do you have any reason to believe that the student
11      did not feel violated?
12 A    I never spoke to the student.
13 Q    Did you understand that the student felt violated by
14      the supposed breach experiment?
15 A    That's what she's stating here.
16 Q    No one else said that to you?  Did anyone else tell
17      you or inform you what the student's emotional
18      reaction to the so-called breach experiment was?
19 A    Not that I recall.
20 Q    Do you recall filing a response to a grievance that
21      Dr. Burton filed against you?
22 A    Do you mean -- you'll have to clarify, I'm sorry.
23 Q    Do you recall a hearing that was conducted?
24 A    There was a hearing, yes.
25 Q    Do you recall testifying or providing a statement at

Page 22
 1      that hearing to a committee, faculty committee?
 2 A    Yes, sir.
 3 Q    Do you recall telling that committee that Dr. Burton
 4      did not attempt to communicate with you regarding
 5      this matter until late in the day the day after the
 6      breach experiment was conducted?
 7 A    Do I recall saying that?
 8 Q    Uh-huh.
 9 A    No, sir, I do not.
10 Q    There is a record of that, right, audio record --
11 A    Yes, sir.
12 Q    -- of your statement during that?  Would it surprise
13      you if you read that record to learn that you had
14      said that you hadn't been notified by Dr. Burton
15      about this matter until late the day following?
16 A    If that's in the record.
17                (Exhibit 8 marked for identification.)
18 BY MR. HAWKS:
19 Q    Can you identify what has been marked as Exhibit 8,
20      please?
21 A    It's an e-mail with a note where she attached a
22      photograph of a note.
23 Q    Uh-huh.  And although it's a very small picture, can
24      you read the note?
25 A    Call me tonight and there's a phone number, looks

Page 23
 1      like a couple exclamation points there to the right
 2      side of the note.
 3 Q    And the note is in handwritten form?
 4 A    It's a handwritten note, yes.
 5 Q    And do you understand that to be the note that was
 6      provided to the student by another faculty member?
 7 A    This was a note that Dr. Burton handed to me about
 8      8:00 in the morning.
 9 Q    So if you told -- if you testified to the committee
10      or shared information with the committee that you had
11      not been informed by Dr. Burton about this until late
12      in the following day, that testimony would be
13      untruthful, wouldn't that be correct?
14 A    The note was handed to me on the morning.
15 Q    Right, so -- and who handed you the note?
16 A    Dr. Burton.
17 Q    So Dr. Burton informed you first thing in the morning
18      after the breach experiment about the contact with
19      the student?
20 A    I believe, yes, there was probably some conversation
21      along with the note.
22 Q    About 8:29 in the morning?
23 A    It was after eight, correct.
24 Q    The time stamp on this e-mail would be fairly
25      accurate would you estimate?
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24

25

9

10

11
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Had you discussed this issue with anybody else in the

deparhnent besides Dr. Burton by October 17, 2012?

Concerning this e-mail?

No, concerning the student breach experiment between

the date it occurred, which is October 10 —you

learned about it on October 11 —and October 17,

please identify all people in the department with

whom you spoke about the breach experiment.

I would have spoken to Dr. Gibson who was the

instructor of that course.

Q

A

Q

A

Yes. 1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

Q Perhaps you can explain how that note, handwritten

note, two asterisks (as spoken), written by a faculty

member, given to a co-ed student in a class in the

presence of others amounts to any kind of breach

experiment or even example of how a breach experiment

might be conducted?

A Well, I took it as an example of how —of a specific

type of experiment that they discussed during class

period.

Q Did you -- do you know that —did you ever interview

the faculty member involved in this incident?

A Yes, sir.

Q What did he tell you?

A That it was part of a discussion in their research

method course about a particular type of experiment

that's designed to elicit a response from the person.

Q Did you share that information with anybody else,

what he shared with you?

A Honestly I don't recall, if we talked about that with

the HR director or not, I don't recall.

(Exhibit 9 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Uh-huh.

And I don't recall if I spoke to anyone else or not.

Did you speak to Dr. Burton about it?

I do not recall.

Q

A

Q

A

11

12

13

14

And do you know whether or not anybody -- strike

that.

15

16

The last two paragraphs of this memo, do

you know whether or not this is —this was drafted

by Dr. -- or by Ms. Durr, or was it drafted by you?

You'e talking about the statement that says, All I'm

trying to do is determine what transpired and who was

involved.

17

18

19

20

21

22

Q

A

Q

A

Uh-huh.

That is something I did, yes.

You see the next sentence, I was not made aware of

Page 27

the note incident until 20 hours after it happened?

Yes.

23

24

25

1

2

I believe you have Exhibit 9 in front of you, Dr.

Caywood?

Page 25

Yes, sir.

Can you in your own words describe the content of
this document, please?

It's -- it looks like it's —part of it's an e-mail

that I had sent, and part of it is a response from

Ms. Durr, the director of HR.

And does she provide you any specific directions in

this letter?

A

Q

A

Q

That obviously is untrue, isn't it?

The note, I didn't get the note until the following

day on the morning of whatever at 8:29 or whenever

the time frame was. That's when she handed me the

Q
A

note.

Which is much sooner than 20 hours after the

incident, isn't it?

MS. BENSKY: Objection. There's no

evidence as to when the note was given to the

student.

8

9

10
It says here to cease all further communication on

this topic.

Do you know why she directed you to cease further

communications on this topic?

Because I was trying to speak to the student involved

to get her side of the story.

And didn't Dr. Burton share with you that the student

had expressed an interest in not speaking to any

males about this issue?

A

Q

A

Q

12

BY MR. HAWKS:13

Do you know when the note was given to the student?

I would make —probably during the class period of
the day before this, and I cannot tell you what time

those classes met.

Q
A

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

I don't recall.

You see in this memo a direction to you from the

human resources director, Ms. Durr, that she did not

want there to be any perception that the university

was retaliating against one of its employees for

advocating or protecting the interest of the

students?

That's what it says.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
Q
A

You note —your statement next is that numerous

others were notified well before I was. Who were the

others that were notified before you were?

The dean, and I think there was possibly another

faculty member that was involved in that as well.

Can you elaborate on that?

Aric Dutelle I believe was there at the time when he

had discussion with Dr. Burton about the note and

Gramann Reporting, Ltd. (800) 899-7222
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 1 A    Yes.
 2 Q    Perhaps you can explain how that note, handwritten
 3      note, two asterisks (as spoken), written by a faculty
 4      member, given to a co-ed student in a class in the
 5      presence of others amounts to any kind of breach
 6      experiment or even example of how a breach experiment
 7      might be conducted?
 8 A    Well, I took it as an example of how -- of a specific
 9      type of experiment that they discussed during class
10      period.
11 Q    Did you -- do you know that -- did you ever interview
12      the faculty member involved in this incident?
13 A    Yes, sir.
14 Q    What did he tell you?
15 A    That it was part of a discussion in their research
16      method course about a particular type of experiment
17      that's designed to elicit a response from the person.
18 Q    Did you share that information with anybody else,
19      what he shared with you?
20 A    Honestly I don't recall, if we talked about that with
21      the HR director or not, I don't recall.
22                (Exhibit 9 marked for identification.)
23 BY MR. HAWKS:
24 Q    I believe you have Exhibit 9 in front of you, Dr.
25      Caywood?
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 1 A    Yes, sir.
 2 Q    Can you in your own words describe the content of
 3      this document, please?
 4 A    It's -- it looks like it's -- part of it's an e-mail
 5      that I had sent, and part of it is a response from
 6      Ms. Durr, the director of HR.
 7 Q    And does she provide you any specific directions in
 8      this letter?
 9 A    It says here to cease all further communication on
10      this topic.
11 Q    Do you know why she directed you to cease further
12      communications on this topic?
13 A    Because I was trying to speak to the student involved
14      to get her side of the story.
15 Q    And didn't Dr. Burton share with you that the student
16      had expressed an interest in not speaking to any
17      males about this issue?
18 A    I don't recall.
19 Q    You see in this memo a direction to you from the
20      human resources director, Ms. Durr, that she did not
21      want there to be any perception that the university
22      was retaliating against one of its employees for
23      advocating or protecting the interest of the
24      students?
25 A    That's what it says.
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 1 Q    Had you discussed this issue with anybody else in the
 2      department besides Dr. Burton by October 17, 2012?
 3 A    Concerning this e-mail?
 4 Q    No, concerning the student breach experiment between
 5      the date it occurred, which is October 10 -- you
 6      learned about it on October 11 -- and October 17,
 7      please identify all people in the department with
 8      whom you spoke about the breach experiment.
 9 A    I would have spoken to Dr. Gibson who was the
10      instructor of that course.
11 Q    Uh-huh.
12 A    And I don't recall if I spoke to anyone else or not.
13 Q    Did you speak to Dr. Burton about it?
14 A    I do not recall.
15 Q    And do you know whether or not anybody -- strike
16      that.
17                The last two paragraphs of this memo, do
18      you know whether or not this is -- this was drafted
19      by Dr. -- or by Ms. Durr, or was it drafted by you?
20 A    You're talking about the statement that says, All I'm
21      trying to do is determine what transpired and who was
22      involved.
23 Q    Uh-huh.
24 A    That is something I did, yes.
25 Q    You see the next sentence, I was not made aware of
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 1      the note incident until 20 hours after it happened?
 2 A    Yes.
 3 Q    That obviously is untrue, isn't it?
 4 A    The note, I didn't get the note until the following
 5      day on the morning of whatever at 8:29 or whenever
 6      the time frame was.  That's when she handed me the
 7      note.
 8 Q    Which is much sooner than 20 hours after the
 9      incident, isn't it?
10                MS. BENSKY:  Objection.  There's no
11      evidence as to when the note was given to the
12      student.
13 BY MR. HAWKS:
14 Q    Do you know when the note was given to the student?
15 A    I would make -- probably during the class period of
16      the day before this, and I cannot tell you what time
17      those classes met.
18 Q    You note -- your statement next is that numerous
19      others were notified well before I was.  Who were the
20      others that were notified before you were?
21 A    The dean, and I think there was possibly another
22      faculty member that was involved in that as well.
23 Q    Can you elaborate on that?
24 A    Aric Dutelle I believe was there at the time when he
25      had discussion with Dr. Burton about the note and
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tried to find me and I wasn't there.
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like to know who are the other —numerous others

Q

A

Anybody else?

Not that I'm aware of.

If Dutelle learned about it, it was only because they

were attempting to find you and couldn'; is that

correct?

that learned about this before you did?

A Oh, I don't know. Maybe I was in error of saying

numerous others.

(Exhibit 10 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

Well, you'l have to ask him.

All right.

I don't know the extent of the conversation.

Why do you —what information do you have that leads

you to believe that Dutelle was informed by Burton

about this and that they were looking for you?

Because it was brought to my attention the next day.

By whom?

Maybe Dr. Burton, I don't remember. You can ask her.

All right. So other than dean —the dean and

possibly Dutelle, is there anybody else among the

numerous others that were informed about this before

you were?

Well, if the director of HR was involved with it, I'm

sure she's included as well. I don't recall all the

people involved in those e-mails.

Let's go back over the timing though. You received

an e-mail from Dr. Burton at eight -- approximately

8:45 or so the morning after the day of the incident,

Page 29

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

I'm showing you what has been marked as Exhibit 10.
You have it before you, Dr. Caywood. Do you

recognize that portion of this exhibit that you

crafted?

Yes.

And so this is sent at about a little after noon on

the day following the incident, correct?

Correct.

And this is a note you sent to Dr. Burton?

Yes.

And you —this is when you communicate to her that

you'e spoken to Dr. Gibson and learned that this was

a breach experiment, correct?

Yes, sir.

You state in here that you suggested he e-mail

everyone in both classes to explain what he did and

why he did it?

Yes.

Did you follow up to determine whether he complied

Page 31

7

8

9

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

A

Q

A

Q

A

A

Q

correct?

Are you referring to Exhibit 8?

Yes, I am.

Well, that's what it says, about 8:29 a.m. That'

the attachment, and this is a picture of the

attachment.

And that is when you were informed by Dr. Burton of

the incident, is it not?

I don't recall if there was any e-mails prior to

that. I do not. This is the first time I saw the

note.

So the incident occurred on the prior day, right? Do

you know when —do you know —strike those muttered

wonls.

Do you know when Dr. Burton spoke to the

dean about this?

I think there was an e-mail on Wednesday evening when

that was brought to the dean's attention.

So do you know when —do you know whether between

that evening when it's brought to the dean'

attention and the next morning when it's brought to

your attention who the numerous others were that were

notified about this incident? So I'e got the dean

and we'e got Dutelle. We'e got a time span of the

evening before to the morning following. And I'd

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

with your recommendation?

A I'm aware that he did send an e-mail to both sections

of that class.

Q Do you —were you carbon copied on that e-mail?

A I don't recall.

Q I don't believe we'e received anything from the

university that would include that e-mail?

MS. BENSKY: I'l look for it. I don'

know if it was requested.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Did it ever cross your mind that Dr. Gibson was not

being truthful when he described this as a breach

experiment?

A Do I think Dr. Gibson was not truthful?

Q Did you consider the possibility that Dr. Gibson was

not truthful when he described this as a breach

experiment?

A No, I did not consider that.

(Exhibit 11 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Dr. Caywood, I believe you have Exhibit 11 in front

ofyou?
A Yes, sir.

Q And I believe this is an e-mail from you to the other

members of the criminal justice department at
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 1      tried to find me and I wasn't there.
 2 Q    Anybody else?
 3 A    Not that I'm aware of.
 4 Q    If Dutelle learned about it, it was only because they
 5      were attempting to find you and couldn't; is that
 6      correct?
 7 A    Well, you'll have to ask him.
 8 Q    All right.
 9 A    I don't know the extent of the conversation.
10 Q    Why do you -- what information do you have that leads
11      you to believe that Dutelle was informed by Burton
12      about this and that they were looking for you?
13 A    Because it was brought to my attention the next day.
14 Q    By whom?
15 A    Maybe Dr. Burton, I don't remember.  You can ask her.
16 Q    All right.  So other than dean -- the dean and
17      possibly Dutelle, is there anybody else among the
18      numerous others that were informed about this before
19      you were?
20 A    Well, if the director of HR was involved with it, I'm
21      sure she's included as well.  I don't recall all the
22      people involved in those e-mails.
23 Q    Let's go back over the timing though.  You received
24      an e-mail from Dr. Burton at eight -- approximately
25      8:45 or so the morning after the day of the incident,
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 1      correct?

 2 A    Are you referring to Exhibit 8?

 3 Q    Yes, I am.

 4 A    Well, that's what it says, about 8:29 a.m.  That's

 5      the attachment, and this is a picture of the

 6      attachment.

 7 Q    And that is when you were informed by Dr. Burton of

 8      the incident, is it not?

 9 A    I don't recall if there was any e-mails prior to

10      that.  I do not.  This is the first time I saw the

11      note.

12 Q    So the incident occurred on the prior day, right?  Do

13      you know when -- do you know -- strike those muttered

14      words.

15                Do you know when Dr. Burton spoke to the

16      dean about this?

17 A    I think there was an e-mail on Wednesday evening when

18      that was brought to the dean's attention.

19 Q    So do you know when -- do you know whether between

20      that evening when it's brought to the dean's

21      attention and the next morning when it's brought to

22      your attention who the numerous others were that were

23      notified about this incident?  So I've got the dean

24      and we've got Dutelle.  We've got a time span of the

25      evening before to the morning following.  And I'd
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 1      like to know who are the other -- numerous others
 2      that learned about this before you did?
 3 A    Oh, I don't know.  Maybe I was in error of saying
 4      numerous others.
 5                (Exhibit 10 marked for identification.)
 6 BY MR. HAWKS:
 7 Q    I'm showing you what has been marked as Exhibit 10.
 8      You have it before you, Dr. Caywood.  Do you
 9      recognize that portion of this exhibit that you
10      crafted?
11 A    Yes.
12 Q    And so this is sent at about a little after noon on
13      the day following the incident, correct?
14 A    Correct.
15 Q    And this is a note you sent to Dr. Burton?
16 A    Yes.
17 Q    And you -- this is when you communicate to her that
18      you've spoken to Dr. Gibson and learned that this was
19      a breach experiment, correct?
20 A    Yes, sir.
21 Q    You state in here that you suggested he e-mail
22      everyone in both classes to explain what he did and
23      why he did it?
24 A    Yes.
25 Q    Did you follow up to determine whether he complied
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 1      with your recommendation?
 2 A    I'm aware that he did send an e-mail to both sections
 3      of that class.
 4 Q    Do you -- were you carbon copied on that e-mail?
 5 A    I don't recall.
 6 Q    I don't believe we've received anything from the
 7      university that would include that e-mail?
 8                MS. BENSKY:  I'll look for it.  I don't
 9      know if it was requested.
10 BY MR. HAWKS:
11 Q    Did it ever cross your mind that Dr. Gibson was not
12      being truthful when he described this as a breach
13      experiment?
14 A    Do I think Dr. Gibson was not truthful?
15 Q    Did you consider the possibility that Dr. Gibson was
16      not truthful when he described this as a breach
17      experiment?
18 A    No, I did not consider that.
19                (Exhibit 11 marked for identification.)
20 BY MR. HAWKS:
21 Q    Dr. Caywood, I believe you have Exhibit 11 in front
22      of you?
23 A    Yes, sir.
24 Q    And I believe this is an e-mail from you to the other
25      members of the criminal justice department at
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Platteville approximately five days —or six days

after the incident involving the breach experiment.

Is that fair?

8/2 1/20 15

Yes, sir.

And it attaches a statement on how the deparhnent

should deal with student complaints; is that

accurate?

That's what it says.

Do you recall the contents of that attachment?

Not specifically.

Doesn't that attachment direct the department to

bring student complaints to the chair and not outside

the deparhnent?

I don't recall. Ifyou have a copy, I'd like to look

at it.

By the way, did you inquire of Dr. Gibson as to

whether or not he instructed the students in these

classes about what is necessary to be able to conduct

a breach experiment?

No, sir, it was stated on the syllabus that they

would discuss that in class, but I don't know

specifics of what he said or talked about during his

class.

(Exhibits 12 and 13 marked for

identification.)

9

10
Q
A

11

12

13

15

16

17
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23

25
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activities which conflicts with project work; isn'

that true?

A That's what it says, yes, sir.

Q And during this time didn't you assign her nearly 60

advisees?

A She also had taught an overload during that semester

as well.

Q Didn't you assign her to take on 60 advisees during

that semester?

A I would assume so, yes.

Q Don't you believe that would conflict with her

project work?

A I didn't see that at the time, no.

(Exhibit 14 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Do you have Exhibit 14 in front of you?

A Yes, sir.

Q Do you want another minute to review it?

A Please. Can I have —I believe I'e got copies of
the same thing. Two copies.

Q Should be one —one's for Anne and one's for you?

MS. BENSKY: You gave me something —it'

in a different font, what I have.

MR. HAWKS: Can I see, Anne?

MS. BENSKY: This is what's marked.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25
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9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q I believe that is marked as Exhibit 13 that you have

in front of you?

MS. BENSKY: 12?

MR. HAWKS: 12 I had marked and then pulled

it back.

MS. BENSKY: Okay.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Did you sign this document?

A Yes, sir.

Q And is this the letter of guarantee for grant

application for a sabbatical for Dr. Burton in the

spring of 2011?
A It's dated April 1, 2011.

Q And does this specify that Dr. Burton will not be

called upon to serve in faculty governance or service

activity which conflicts with project work?

A Item three says that.

Q And didn't you assign Dr. Burton certain projects

related to faculty governance or service activities

which did conflict with the project work she was

undertaking under this grant?

A What is it that you'e referring to?

Q During this grant period Dr. Burton was not to be

called upon to serve in faculty governance or service

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THE WITNESS: Okay.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q So can you describe the issue that is addressed by

this series of e-mail?

A It was dealing with Dr. Burton's development of a

graduate course and submitting that graduate course

to the graduate council for approval.

Q And did the graduate council approve the course?

A I believe so, yes.

Q And did you require though Dr. Burton to make changes

to the draft?

A I think I suggested she make changes. It's up to

her.

Q And did you attribute to a man named Dave-
A Yeah, Dr.—

Q —objections to her proposal?

A Yes, sir.

Q And did you subsequently learn that Dave had not had

objections to her proposal?

A Well, I believe that you see there at the first page

of that that he was replying to some of them because

I had spoken to Dave prior to this about the

development of the course.

Q And what did you say to Dave?

A Doctor —okay, Dave is Dr. David VanBuren. He is

Gramann Reporting, Ltd. (800) 899-7222
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 1      Platteville approximately five days -- or six days
 2      after the incident involving the breach experiment.
 3      Is that fair?
 4 A    Yes, sir.
 5 Q    And it attaches a statement on how the department
 6      should deal with student complaints; is that
 7      accurate?
 8 A    That's what it says.
 9 Q    Do you recall the contents of that attachment?
10 A    Not specifically.
11 Q    Doesn't that attachment direct the department to
12      bring student complaints to the chair and not outside
13      the department?
14 A    I don't recall.  If you have a copy, I'd like to look
15      at it.
16 Q    By the way, did you inquire of Dr. Gibson as to
17      whether or not he instructed the students in these
18      classes about what is necessary to be able to conduct
19      a breach experiment?
20 A    No, sir, it was stated on the syllabus that they
21      would discuss that in class, but I don't know
22      specifics of what he said or talked about during his
23      class.
24                (Exhibits 12 and 13 marked for
25      identification.)
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 1 BY MR. HAWKS:
 2 Q    I believe that is marked as Exhibit 13 that you have
 3      in front of you?
 4                MS. BENSKY:  12?
 5                MR. HAWKS:  12 I had marked and then pulled
 6      it back.
 7                MS. BENSKY:  Okay.
 8 BY MR. HAWKS:
 9 Q    Did you sign this document?
10 A    Yes, sir.
11 Q    And is this the letter of guarantee for grant
12      application for a sabbatical for Dr. Burton in the
13      spring of 2011?
14 A    It's dated April 1, 2011.
15 Q    And does this specify that Dr. Burton will not be
16      called upon to serve in faculty governance or service
17      activity which conflicts with project work?
18 A    Item three says that.
19 Q    And didn't you assign Dr. Burton certain projects
20      related to faculty governance or service activities
21      which did conflict with the project work she was
22      undertaking under this grant?
23 A    What is it that you're referring to?
24 Q    During this grant period Dr. Burton was not to be
25      called upon to serve in faculty governance or service
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 1      activities which conflicts with project work; isn't
 2      that true?
 3 A    That's what it says, yes, sir.
 4 Q    And during this time didn't you assign her nearly 60
 5      advisees?
 6 A    She also had taught an overload during that semester
 7      as well.
 8 Q    Didn't you assign her to take on 60 advisees during
 9      that semester?
10 A    I would assume so, yes.
11 Q    Don't you believe that would conflict with her
12      project work?
13 A    I didn't see that at the time, no.
14                (Exhibit 14 marked for identification.)
15 BY MR. HAWKS:
16 Q    Do you have Exhibit 14 in front of you?
17 A    Yes, sir.
18 Q    Do you want another minute to review it?
19 A    Please.  Can I have -- I believe I've got copies of
20      the same thing.  Two copies.
21 Q    Should be one -- one's for Anne and one's for you?
22                MS. BENSKY:  You gave me something -- it's
23      in a different font, what I have.
24                MR. HAWKS:  Can I see, Anne?
25                MS. BENSKY:  This is what's marked.

Page 35
 1                THE WITNESS:  Okay.
 2 BY MR. HAWKS:
 3 Q    So can you describe the issue that is addressed by
 4      this series of e-mail?
 5 A    It was dealing with Dr. Burton's development of a
 6      graduate course and submitting that graduate course
 7      to the graduate council for approval.
 8 Q    And did the graduate council approve the course?
 9 A    I believe so, yes.
10 Q    And did you require though Dr. Burton to make changes
11      to the draft?
12 A    I think I suggested she make changes.  It's up to
13      her.
14 Q    And did you attribute to a man named Dave --
15 A    Yeah, Dr. --
16 Q    -- objections to her proposal?
17 A    Yes, sir.
18 Q    And did you subsequently learn that Dave had not had
19      objections to her proposal?
20 A    Well, I believe that you see there at the first page
21      of that that he was replying to some of them because
22      I had spoken to Dave prior to this about the
23      development of the course.
24 Q    And what did you say to Dave?
25 A    Doctor -- okay, Dave is Dr. David VanBuren.  He is
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the dean of the graduate school. He was also a

member of the criminal justice department. On the

proposal for a graduate level course there was some

issues about some of the wording and so forth, and we

were trying to get it to a state that that would be

approved by the people at the graduate council. So I

believe I was making some suggestions that she make

some changes.

Did Dave though intend to communicate to you that he

had objections to the course?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

MR. HAWKS: You can take as much time as

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Q

A

Dr. Caywood, I believe you have Exhibit 15 in front

of you. Can you identify this document, please?

Yes, sir. The first piece of paper is a memo from

Kory Wein, the chair of the Liberal Arts Education

CRST committee to Lorne Gibson about reappointment on

that. And then the second page then is my letter as

a department chair to the chairman of the LA8cE CRST

committee concurring with the DRB's recommendation

for retention and merit pay for Lorne Gibson. And

I'm sorry, there's a third letter from Elizabeth

Gates who was the chairperson of the department's DRB

dated January 17, 2013, recommending retention and

merit pay for Lorne Gibson.

And you signed off on the first page of this

three-page exhibit, and you authored the second page

of this three-page exhibit?

I did not sign off on that because that is a document

from the CRST. That goes in the faculty member's

file.

2

3

5

6

7

8

9
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14

15
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19

20

you need.

THE WITNESS: It says here he expressed

some concerns about some of the wording in the

proposal.

BY MR. HAWKS: 17

He communicated —do you recall what his concerns

were?

It says here he expressed concerns about the

references to training and areas of the document that

seem to allude to a technical side of computer

science issues. Ifyou want me to read the rest of
it I will.

With reference to the first page of the three-page

exhibit?

21

22

The second page is my recommendation. The third page

is the chair of the DRB's recommendation. And all of

23

24

25
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5
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Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

That's not necessary. And what did you communicate

Page 37

with him? What did you say to—
I think--
—Dave?
—that we talked about the content and the wording

of that proposal. It was going to the graduate

council which is comprised of all the faculty members

that are involved in the graduate program. This is

her first attempt to get a course approved at any

level, and we wanted to make sure that it would get

through the graduate council without objections.

And didn't you at some point in time question

Dr. Burton's expertise in this area?

If you say so.

Well, do you recall questioning Dr. Burton's

expertise with regard to particularly encryption?

I think there was some allusion to the fact that

there was some mentioning of encryption, and I wasn'

aware that she had expertise in the area of
encryption.

Did she inform you she did have expertise in the area

of encryption?

I just don't recall. Maybe she did.

I'm just going to have you identify several documents

for us, please.

(Exhibit 15 marked for identification.)

25
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Q

A

Q

A

A

Q

A

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Q

A

Do you have Exhibit 16 in front of you?

Yes, sir.

And can you describe that document, please?

It is a letter from me as chairman of the criminal

justice department to the Liberal Arts and

Education's college rank, salary, and tenure

committee recommendation for retention and promotion

those would be in his folder.

Page 39
In your recommendation do you make any mention of the

breach experiment?

No, sir.

In your opinion did Dr. Gibson conduct himself

appropriately or inappropriately with regard to the

breach experiment?

Personally I believe he was in his right as an

instructor of that course to talk about that

particular type of experiment during the course.

Just to be clear, he was within his right to give a

female student a handwritten note that asked her to

call him on his cell phone after class?

As part of this type of experiment.

So the answer is yes, it is —he acted appropriately

in your judgment; is that correct?

Yes, sir.

(Exhibit 16 marked for identification.)
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 1      the dean of the graduate school.  He was also a
 2      member of the criminal justice department.  On the
 3      proposal for a graduate level course there was some
 4      issues about some of the wording and so forth, and we
 5      were trying to get it to a state that that would be
 6      approved by the people at the graduate council.  So I
 7      believe I was making some suggestions that she make
 8      some changes.
 9 Q    Did Dave though intend to communicate to you that he
10      had objections to the course?
11                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
12                MR. HAWKS:  You can take as much time as
13      you need.
14                THE WITNESS:  It says here he expressed
15      some concerns about some of the wording in the
16      proposal.
17 BY MR. HAWKS:
18 Q    He communicated -- do you recall what his concerns
19      were?
20 A    It says here he expressed concerns about the
21      references to training and areas of the document that
22      seem to allude to a technical side of computer
23      science issues.  If you want me to read the rest of
24      it I will.
25 Q    That's not necessary.  And what did you communicate

Page 37
 1      with him?  What did you say to --
 2 A    I think --
 3 Q    -- Dave?
 4 A    -- that we talked about the content and the wording
 5      of that proposal.  It was going to the graduate
 6      council which is comprised of all the faculty members
 7      that are involved in the graduate program.  This is
 8      her first attempt to get a course approved at any
 9      level, and we wanted to make sure that it would get
10      through the graduate council without objections.
11 Q    And didn't you at some point in time question
12      Dr. Burton's expertise in this area?
13 A    If you say so.
14 Q    Well, do you recall questioning Dr. Burton's
15      expertise with regard to particularly encryption?
16 A    I think there was some allusion to the fact that
17      there was some mentioning of encryption, and I wasn't
18      aware that she had expertise in the area of
19      encryption.
20 Q    Did she inform you she did have expertise in the area
21      of encryption?
22 A    I just don't recall.  Maybe she did.
23 Q    I'm just going to have you identify several documents
24      for us, please.
25                (Exhibit 15 marked for identification.)
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 1 BY MR. HAWKS:

 2 Q    Dr. Caywood, I believe you have Exhibit 15 in front

 3      of you.  Can you identify this document, please?

 4 A    Yes, sir.  The first piece of paper is a memo from

 5      Kory Wein, the chair of the Liberal Arts Education

 6      CRST committee to Lorne Gibson about reappointment on

 7      that.  And then the second page then is my letter as

 8      a department chair to the chairman of the LA&E CRST

 9      committee concurring with the DRB's recommendation

10      for retention and merit pay for Lorne Gibson.  And

11      I'm sorry, there's a third letter from Elizabeth

12      Gates who was the chairperson of the department's DRB

13      dated January 17, 2013, recommending retention and

14      merit pay for Lorne Gibson.

15 Q    And you signed off on the first page of this

16      three-page exhibit, and you authored the second page

17      of this three-page exhibit?

18 A    I did not sign off on that because that is a document

19      from the CRST.  That goes in the faculty member's

20      file.

21 Q    With reference to the first page of the three-page

22      exhibit?

23 A    The second page is my recommendation.  The third page

24      is the chair of the DRB's recommendation.  And all of

25      those would be in his folder.

Page 39
 1 Q    In your recommendation do you make any mention of the

 2      breach experiment?

 3 A    No, sir.

 4 Q    In your opinion did Dr. Gibson conduct himself

 5      appropriately or inappropriately with regard to the

 6      breach experiment?

 7 A    Personally I believe he was in his right as an

 8      instructor of that course to talk about that

 9      particular type of experiment during the course.

10 Q    Just to be clear, he was within his right to give a

11      female student a handwritten note that asked her to

12      call him on his cell phone after class?

13 A    As part of this type of experiment.

14 Q    So the answer is yes, it is -- he acted appropriately

15      in your judgment; is that correct?

16 A    Yes, sir.

17                (Exhibit 16 marked for identification.)

18 BY MR. HAWKS:

19 Q    Do you have Exhibit 16 in front of you?

20 A    Yes, sir.

21 Q    And can you describe that document, please?

22 A    It is a letter from me as chairman of the criminal

23      justice department to the Liberal Arts and

24      Education's college rank, salary, and tenure

25      committee recommendation for retention and promotion
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Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

(Exhibit 17 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Do you recognize that document, Dr. Caywood? I

believe that's Exhibit 17, is it?

Exhibit 17, yes, sir. And yes, I see, this as Aric

Dutelle's resume.

I'm showing you what's been previously marked as

Exhibit 12.

Page 41

for —of Sabina Burton.

And what is the date on this?

January 19, 2012.

And what do you say with regard to whether she met or

exceeded all requirements for promotion to associate?

Let me refer your attention to the last—

sentence of the second to last paragraph.

She exceeds all requirements for promotion to

associate.

You go on to say, well liked by the students,

respected by her peers, solid performer —and a

solid performer; is that correct?

That is correct.

That is the opinion you held at that time?

Yes, sir.

And I have extra copies of these, but I have to

locate them at another time.

1

2

3
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A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

The specific date, no, sir, I don't recall.

Do you believe it would have been in the second

semester of the 2012-2013 school year?

It could have been. Here's some e-mails dated during

the fall semester of 2012, so that grievance hearing

may have been after that, yes.

Do you find in that —in that exhibit you write, and

I quote, an excellent example of my support of Sabina

was her decision to give a graduate students a D on

his seminar paper even though Dr. Fuller was

pressuring her to change it to a passing grade.

Yes, sir.

Why did you provide Dr. Burton with that support?

She was the instructor for that course, and she

assigned a D to that student and I agreed with her.

It's her course, her student. I was just supporting

a faculty member.

Why in your opinion do you believe she needed to have

your support?

Well, it looked to me like she was under attack,

pressure from Cheryl to change the grade.

Did Dr. Burton ask you for that support?

I don't think so.

You also write in context of that sentence, I did not

even look at the paper.
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A

Q
A

Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

All right.

Have you seen that document before?

Yes, sir.

Did you draft that document?

Yes, sir.

And in what -- for what purpose did you draft that

document?

Well, I lay out here basically the story of the

department's history and how we got to whatever point

it was where that program had developed, how it

developed through the years, and where we were at

that particular juncttue in time.

Is this not your response to a grievance filed

against you by Dr. Burton?

Well, there's no date on that, but I think I sent

part of this out to the department so everyone would

understand where we came from. There's a lot of

people in the department at this time that were not

there when —when the first part of this document

talks about, the creation of the FI program.

Doesn't the latter part of the document address

specific complaints Dr. Burton leveled against you?

This would have been I imagine in response, yes, to

that.

And do you recollect when that grievance was filed?

10

11
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25

Do I fairly state that sentence?

A I did not read his paper, no, sir.

Q How could you know if Dr. Burton had fairly graded

that student if you had not read the paper?

A I was not questioning her assignment of grade. If
she gave the man a D, I supported her for giving that

grade. I wasn't going to read it or ask her to

change the grade. She gave him the grade she thought

he deserved.

Would it be fair to say that you accepted Gibson's

statement for the breach experiment as a defense to

what would be an essential harassment case without

first understanding the facts of the breach?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q You can answer the question.

MS. BENSKY: If you understand the

question, answer.

THE WITNESS: You'e going to have to

repeat it.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Did you, similarly to not reviewing the paper that

Dr. Burton's student had prepared, accepting

Dr. Burton's judgment without question, without

challenge, when referring or reviewing the Gibson
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 1      for -- of Sabina Burton.
 2 Q    And what is the date on this?
 3 A    January 19, 2012.
 4 Q    And what do you say with regard to whether she met or
 5      exceeded all requirements for promotion to associate?
 6                Let me refer your attention to the last --
 7      sentence of the second to last paragraph.
 8 A    She exceeds all requirements for promotion to
 9      associate.
10 Q    You go on to say, well liked by the students,
11      respected by her peers, solid performer -- and a
12      solid performer; is that correct?
13 A    That is correct.
14 Q    That is the opinion you held at that time?
15 A    Yes, sir.
16 Q    And I have extra copies of these, but I have to
17      locate them at another time.
18                (Exhibit 17 marked for identification.)
19 BY MR. HAWKS:
20 Q    Do you recognize that document, Dr. Caywood?  I
21      believe that's Exhibit 17, is it?
22 A    Exhibit 17, yes, sir.  And yes, I see, this as Aric
23      Dutelle's resume.
24 Q    I'm showing you what's been previously marked as
25      Exhibit 12.

Page 41
 1 A    All right.
 2 Q    Have you seen that document before?
 3 A    Yes, sir.
 4 Q    Did you draft that document?
 5 A    Yes, sir.
 6 Q    And in what -- for what purpose did you draft that
 7      document?
 8 A    Well, I lay out here basically the story of the
 9      department's history and how we got to whatever point
10      it was where that program had developed, how it
11      developed through the years, and where we were at
12      that particular juncture in time.
13 Q    Is this not your response to a grievance filed
14      against you by Dr. Burton?
15 A    Well, there's no date on that, but I think I sent
16      part of this out to the department so everyone would
17      understand where we came from.  There's a lot of
18      people in the department at this time that were not
19      there when -- when the first part of this document
20      talks about, the creation of the FI program.
21 Q    Doesn't the latter part of the document address
22      specific complaints Dr. Burton leveled against you?
23 A    This would have been I imagine in response, yes, to
24      that.
25 Q    And do you recollect when that grievance was filed?

Page 42
 1 A    The specific date, no, sir, I don't recall.
 2 Q    Do you believe it would have been in the second
 3      semester of the 2012-2013 school year?
 4 A    It could have been.  Here's some e-mails dated during
 5      the fall semester of 2012, so that grievance hearing
 6      may have been after that, yes.
 7 Q    Do you find in that -- in that exhibit you write, and
 8      I quote, an excellent example of my support of Sabina
 9      was her decision to give a graduate students a D on
10      his seminar paper even though Dr. Fuller was
11      pressuring her to change it to a passing grade.
12 A    Yes, sir.
13 Q    Why did you provide Dr. Burton with that support?
14 A    She was the instructor for that course, and she
15      assigned a D to that student and I agreed with her.
16      It's her course, her student.  I was just supporting
17      a faculty member.
18 Q    Why in your opinion do you believe she needed to have
19      your support?
20 A    Well, it looked to me like she was under attack,
21      pressure from Cheryl to change the grade.
22 Q    Did Dr. Burton ask you for that support?
23 A    I don't think so.
24 Q    You also write in context of that sentence, I did not
25      even look at the paper.

Page 43
 1                Do I fairly state that sentence?
 2 A    I did not read his paper, no, sir.
 3 Q    How could you know if Dr. Burton had fairly graded
 4      that student if you had not read the paper?
 5 A    I was not questioning her assignment of grade.  If
 6      she gave the man a D, I supported her for giving that
 7      grade.  I wasn't going to read it or ask her to
 8      change the grade.  She gave him the grade she thought
 9      he deserved.
10 Q    Would it be fair to say that you accepted Gibson's
11      statement for the breach experiment as a defense to
12      what would be an essential harassment case without
13      first understanding the facts of the breach?
14                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
15 BY MR. HAWKS:
16 Q    You can answer the question.
17                MS. BENSKY:  If you understand the
18      question, answer.
19                THE WITNESS:  You're going to have to
20      repeat it.
21 BY MR. HAWKS:
22 Q    Did you, similarly to not reviewing the paper that
23      Dr. Burton's student had prepared, accepting
24      Dr. Burton's judgment without question, without
25      challenge, when referring or reviewing the Gibson
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Page 45

So were you attempting to say that the student

complaint was a faculty governance issue?

No, sir, that's not -- this is dealing with a faculty

member filing a grievance against another member of
the university.

And your opinion is that when a faculty member files

a grievance or raises an issue of retaliation in

context of reporting the student breach experiment

incident, HR has no role in that process?

Not according to faculty governance handbook. And

it's pretty specific in how a grievance or a

complaint is handled.

And a grievance or complaint by a faculty member?

By anyone, I believe. Now, you'l have to go back

and refer to it. I can't recall word for word.

By the way, jumping backwards a little bit, do you

think that Dr. Burton made a mistake by waiting until

8:15 the following morning to inform you of the

incident?

I can't answer that. She just —apparently that'

the first time I saw her since the incident occurred.

So in your opinion she did or did not make a mistake

by waiting until 8:15 to inform you of this matter?

If she'd contacted —she could have called me that

evening or that afternoon the incident occurred.

Page 44

behavior in the breach experiment not look at the

balance of the facts in that case?

MS. BENSKY: Same objection.

THE WITNESS: I based my decision on the

facts I had at hand. I never spoke to the student.

I did not know her side of the story. I wasn'

allowed to talk to the student. I just went on what

Dr. Gibson told me.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q In that exhibit there's a paragraph that finishes

with the sentence, Nowhere in our handbook does it

say that HR gets involved in faculty governance

issues.

A Are you referring to Exhibit 12?

Q Yes, I am.

A Okay.

MS. BENSKY: Can you tell him where the

sentence is?

MR. HAWKS: I don't have a copy of that.

THE WITNESS: I'l find it here.

MS. BENSKY: It's on page four, the second

paragraph.

THE WITNESS: That is correct, dealing with

faculty governance issues.

BY MR. HAWKS:
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8
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Q

A

Please tell us what you think you did very poorly in

handling the student complaint?

I don't believe there was any specific guidelines or

instructions on how a department chair should deal

with a situation like that, and that's why I think—

well, the outcome obviously was not —you know,

indicating that we didn't handle it correctly.

What outcome?

Well, I mean, you know, the whole procedure where we

went -- you know, where I was told to stop and not

have any contact with the student. I didn'. And

Page 46

Q Although you had made it clear on the department,

haven't you, that you did not want work matters

brought up to you in the evening hours?

A I don't recall saying that.

MR. HAWKS: Would you have any objection if
we took about a ten-minute break?

MS. BENSKY: No.

(Recess taken from 11:38to 11:52a.m.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Dr. Caywood, do you recall a meeting between Dean

Throop, you, Ms. Durr, and Dr. Gibson on October 16,

2012, at 8:30 in the morning?

A Yes, sir.

Q Who called that meeting?

A I don't recall.

Q What was discussed at that meeting?

A I cannot tell you verbatim what was discussed.

Q Give me the general—

A I think it had to deal with this incident with the

student.

Q The sum and substance of what you can recall?

A Again, I can't recall everything. I know it dealt

with this incident.

Q Did others express an opinion as to whether or not

Dr. Gibson's note was appropriate or inappropriate at

Page 47

that meeting, if you recall?

A I do not recall.

Q Do you recall how long the meeting lasted?

A No, sir.

Q Do you recall where it was held?

A I would imagine it was probably in the HR director's

office. I can't be specific.

Q Do you recall in the grievance hearing in response to

Dr. Burton's grievance against you that —having

said, and I quote —I don't quote, having said that

with regard to your handling of the student

complaint, you handled it, quote, poorly and probably

very poorly, closed quote?

A Yes.
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 1      behavior in the breach experiment not look at the
 2      balance of the facts in that case?
 3                MS. BENSKY:  Same objection.
 4                THE WITNESS:  I based my decision on the
 5      facts I had at hand.  I never spoke to the student.
 6      I did not know her side of the story.  I wasn't
 7      allowed to talk to the student.  I just went on what
 8      Dr. Gibson told me.
 9 BY MR. HAWKS:
10 Q    In that exhibit there's a paragraph that finishes
11      with the sentence, Nowhere in our handbook does it
12      say that HR gets involved in faculty governance
13      issues.
14 A    Are you referring to Exhibit 12?
15 Q    Yes, I am.
16 A    Okay.
17                MS. BENSKY:  Can you tell him where the
18      sentence is?
19                MR. HAWKS:  I don't have a copy of that.
20                THE WITNESS:  I'll find it here.
21                MS. BENSKY:  It's on page four, the second
22      paragraph.
23                THE WITNESS:  That is correct, dealing with
24      faculty governance issues.
25 BY MR. HAWKS:
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 1 Q    So were you attempting to say that the student
 2      complaint was a faculty governance issue?
 3 A    No, sir, that's not -- this is dealing with a faculty
 4      member filing a grievance against another member of
 5      the university.
 6 Q    And your opinion is that when a faculty member files
 7      a grievance or raises an issue of retaliation in
 8      context of reporting the student breach experiment
 9      incident, HR has no role in that process?
10 A    Not according to faculty governance handbook.  And
11      it's pretty specific in how a grievance or a
12      complaint is handled.
13 Q    And a grievance or complaint by a faculty member?
14 A    By anyone, I believe.  Now, you'll have to go back
15      and refer to it.  I can't recall word for word.
16 Q    By the way, jumping backwards a little bit, do you
17      think that Dr. Burton made a mistake by waiting until
18      8:15 the following morning to inform you of the
19      incident?
20 A    I can't answer that.  She just -- apparently that's
21      the first time I saw her since the incident occurred.
22 Q    So in your opinion she did or did not make a mistake
23      by waiting until 8:15 to inform you of this matter?
24 A    If she'd contacted -- she could have called me that
25      evening or that afternoon the incident occurred.
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 1 Q    Although you had made it clear on the department,
 2      haven't you, that you did not want work matters
 3      brought up to you in the evening hours?
 4 A    I don't recall saying that.
 5                MR. HAWKS:  Would you have any objection if
 6      we took about a ten-minute break?
 7                MS. BENSKY:  No.
 8                (Recess taken from 11:38 to 11:52 a.m.)
 9 BY MR. HAWKS:
10 Q    Dr. Caywood, do you recall a meeting between Dean
11      Throop, you, Ms. Durr, and Dr. Gibson on October 16,
12      2012, at 8:30 in the morning?
13 A    Yes, sir.
14 Q    Who called that meeting?
15 A    I don't recall.
16 Q    What was discussed at that meeting?
17 A    I cannot tell you verbatim what was discussed.
18 Q    Give me the general --
19 A    I think it had to deal with this incident with the
20      student.
21 Q    The sum and substance of what you can recall?
22 A    Again, I can't recall everything.  I know it dealt
23      with this incident.
24 Q    Did others express an opinion as to whether or not
25      Dr. Gibson's note was appropriate or inappropriate at
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 1      that meeting, if you recall?
 2 A    I do not recall.
 3 Q    Do you recall how long the meeting lasted?
 4 A    No, sir.
 5 Q    Do you recall where it was held?
 6 A    I would imagine it was probably in the HR director's
 7      office.  I can't be specific.
 8 Q    Do you recall in the grievance hearing in response to
 9      Dr. Burton's grievance against you that -- having
10      said, and I quote -- I don't quote, having said that
11      with regard to your handling of the student
12      complaint, you handled it, quote, poorly and probably
13      very poorly, closed quote?
14 A    Yes.
15 Q    Please tell us what you think you did very poorly in
16      handling the student complaint?
17 A    I don't believe there was any specific guidelines or
18      instructions on how a department chair should deal
19      with a situation like that, and that's why I think --
20      well, the outcome obviously was not -- you know,
21      indicating that we didn't handle it correctly.
22 Q    What outcome?
23 A    Well, I mean, you know, the whole procedure where we
24      went -- you know, where I was told to stop and not
25      have any contact with the student.  I didn't.  And
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Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

Probably would talk to the dean.

Which in fact that's what Dr. Burton did, right?

If you say so. In the e-mail she notified the dean,

yes.

The dean talked to you, right? You met with the dean

about this incident?

Yes.
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And the dean probably mentioned Dr. Burton at some

point during that conversation, don't you think?

Possibly.

So is there anything other than the fact that you

didn't talk to the student that you believe you

handled very poorly in this process?

See, there was —as far as I was aware of, there was

no procedure that you needed to do this, this, this,

this, and this if there's a student complaint. And I
don't believe there was anything that I was aware of
that laid that out.

Q The fact that there is no procedure is not a

responsibility of yours, is it? You don't have--

you do not have the responsibility to create a

procedure to handle a situation like this, do you?

A That should be handled by someone else.

Q Okay. So the fact that there's no procedure isn'

something you could have done very poorly, would you

agree with me?

A There's no procedure to follow, so correct.

Q Good. So I repeat the question I asked earlier, what

is it that you did or failed to do that you in your

judgment reflected very poorly on you personally?

A I just think the way it was handled, that's the best

I can say.

that's what I'm referring to.

Q So is the fact that you did not have contact with the

student is how you handled it very poorly?

A No, I just think I didn't —if I had my druthers and

I could do it again and I would have instructions

from HR on how to do something, I think it probably

would have been handled differently, or it would have

been handled differently.

Q To whom did the student actually complain?

A I don't know.

Would it surprise you that the student complained to

academic affairs or student affairs, not to HR?

Sir, I don't know. I don't know the sequence of
anything of how that transpired.

What resources do you have to acquire advice or

direction? Where would you go in the absence of
written instructions on how to handle such events

like this?
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Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

You can't say the way you handled it?

The way I handled it.

Do you believe that you owe Dr. Burton an apology for

the way you handled the student complaint issue?

After the fact probably.

Do you think Dr. Gibson owes an apology to

Dr. Burton?

That's up to Dr. Gibson.

Just in terms of weighing the relative behavior of
Gibson and Burton, would you say that Gibson or

Burton acted more inappropriately in this incident?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form, calls for

speculation.

THE WITNESS: Yeah.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q
A

All right. Do you think Dr. Burton acted

inappropriately in any way with regard to the breach

experiment?

I'm not sure.

What makes you unsure?

Well, as I said previously, there was no guidelines

that I was aware of of how this should be handled.

She contacted —my understanding is that she

contacted the dean. I'm not sure whether she

contacted HR. I'm not sure. But after the fact I
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learned that that's the appropriate response, so I
think she acted correctly.

Do you believe that Dr. Burton during her tenure at

UW Platteville has acted in a manner that's contrary

to policy or bylaws of the organization —of the

university?

Do you have a specific example?
I'm asking you.

I don't believe so.

Q

A

In your grievance rebuttal, the exhibit that we

referred to previously.

12?

Q Yes.
A Okay.

Q You wrote that, quote, I took this as a veiled

threat, closed quote, in response to Dr. Burton

informing you that she had other job prospects.

MS. BENSKY: What page is that on?

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q I'l call it up here, do a quick search. It is on

page four at the bottom in a paragraph that begins,

E-mail A is a series of e-mails between Sabina. My

reply in part two explains how interns are divided

up. I also replied if opportunities were available,

elsewhere I wished her the best. I took this as a
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 1      that's what I'm referring to.
 2 Q    So is the fact that you did not have contact with the
 3      student is how you handled it very poorly?
 4 A    No, I just think I didn't -- if I had my druthers and
 5      I could do it again and I would have instructions
 6      from HR on how to do something, I think it probably
 7      would have been handled differently, or it would have
 8      been handled differently.
 9 Q    To whom did the student actually complain?
10 A    I don't know.
11 Q    Would it surprise you that the student complained to
12      academic affairs or student affairs, not to HR?
13 A    Sir, I don't know.  I don't know the sequence of
14      anything of how that transpired.
15 Q    What resources do you have to acquire advice or
16      direction?  Where would you go in the absence of
17      written instructions on how to handle such events
18      like this?
19 A    Probably would talk to the dean.
20 Q    Which in fact that's what Dr. Burton did, right?
21 A    If you say so.  In the e-mail she notified the dean,
22      yes.
23 Q    The dean talked to you, right?  You met with the dean
24      about this incident?
25 A    Yes.
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 1 Q    And the dean probably mentioned Dr. Burton at some
 2      point during that conversation, don't you think?
 3 A    Possibly.
 4 Q    So is there anything other than the fact that you
 5      didn't talk to the student that you believe you
 6      handled very poorly in this process?
 7 A    See, there was -- as far as I was aware of, there was
 8      no procedure that you needed to do this, this, this,
 9      this, and this if there's a student complaint.  And I
10      don't believe there was anything that I was aware of
11      that laid that out.
12 Q    The fact that there is no procedure is not a
13      responsibility of yours, is it?  You don't have --
14      you do not have the responsibility to create a
15      procedure to handle a situation like this, do you?
16 A    That should be handled by someone else.
17 Q    Okay.  So the fact that there's no procedure isn't
18      something you could have done very poorly, would you
19      agree with me?
20 A    There's no procedure to follow, so correct.
21 Q    Good.  So I repeat the question I asked earlier, what
22      is it that you did or failed to do that you in your
23      judgment reflected very poorly on you personally?
24 A    I just think the way it was handled, that's the best
25      I can say.
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 1 Q    You can't say the way you handled it?
 2 A    The way I handled it.
 3 Q    Do you believe that you owe Dr. Burton an apology for
 4      the way you handled the student complaint issue?
 5 A    After the fact probably.
 6 Q    Do you think Dr. Gibson owes an apology to
 7      Dr. Burton?
 8 A    That's up to Dr. Gibson.
 9 Q    Just in terms of weighing the relative behavior of
10      Gibson and Burton, would you say that Gibson or
11      Burton acted more inappropriately in this incident?
12                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form, calls for
13      speculation.
14                THE WITNESS:  Yeah.
15 BY MR. HAWKS:
16 Q    All right.  Do you think Dr. Burton acted
17      inappropriately in any way with regard to the breach
18      experiment?
19 A    I'm not sure.
20 Q    What makes you unsure?
21 A    Well, as I said previously, there was no guidelines
22      that I was aware of of how this should be handled.
23      She contacted -- my understanding is that she
24      contacted the dean.  I'm not sure whether she
25      contacted HR.  I'm not sure.  But after the fact I

Page 51
 1      learned that that's the appropriate response, so I
 2      think she acted correctly.
 3 Q    Do you believe that Dr. Burton during her tenure at
 4      UW Platteville has acted in a manner that's contrary
 5      to policy or bylaws of the organization -- of the
 6      university?
 7 A    Do you have a specific example?
 8 Q    I'm asking you.
 9 A    I don't believe so.
10 Q    In your grievance rebuttal, the exhibit that we
11      referred to previously.
12 A    12?
13 Q    Yes.
14 A    Okay.
15 Q    You wrote that, quote, I took this as a veiled
16      threat, closed quote, in response to Dr. Burton
17      informing you that she had other job prospects.
18                MS. BENSKY:  What page is that on?
19 BY MR. HAWKS:
20 Q    I'll call it up here, do a quick search.  It is on
21      page four at the bottom in a paragraph that begins,
22      E-mail A is a series of e-mails between Sabina.  My
23      reply in part two explains how interns are divided
24      up.  I also replied if opportunities were available,
25      elsewhere I wished her the best.  I took this as a
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Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

To what are you referring?

The statement that she had a job or could find a job
elsewhere.

And how is that threatening?

A lot of times, you know, faculty —if this was —I

think this had to do with the interns and how those

interns were divided up. And if I remember

correctly, she may have had a couple of interns that

were assigned to her drop out or not sign up for the

course, which then she lost money. She wouldn't have

got paid as much as the other faculty members having

the same number of interns.

And to me when she talked about she had

these unsolicited job offers elsewhere, I just take

that, you know, if I don't get what I want, I can

leave, and wish them the best. If they want to go

somewhere else then, you know, I'm happy for them.

But it's not a threat, every faculty member has that

prerogative, correct?

Well, sure, yeah.

Did Dr. Nemmetz once say something similar to you,

that she had job opportunities elsewhere?

I don't know. Where is that at?

I'm just asking you based upon your memory.

Page 53

Oh, sorry, I don't remember.

Wouldn't it be fair to say that when Mr. Dutelle made

similar comments about having job opportunities

elsewhere, he was awarded two years towards tenure in

order to keep him around?

Tenure was —that years towards tenure was given to

him by the provost. I had nothing to do with that.

Do you know what the provost's motives were? Only

answer if you know.

No, sir.

Also in Exhibit 12 you wrote —again, I can do a

search here in the document in a second —you wrote,

Sabina's actions harken back to what she told my wife

last summer.
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Q

A

Q

A

Our program was the only one where the

director of that graduate program reported to the

department chair. Cheryl thought that she should be

like the others and report straight to the dean. And

you can read all the problems we had. It came down
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to the point where the provost told Cheryl that she

would have to report to the chair of the department,

which then Cheryl immediately went upstairs to the

provost's office and threw a fit. And the provost

relented, because she came down shortly

thereafterwards and told me what had happened and

that she had let Cheryl report to the dean.

The provost did?

The provost did, yes.

That would be—
Nimocks was the provost, yes. Now, she was the dean

of the college before that.

You say that she threw a fit and she got what she

wanted?

A In a specific instance?

Q An example would suffice.

A There was contention between who she was supposed to

report to. The Board of Regents gave the criminal

justice department at UW Platteville a master'

program. That master's program was housed within the

criminal justice department. At that time there were

two other graduate programs. One was Project

Management. The third was Engineering. All three

master's programs.

Project Management does not have an

undergraduate component, and so the director of

Project Management would report to the dean of BILSA,

business, industry, life science, and agriculture.

That was the college that Project Management was in.

Engineering, that engineering program, the

master's in engineering was the same way. Lisa ran

that, reported to the dean of EMS, engineering, math,

and science.
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MS. BENSKY: Bottom of page four, top of

page five.

THE WITNESS: Okay. Secondpoint. All

right.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

What were you saying, or what did you believe

Dr. Burton had told your wife to which you'e

referring to in this quote?

That she would start acting like Cheryl Fuller to get

what she wanted.

And how did Cheryl Fuller act in order to get what
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Q

A

Q

A

Yes.

What sort of fit did she throw?

Well, I think you really need to clarify that with

the provost or Dr. Fuller but ...
What was told to you by the provost?

It was kind of a screaming, bucking, crying, cussing

fit.

And did Dr. Fuller threaten any sort of action

against the university? Did Dr. Fuller to your

knowledge threaten to sue the university for

discrimination of employment for example?
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 1      veiled threat.
 2                To what are you referring?
 3 A    The statement that she had a job or could find a job
 4      elsewhere.
 5 Q    And how is that threatening?
 6 A    A lot of times, you know, faculty -- if this was -- I
 7      think this had to do with the interns and how those
 8      interns were divided up.  And if I remember
 9      correctly, she may have had a couple of interns that
10      were assigned to her drop out or not sign up for the
11      course, which then she lost money.  She wouldn't have
12      got paid as much as the other faculty members having
13      the same number of interns.
14                And to me when she talked about she had
15      these unsolicited job offers elsewhere, I just take
16      that, you know, if I don't get what I want, I can
17      leave, and wish them the best.  If they want to go
18      somewhere else then, you know, I'm happy for them.
19 Q    But it's not a threat, every faculty member has that
20      prerogative, correct?
21 A    Well, sure, yeah.
22 Q    Did Dr. Nemmetz once say something similar to you,
23      that she had job opportunities elsewhere?
24 A    I don't know.  Where is that at?
25 Q    I'm just asking you based upon your memory.

Page 53
 1 A    Oh, sorry, I don't remember.
 2 Q    Wouldn't it be fair to say that when Mr. Dutelle made
 3      similar comments about having job opportunities
 4      elsewhere, he was awarded two years towards tenure in
 5      order to keep him around?
 6 A    Tenure was -- that years towards tenure was given to
 7      him by the provost.  I had nothing to do with that.
 8 Q    Do you know what the provost's motives were?  Only
 9      answer if you know.
10 A    No, sir.
11 Q    Also in Exhibit 12 you wrote -- again, I can do a
12      search here in the document in a second -- you wrote,
13      Sabina's actions harken back to what she told my wife
14      last summer.
15                MS. BENSKY:  Bottom of page four, top of
16      page five.
17                THE WITNESS:  Okay.  Second point.  All
18      right.
19 BY MR. HAWKS:
20 Q    What were you saying, or what did you believe
21      Dr. Burton had told your wife to which you're
22      referring to in this quote?
23 A    That she would start acting like Cheryl Fuller to get
24      what she wanted.
25 Q    And how did Cheryl Fuller act in order to get what
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 1      she wanted?
 2 A    In a specific instance?
 3 Q    An example would suffice.
 4 A    There was contention between who she was supposed to
 5      report to.  The Board of Regents gave the criminal
 6      justice department at UW Platteville a master's
 7      program.  That master's program was housed within the
 8      criminal justice department.  At that time there were
 9      two other graduate programs.  One was Project
10      Management.  The third was Engineering.  All three
11      master's programs.
12                Project Management does not have an
13      undergraduate component, and so the director of
14      Project Management would report to the dean of BILSA,
15      business, industry, life science, and agriculture.
16      That was the college that Project Management was in.
17                Engineering, that engineering program, the
18      master's in engineering was the same way.  Lisa ran
19      that, reported to the dean of EMS, engineering, math,
20      and science.
21                Our program was the only one where the
22      director of that graduate program reported to the
23      department chair.  Cheryl thought that she should be
24      like the others and report straight to the dean.  And
25      you can read all the problems we had.  It came down
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 1      to the point where the provost told Cheryl that she
 2      would have to report to the chair of the department,
 3      which then Cheryl immediately went upstairs to the
 4      provost's office and threw a fit.  And the provost
 5      relented, because she came down shortly
 6      thereafterwards and told me what had happened and
 7      that she had let Cheryl report to the dean.
 8 Q    The provost did?
 9 A    The provost did, yes.
10 Q    That would be --
11 A    Nimocks was the provost, yes.  Now, she was the dean
12      of the college before that.
13 Q    You say that she threw a fit and she got what she
14      wanted?
15 A    Yes.
16 Q    What sort of fit did she throw?
17 A    Well, I think you really need to clarify that with
18      the provost or Dr. Fuller but ...
19 Q    What was told to you by the provost?
20 A    It was kind of a screaming, bucking, crying, cussing
21      fit.
22 Q    And did Dr. Fuller threaten any sort of action
23      against the university?  Did Dr. Fuller to your
24      knowledge threaten to sue the university for
25      discrimination of employment for example?
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A

A

Q

Not that I'm aware of.

No one ever said anything to you that that was the

case?

Not that I'm aware of.

I hesitate to try to quote your description of the

fit. It was colorful. Buthas Dr. Burton thrown a

crying, cussing fit in order to get what she wants?

To me, no.

So what is it about Dr. Burton's actions that you

believe harken back to what she told your wife last

summer?

Well, that she would do what was necessary to get her

way.

Including filing a grievance or bringing a complaint

of retaliation against the university?

Filing a grievance is her right under the faculty

governance. And she thought she had a case and she

filed a grievance.

And is that what you were suggesting was Dr. Burton's

behavior that she had shared with your wife the

previous summer?

MS. BENSKY: I think this mischaracterizes

this.

A

Q

A

Q

A

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

Yes. It was heard by her husband as well.

As by-
Roger.

Mr. Burton?

Yes.

Also in Exhibit 12 you wrote, The problems arise when

I question what she is doing or try to suggest

changes or to try to correct her when she has made

false claims.

Do you see that sentence? And if you

don', I can do a search to locate it.

So this would be on page nine. Yeah, it'

on page nine toward the bottom in the paragraph that

begins, The problems arise when I question.

All right.

You see that?

Yes, sir.

What false claims did Dr. Burton make?

In reference to the AT&T grant, is that what you'e

alluding to?

I'm asking you to tell me what you meant when you

said this thing.

BY MR. HAWKS:
I'l rephrase the question. By the way, I assume you
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know what Dr. Burton told your wife only on the basis

of what your wife said Dr. Burton said; is that

correct?
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A The AT&T grant, those initial earlier revisions,

again, I don't recall what the final statement was,

but it had to make the statements about having a

cyber crime program.

Q I think that was a draft though, correct? She didn'

make a false claim in that draft; she didn't write

the draft either, did she?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

And the answer to my question was?

MS. BENSKY: You'e assuming he has

information about this particular incident that he

has not discussed.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Let me probe a little bit on that then. Do you know

who drafted the press release?

No, sir.

Do you know —so you don't even know that Dr. Burton

drafted the press release, do you?

I just said I don't know who drafted the release,

sir.

Yet you believe she was the one who made a false

claim in the draft. You must believe something—

They got the information from somewhere, and you

would have to make the leap that she provided that
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information about the websites and so forth.

But you would agree that is a leap?

Yes, sir.

In fact, the notion that there would be a cyber crime

program had been common parlance for as long as eight

months at that point; isn't that true?

It had been talked about, yes.

So she was using the same language that other people

in the deparhnent would have been using about this

project, it would have been a program —everyone

knowing it wasn't a program yet but looking at it?

It's possible, yes, may have been.

So that can't be a false claim, can it?

If you say so.

What else might she have said or done to which you

refer when you say she made false claims?

I cannot recall specific instances.

You also write in this exhibit, So long as she gets

what she wants, there are no problems.

That's what it says.

And what is it that she wanted that she did not get?

Well, I would say here that —at the continuation of
that paragraph you would also see here where those

e-mails that were sent to the dean and so forth, and

here I was told again by the dean not to respond.
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 1 A    Not that I'm aware of.
 2 Q    No one ever said anything to you that that was the
 3      case?
 4 A    Not that I'm aware of.
 5 Q    I hesitate to try to quote your description of the
 6      fit.  It was colorful.  But has Dr. Burton thrown a
 7      crying, cussing fit in order to get what she wants?
 8 A    To me, no.
 9 Q    So what is it about Dr. Burton's actions that you
10      believe harken back to what she told your wife last
11      summer?
12 A    Well, that she would do what was necessary to get her
13      way.
14 Q    Including filing a grievance or bringing a complaint
15      of retaliation against the university?
16 A    Filing a grievance is her right under the faculty
17      governance.  And she thought she had a case and she
18      filed a grievance.
19 Q    And is that what you were suggesting was Dr. Burton's
20      behavior that she had shared with your wife the
21      previous summer?
22                MS. BENSKY:  I think this mischaracterizes
23      this.
24 BY MR. HAWKS:
25 Q    I'll rephrase the question.  By the way, I assume you
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 1      know what Dr. Burton told your wife only on the basis
 2      of what your wife said Dr. Burton said; is that
 3      correct?
 4 A    Yes.  It was heard by her husband as well.
 5 Q    As by --
 6 A    Roger.
 7 Q    Mr. Burton?
 8 A    Yes.
 9 Q    Also in Exhibit 12 you wrote, The problems arise when
10      I question what she is doing or try to suggest
11      changes or to try to correct her when she has made
12      false claims.
13                Do you see that sentence?  And if you
14      don't, I can do a search to locate it.
15                So this would be on page nine.  Yeah, it's
16      on page nine toward the bottom in the paragraph that
17      begins, The problems arise when I question.
18 A    All right.
19 Q    You see that?
20 A    Yes, sir.
21 Q    What false claims did Dr. Burton make?
22 A    In reference to the AT&T grant, is that what you're
23      alluding to?
24 Q    I'm asking you to tell me what you meant when you
25      said this thing.
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 1 A    The AT&T grant, those initial earlier revisions,
 2      again, I don't recall what the final statement was,
 3      but it had to make the statements about having a
 4      cyber crime program.
 5 Q    I think that was a draft though, correct?  She didn't
 6      make a false claim in that draft; she didn't write
 7      the draft either, did she?
 8                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
 9 BY MR. HAWKS:
10 Q    And the answer to my question was?
11                MS. BENSKY:  You're assuming he has
12      information about this particular incident that he
13      has not discussed.
14 BY MR. HAWKS:
15 Q    Let me probe a little bit on that then.  Do you know
16      who drafted the press release?
17 A    No, sir.
18 Q    Do you know -- so you don't even know that Dr. Burton
19      drafted the press release, do you?
20 A    I just said I don't know who drafted the release,
21      sir.
22 Q    Yet you believe she was the one who made a false
23      claim in the draft.  You must believe something --
24 A    They got the information from somewhere, and you
25      would have to make the leap that she provided that
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 1      information about the websites and so forth.
 2 Q    But you would agree that is a leap?
 3 A    Yes, sir.
 4 Q    In fact, the notion that there would be a cyber crime
 5      program had been common parlance for as long as eight
 6      months at that point; isn't that true?
 7 A    It had been talked about, yes.
 8 Q    So she was using the same language that other people
 9      in the department would have been using about this
10      project, it would have been a program -- everyone
11      knowing it wasn't a program yet but looking at it?
12 A    It's possible, yes, may have been.
13 Q    So that can't be a false claim, can it?
14 A    If you say so.
15 Q    What else might she have said or done to which you
16      refer when you say she made false claims?
17 A    I cannot recall specific instances.
18 Q    You also write in this exhibit, So long as she gets
19      what she wants, there are no problems.
20 A    That's what it says.
21 Q    And what is it that she wanted that she did not get?
22 A    Well, I would say here that -- at the continuation of
23      that paragraph you would also see here where those
24      e-mails that were sent to the dean and so forth, and
25      here I was told again by the dean not to respond.



8/2 1/20 15 Thomas Caywood, Ph.D
Page 60

And when I was instructed not to respond to her

e-mails, I did not respond to her e-mails.

Well, in fact, in that case she didn't get what she

wanted. She wanted your response, correct?

I don' know. You would have to look at that

Q

A

6 Exhibit H.

Page 18
Page 62

faculty member directly, yes, sir, that's the first

one.

And then but if the student has a complaint about

what the faculty or staff member did in class, then

the student is to come to the chair immediately, you,

in this case?
7

8

9

10

11

Q Isn't what Sabina Burton wanted was relief from what

she perceived to be retaliation?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that question.

BY MR. HAWKS:
12

13

14

15

16

Q
A

She filed a grievance, Dr. Caywood.

Uli-uli.

And in the grievance she asked for a remedy, did she

not?

I'l have to look at the documents.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

5 MS. BENSKY: That's fine.

(Lunch recess taken from 12:15to 1:02

p.m.)

(Exhibit 18 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Dr. Caywood, we retrieved a couple of documents from

the file related to questions and answers previously

made in your testimony. Do you have Exhibit 18 in

front of you?

Yes, sir.

And do you recognize this document?

Yes, sir.

And can you summarize the content of this document

for the record, please.

It looks like a memo I sent out about if a student

had come to a faculty member about another faculty or

staff member, what would be the appropriate steps to

take.

And does this procedure begin with having the student

contact the faculty member to resolve the problem?

If it's appropriate, the student should contact the

Gramann Reporting, Ltd.

Q Assume for the purpose of this question that she

asked for a remedy as part of the grievance.

A All right.

Q Would you also agree with me that's a fair

description of what she wanted?

MS. BENSKY: Object. Hejustansweredthat

he didn't have the grievance in front of him. He

doesn't remember.

MR. HAWKS: Let's take a short break, and

Page 61
I'l see if I can retrieve the grievance for him from

the file and we'l go from there.

Actually we'e at quarter after 12. Shall

we take a break for lunch?

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q
A

Q

A

Q
A

Yes, number two, yes.

And then if a faculty member has committed —have

reason to believe the faculty member has committed a

crime, report it immediately to campus police?
That's No. 3, yes, sir.

But even then you would appreciate receiving an

e-mail to communicate that information?

Some notification, yes.

Now, in this case though Dr. Burton didn't follow

this course of conduct —this course of action, did

she? She didn't tell the student to go to you, she

told the student to go to student affairs?
I'm not sure. I think you mentioned that earlier.

If that was the sequence, then that's the sequence.

But you knew the student didn't come to you first,

didn't you?

Yes.

And you knew the student had been directed by

Dr. Burton, didn't you?

Page 63

I know Dr. Burton got the note, and I'm not sure what

context of conversations transpired between those two

individuals.

But you know that she got it and referred it to

someone else other than you?

You said earlier I think that the student went to the

student affairs. I believe maybe that's it.

Doctor, I'm showing you what, again, is Exhibit 8, so

that's a communication that you received with the

note from Dr. Burton in the morning of the next day,

and it advises you that the student is very

uncomfortable around Dr. Gibson, does it not?

Yes, sir.

And then later that day you received further

information from the dean including the dean

regarding the matter, correct?

Are you referring to Exhibit 7?

Yes, I am.

All right. And your question?

And my question is by virtue of receipt of that

exhibit, you knew that the student had gone to

someone other than you initially?

Yes, sir.

All right. And that is a —what date is that?

We have one here, October 11 at 11:01p.m.

(800) 899-7222
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 1      And when I was instructed not to respond to her
 2      e-mails, I did not respond to her e-mails.
 3 Q    Well, in fact, in that case she didn't get what she
 4      wanted.  She wanted your response, correct?
 5 A    I don't know.  You would have to look at that
 6      Exhibit H.
 7 Q    Isn't what Sabina Burton wanted was relief from what
 8      she perceived to be retaliation?
 9                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
10                THE WITNESS:  I can't answer that question.
11 BY MR. HAWKS:
12 Q    She filed a grievance, Dr. Caywood.
13 A    Uh-uh.
14 Q    And in the grievance she asked for a remedy, did she
15      not?
16 A    I'll have to look at the documents.
17 Q    Assume for the purpose of this question that she
18      asked for a remedy as part of the grievance.
19 A    All right.
20 Q    Would you also agree with me that's a fair
21      description of what she wanted?
22                MS. BENSKY:  Object.  He just answered that
23      he didn't have the grievance in front of him.  He
24      doesn't remember.
25                MR. HAWKS:  Let's take a short break, and

Page 61
 1      I'll see if I can retrieve the grievance for him from
 2      the file and we'll go from there.
 3                Actually we're at quarter after 12.  Shall
 4      we take a break for lunch?
 5                MS. BENSKY:  That's fine.
 6                (Lunch recess taken from 12:15 to 1:02
 7      p.m.)
 8                (Exhibit 18 marked for identification.)
 9 BY MR. HAWKS:
10 Q    Dr. Caywood, we retrieved a couple of documents from
11      the file related to questions and answers previously
12      made in your testimony.  Do you have Exhibit 18 in
13      front of you?
14 A    Yes, sir.
15 Q    And do you recognize this document?
16 A    Yes, sir.
17 Q    And can you summarize the content of this document
18      for the record, please.
19 A    It looks like a memo I sent out about if a student
20      had come to a faculty member about another faculty or
21      staff member, what would be the appropriate steps to
22      take.
23 Q    And does this procedure begin with having the student
24      contact the faculty member to resolve the problem?
25 A    If it's appropriate, the student should contact the
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 1      faculty member directly, yes, sir, that's the first
 2      one.
 3 Q    And then but if the student has a complaint about
 4      what the faculty or staff member did in class, then
 5      the student is to come to the chair immediately, you,
 6      in this case?
 7 A    Yes, number two, yes.
 8 Q    And then if a faculty member has committed -- have
 9      reason to believe the faculty member has committed a
10      crime, report it immediately to campus police?
11 A    That's No. 3, yes, sir.
12 Q    But even then you would appreciate receiving an
13      e-mail to communicate that information?
14 A    Some notification, yes.
15 Q    Now, in this case though Dr. Burton didn't follow
16      this course of conduct -- this course of action, did
17      she?  She didn't tell the student to go to you, she
18      told the student to go to student affairs?
19 A    I'm not sure.  I think you mentioned that earlier.
20      If that was the sequence, then that's the sequence.
21 Q    But you knew the student didn't come to you first,
22      didn't you?
23 A    Yes.
24 Q    And you knew the student had been directed by
25      Dr. Burton, didn't you?
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 1 A    I know Dr. Burton got the note, and I'm not sure what
 2      context of conversations transpired between those two
 3      individuals.
 4 Q    But you know that she got it and referred it to
 5      someone else other than you?
 6 A    You said earlier I think that the student went to the
 7      student affairs.  I believe maybe that's it.
 8 Q    Doctor, I'm showing you what, again, is Exhibit 8, so
 9      that's a communication that you received with the
10      note from Dr. Burton in the morning of the next day,
11      and it advises you that the student is very
12      uncomfortable around Dr. Gibson, does it not?
13 A    Yes, sir.
14 Q    And then later that day you received further
15      information from the dean including the dean
16      regarding the matter, correct?
17 A    Are you referring to Exhibit 7?
18 Q    Yes, I am.
19 A    All right.  And your question?
20 Q    And my question is by virtue of receipt of that
21      exhibit, you knew that the student had gone to
22      someone other than you initially?
23 A    Yes, sir.
24 Q    All right.  And that is a -- what date is that?
25 A    We have one here, October 11 at 11:01 p.m.
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q
A

Q

Q
A

A

Q
A

Q
A

Q

A

Q
A

All right.

And I think from Sabina, this was 11 October at

9:30p.m.

So when you drafted the October 16, 2012, directions

for how these matters are to be handled in the

futine, you knew —particularly with regard to item

No. 2, you knew that Dr. Burton had acted in a manner

contrary to your directions in item No. 2, correct?

This is afterwards.

I understand that.

Yeah.

So you knew at the time you drafted this that

Dr. Burton had acted in a manner contrary to the

directions of item No. 2?

Okay. This is about a week after on that, yeah.

That's a yes?

I did not say that she acted counter to what-
The documents speaks for itself.

Yes.

But, in fact, you knew that she had acted in a manner

inconsistent with this procedure?

This is prior to the procedure.

Right, so you knew-

No, sir, I'm trying to lay out here in my mind what

would be the appropriate steps that a person should

Page 65

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

14

17

20

21

13

15

16

18

19

25

22

23

24

A

Q

A

It does not say that in item two, it says if a

student has a complaint, not a —you'e alluding to

a specific complaint.

Wouldn't you think a complaint of sexual harassment

would be a complaint? It's a subset of the universe

of all complaints, right?

And send it on to the appropriate person.

(Exhibits 19 and 20 marked for

identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q For the record the grievance that was filed by

Dr. Burton was comprised of a number of different

documents. I have had photocopied the first which in

a sense lays out the fact that this is a grievance.

And the second, which is Exhibit 20, is her statement

of requested remedy for the grievance.

Take more time if you want it or advise me

when you'e ready for me to ask the question.

MS. BENSKY: Did you give me Exhibit 20?

(Discussion held off the record.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Can you identify Exhibit 19?
A It says here it's a claim of Dr. Burton that I am

mentioned as well as Aric Dutelle.

And have you seen this before today?

Page 67

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

You may answer subject to the objection.

It says about the —section seven of the effective

bylaws lays out how a complaint or grievance is

handled. So I give them the website that lays that

out, how to handle a complaint or grievance. And the

second one there for a claim of discrimination or

harassment, then this is the —here is the website

to go to to see how that is handled.

Right. And in fact that link is —contradicts your

directions in item No. 2. A student with a complaint

of sexual harassment by a faculty member under that

procedure is directed to report to the dean of
academic affairs, isn't she?

take.

Q Right, as a deparmient chair.

A Regardless of what happened prior to this time.

Q This October 16 document was circulated to all

members of the deparmient?

A Yes, sir.

Q So everyone in the department would know that this is

how you believed it should have been handled but was

not handled by Dr. Burton provided that they knew

about the incident, correct?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q
A

Q
A

Q
A

Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

I don't believe so, or unless it's a part of the

grievance, I'm not sure. Was this part of the

grievance paperwork?

But based upon your review, can you—
I don't recall.
—answer that question?

I don't remember it being a part, it may have, I
don't know.

And would you refer to Exhibit 20?

Okay.

And do you —have you seen this exhibit before?

I don't specifically remember this document, no, sir.

Assuming for the sake of the next question that these

are part of the package of documents associated with

the grievance, they would have been the documents to

which you filed your response or rebuttal to the

grievance, wouldn't they?

Possibly, yes, sir.

All right. And so earlier when I asked you whether

or not you knew what Dr. Burton's claims were, you

would have known this to be her claims, right, or

remedy?

Exhibit 20, correct? Is that what we'e talking

about here?

It is.
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 1 Q    All right.
 2 A    And I think from Sabina, this was 11 October at
 3      9:30 p.m.
 4 Q    So when you drafted the October 16, 2012, directions
 5      for how these matters are to be handled in the
 6      future, you knew -- particularly with regard to item
 7      No. 2, you knew that Dr. Burton had acted in a manner
 8      contrary to your directions in item No. 2, correct?
 9 A    This is afterwards.
10 Q    I understand that.
11 A    Yeah.
12 Q    So you knew at the time you drafted this that
13      Dr. Burton had acted in a manner contrary to the
14      directions of item No. 2?
15 A    Okay.  This is about a week after on that, yeah.
16 Q    That's a yes?
17 A    I did not say that she acted counter to what --
18 Q    The documents speaks for itself.
19 A    Yes.
20 Q    But, in fact, you knew that she had acted in a manner
21      inconsistent with this procedure?
22 A    This is prior to the procedure.
23 Q    Right, so you knew --
24 A    No, sir, I'm trying to lay out here in my mind what
25      would be the appropriate steps that a person should

Page 65
 1      take.
 2 Q    Right, as a department chair.
 3 A    Regardless of what happened prior to this time.
 4 Q    This October 16 document was circulated to all
 5      members of the department?
 6 A    Yes, sir.
 7 Q    So everyone in the department would know that this is
 8      how you believed it should have been handled but was
 9      not handled by Dr. Burton provided that they knew
10      about the incident, correct?
11                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
12 BY MR. HAWKS:
13 Q    You may answer subject to the objection.
14 A    It says about the -- section seven of the effective
15      bylaws lays out how a complaint or grievance is
16      handled.  So I give them the website that lays that
17      out, how to handle a complaint or grievance.  And the
18      second one there for a claim of discrimination or
19      harassment, then this is the -- here is the website
20      to go to to see how that is handled.
21 Q    Right.  And in fact that link is -- contradicts your
22      directions in item No. 2.  A student with a complaint
23      of sexual harassment by a faculty member under that
24      procedure is directed to report to the dean of
25      academic affairs, isn't she?
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 1 A    It does not say that in item two, it says if a
 2      student has a complaint, not a -- you're alluding to
 3      a specific complaint.
 4 Q    Wouldn't you think a complaint of sexual harassment
 5      would be a complaint?  It's a subset of the universe
 6      of all complaints, right?
 7 A    And send it on to the appropriate person.
 8                (Exhibits 19 and 20 marked for
 9      identification.)
10 BY MR. HAWKS:
11 Q    For the record the grievance that was filed by
12      Dr. Burton was comprised of a number of different
13      documents.  I have had photocopied the first which in
14      a sense lays out the fact that this is a grievance.
15      And the second, which is Exhibit 20, is her statement
16      of requested remedy for the grievance.
17                Take more time if you want it or advise me
18      when you're ready for me to ask the question.
19                MS. BENSKY:  Did you give me Exhibit 20?
20                (Discussion held off the record.)
21 BY MR. HAWKS:
22 Q    Can you identify Exhibit 19?
23 A    It says here it's a claim of Dr. Burton that I am
24      mentioned as well as Aric Dutelle.
25 Q    And have you seen this before today?
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 1 A    I don't believe so, or unless it's a part of the
 2      grievance, I'm not sure.  Was this part of the
 3      grievance paperwork?
 4 Q    But based upon your review, can you --
 5 A    I don't recall.
 6 Q    -- answer that question?
 7 A    I don't remember it being a part, it may have, I
 8      don't know.
 9 Q    And would you refer to Exhibit 20?
10 A    Okay.
11 Q    And do you -- have you seen this exhibit before?
12 A    I don't specifically remember this document, no, sir.
13 Q    Assuming for the sake of the next question that these
14      are part of the package of documents associated with
15      the grievance, they would have been the documents to
16      which you filed your response or rebuttal to the
17      grievance, wouldn't they?
18 A    Possibly, yes, sir.
19 Q    All right.  And so earlier when I asked you whether
20      or not you knew what Dr. Burton's claims were, you
21      would have known this to be her claims, right, or
22      remedy?
23 A    Exhibit 20, correct?  Is that what we're talking
24      about here?
25 Q    It is.
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Page 70

10

12

13

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

Damages and demands.

And that would be the claims. That would be what she

wanted as a remedy for the situation?

Well, yes, it says damages and demands. That's what

she wants.

So referring back to Exhibit 12.

Exhibit 12, all right.

I'd like to refer you to another sentence that you

wrote in that document and it's a sentence that

reads, and I quote, raise an issue or concern and the

e-mails start flying all over campus.

And I will locate that for you momentarily.

And that—

10

11

12

13

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

I don't know.

Ordinarily would you respond to faculty members who

send you an e-mail and request a response?

Not always, probably. ****tammy start reading

Would you say more often than not you would respond?

Probably more often than not, yes.

Has the dean ever directed you not to respond to any

other faculty member's e-mails?

Not that I recall.

Have you ever adopted on your own a policy other than

by virtue of the dean's direction not to respond to

faculty member's e-mails?

I don't recall if I ever did that.

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q

A

Q

Yes, sir.

Immediately following that sentence, I cite as an

example Exhibit H. Would Exhibit H have been an

exhibit offered by Dr. Burton in support of her

grievance?

I think those were my exhibits that I submitted to

the grievance committee.

Okay. And you identify an e-mail sent to the dean,

Page 69

MS. BENSKY: Page nine.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Page nine on the second to last paragraph. And you

see that sentence?

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

Did the dean tell you at any other time than the time

to which you refer in this exhibit not to respond to

Dr. Burton's e-mails?

I cannot answer that question because I just don'

know.

In Dr. Burton's grievance she wrote —I'm going to

quote from the grievance document. I believe it will

be in Exhibit 19. Withdraw that question.

Going back to Exhibit 18 which I believe is

the policy, did you draft this memo in response to

the breach experiment incident?

Well, it would have been, yes, shortly after that had

Page 71

8

9

10

11
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13

15

16

17

18

19
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21
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23

24

25

A

Q

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

right, as an example?

Yes, sir.

Isn't it true that in that e-mail Dr. Burton

identified the state —excuse me —the law

protecting her from retaliation?

I don't know, sir, I'd have to see what that exhibit

said.

Do you have any other examples of how e-mails started

flying when an issue was raised?

Whatever would have been in that packet.

You also write in that Exhibit 12 and I quote, part

two is the dean's —actually is the dean's reply,

quote within quote, Tom don't respond, closed quote.

I don't respond to all of her e-mails, particularly

when I am instructed not to.

Do you find that in the Exhibit 12?

That statement, yes, sir.

What page do you find it?

It's on page nine, last full paragraph.

All right. Did the dean direct you not to respond to

Dr. Burton's e-mails?

If it is in that statement, then yes.

Didn't Dr. Burton ask for information related or for

relief of retaliation -- from retaliation or alleged

retaliation in some of the e-mails she sent to you?

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10
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Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

transpired that I did draft this memo.

Because of it then? It was the cause for this memo?

The actions around that, yes.

Okay. Did you request faculty in the department to

participate in the formulation of this policy?

No, sir.

Dr. Caywood, did you assign Dr. Burton to lower level

courses after October 10, 2012?

I don't recall her specific teaching assignments.

Do you know if she taught any higher level courses

after October 10, 2012?

Again, you would have to consult the schedule. It

could have been a mixture of both, I'm not sure.

Just to establish clearly though, in the criminal

justice department, the chair assigns the faculty the

courses to teach?

Yes, sir.

A thankless job?
It's not a popular job.
And do you understand that Dr. Burton's contract

requires her to teach 25 percent online as part of
her load after her first two terms of teaching?

Was that the original contract?

Yes.

If it's in the contract.
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 1 A    Damages and demands.
 2 Q    And that would be the claims.  That would be what she
 3      wanted as a remedy for the situation?
 4 A    Well, yes, it says damages and demands.  That's what
 5      she wants.
 6 Q    So referring back to Exhibit 12.
 7 A    Exhibit 12, all right.
 8 Q    I'd like to refer you to another sentence that you
 9      wrote in that document and it's a sentence that
10      reads, and I quote, raise an issue or concern and the
11      e-mails start flying all over campus.
12                And I will locate that for you momentarily.
13      And that --
14                MS. BENSKY:  Page nine.
15 BY MR. HAWKS:
16 Q    Page nine on the second to last paragraph.  And you
17      see that sentence?
18 A    Yes, sir.
19 Q    Immediately following that sentence, I cite as an
20      example Exhibit H.  Would Exhibit H have been an
21      exhibit offered by Dr. Burton in support of her
22      grievance?
23 A    I think those were my exhibits that I submitted to
24      the grievance committee.
25 Q    Okay.  And you identify an e-mail sent to the dean,
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 1      right, as an example?
 2 A    Yes, sir.
 3 Q    Isn't it true that in that e-mail Dr. Burton
 4      identified the state -- excuse me -- the law
 5      protecting her from retaliation?
 6 A    I don't know, sir, I'd have to see what that exhibit
 7      said.
 8 Q    Do you have any other examples of how e-mails started
 9      flying when an issue was raised?
10 A    Whatever would have been in that packet.
11 Q    You also write in that Exhibit 12 and I quote, part
12      two is the dean's -- actually is the dean's reply,
13      quote within quote, Tom don't respond, closed quote.
14      I don't respond to all of her e-mails, particularly
15      when I am instructed not to.
16                Do you find that in the Exhibit 12?
17 A    That statement, yes, sir.
18 Q    What page do you find it?
19 A    It's on page nine, last full paragraph.
20 Q    All right.  Did the dean direct you not to respond to
21      Dr. Burton's e-mails?
22 A    If it is in that statement, then yes.
23 Q    Didn't Dr. Burton ask for information related or for
24      relief of retaliation -- from retaliation or alleged
25      retaliation in some of the e-mails she sent to you?
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 1 A    I don't know.
 2 Q    Ordinarily would you respond to faculty members who
 3      send you an e-mail and request a response?
 4 A    Not always, probably. **** tammy start reading
 5 Q    Would you say more often than not you would respond?
 6 A    Probably more often than not, yes.
 7 Q    Has the dean ever directed you not to respond to any
 8      other faculty member's e-mails?
 9 A    Not that I recall.
10 Q    Have you ever adopted on your own a policy other than
11      by virtue of the dean's direction not to respond to
12      faculty member's e-mails?
13 A    I don't recall if I ever did that.
14 Q    Did the dean tell you at any other time than the time
15      to which you refer in this exhibit not to respond to
16      Dr. Burton's e-mails?
17 A    I cannot answer that question because I just don't
18      know.
19 Q    In Dr. Burton's grievance she wrote -- I'm going to
20      quote from the grievance document.  I believe it will
21      be in Exhibit 19.  Withdraw that question.
22                Going back to Exhibit 18 which I believe is
23      the policy, did you draft this memo in response to
24      the breach experiment incident?
25 A    Well, it would have been, yes, shortly after that had
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 1      transpired that I did draft this memo.
 2 Q    Because of it then?  It was the cause for this memo?
 3 A    The actions around that, yes.
 4 Q    Okay.  Did you request faculty in the department to
 5      participate in the formulation of this policy?
 6 A    No, sir.
 7 Q    Dr. Caywood, did you assign Dr. Burton to lower level
 8      courses after October 10, 2012?
 9 A    I don't recall her specific teaching assignments.
10 Q    Do you know if she taught any higher level courses
11      after October 10, 2012?
12 A    Again, you would have to consult the schedule.  It
13      could have been a mixture of both, I'm not sure.
14 Q    Just to establish clearly though, in the criminal
15      justice department, the chair assigns the faculty the
16      courses to teach?
17 A    Yes, sir.
18 Q    A thankless job?
19 A    It's not a popular job.
20 Q    And do you understand that Dr. Burton's contract
21      requires her to teach 25 percent online as part of
22      her load after her first two terms of teaching?
23 A    Was that the original contract?
24 Q    Yes.
25 A    If it's in the contract.
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Q
A

Q

A

Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

You understand that was the case?

All right.

Do you know whether or not you assigned her

25 percent online courses as part of her-
Undergraduate or graduate?

Both.

Well, both of those are assigned by the person—

whether it's the director of the graduate program

makes that assignment or the person in charge of the

undergraduate program.

So you would be assigning undergraduate, and

Dr. Fuller would be assigning graduate courses, is

that —graduate course assignments, correct?

I would make assignments for the on-campus courses,

undergraduate on-campus courses, not the

undergraduate online program courses.

So did you or did you not remove Dr. Burton from

teaching the 25 percent online course load?

I don't recall.

Q Do you recall whether or not you assigned Dr. Burton

lower level courses while at the same time assigning

junior faculty members with lower qualifications

higher level courses?

A Yes.

Can you identify an example of such?
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Q
A

Q

A

Q

Who made that decision?

Dr. Dalecki was the interim department chair.

Is it possible that you would have made that decision

to assign Dr. Johnson to be the director of the FI

program prior to the time you stopped being the chair

of the department?

Is this —are you asking like in my opinion?

No, is it possible? Do you remember?

A I'm sorry, 2013?

Q August of 2013.
A I don' even think I was a department chair then. I

think I had been removed.

Q Would the decision be made prior to August of 2013?
A I think the procedures were approved by the

department in I believe 2011 laying out the duties

and responsibilities of the department chair, the

director of the online program, the graduate level,

the undergraduate, the FI program, all those were

approved by the faculty I believe in 2011.

Q Dr. Burton expressed an interest in being the

director of the FI program, did she not?

A She may have.

Q And did you make a decision to assign Diana Johnson

to be the director of the FI program?

A No.
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Q

A

Page 73

I think that she taught several sections of Police

Function which is a 2130 course, that's a sophomore

level course. She may have also taught Intro to

Criminal Justice which is a freshman level course.

She also taught upper level courses.

I can give a good example. Ed Ross who was

an academic staff person, many years there, master'

degree in social work, he taught Correctional

Philosophy for many years. That's a 2000 level

course. He also taught Community Based Corrections

which is a 4000 level course. He taught Juvenile

Justice which is a 3000 level course. Those were his

areas of expertise.

Did Dr. Burton ever request an opportunity to teach

any of those upper level courses?

She taught Women and the Law for many semesters.

That's a 3730 junior level course. Her Current

Topics courses were a 4000 level course, so she

taught those. Now, she may have taught intro level

too. We tried to get as many people to teach intro

as we could.

So in August of 2013 a decision needed to be made as

to who was going to be the director of the FI

program, and you were the person to make that

decision, correct?
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A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

Q

A

Q
A

Q

A

Page 75

I don't remember considering her for the

directorship.

Dr. Burton repeatedly requested the opportunity to

teach FI courses, did she not?

It's possible, I don't recall.

You never assigned her to teach an FI course. Why

not?

We had people to teach the FI courses.

Dr. Burton was also able to teach the FI courses, was

she not?

I guess.

It's true, isn't it, that you assigned Dr. Gibson

more overload courses than Dr. Burton?

I don't believe so.

Dr. Caywood, where would we acquire, if we could, a

list of the summer intern and online teaching

assignments between 2009 and 2014?
For the on-campus internships, the secretary

maintained control of those records.

And she would have them now?

I can't answer that. I'm no longer over there.

I get that. And for the —that would be the

on-campus online courses?

No, sir. You'e talking about summer internship

program?
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 1 Q    You understand that was the case?
 2 A    All right.
 3 Q    Do you know whether or not you assigned her
 4      25 percent online courses as part of her --
 5 A    Undergraduate or graduate?
 6 Q    Both.
 7 A    Well, both of those are assigned by the person --
 8      whether it's the director of the graduate program
 9      makes that assignment or the person in charge of the
10      undergraduate program.
11 Q    So you would be assigning undergraduate, and
12      Dr. Fuller would be assigning graduate courses, is
13      that -- graduate course assignments, correct?
14 A    I would make assignments for the on-campus courses,
15      undergraduate on-campus courses, not the
16      undergraduate online program courses.
17 Q    So did you or did you not remove Dr. Burton from
18      teaching the 25 percent online course load?
19 A    I don't recall.
20 Q    Do you recall whether or not you assigned Dr. Burton
21      lower level courses while at the same time assigning
22      junior faculty members with lower qualifications
23      higher level courses?
24 A    Yes.
25 Q    Can you identify an example of such?
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 1 A    I think that she taught several sections of Police
 2      Function which is a 2130 course, that's a sophomore
 3      level course.  She may have also taught Intro to
 4      Criminal Justice which is a freshman level course.
 5      She also taught upper level courses.
 6                I can give a good example.  Ed Ross who was
 7      an academic staff person, many years there, master's
 8      degree in social work, he taught Correctional
 9      Philosophy for many years.  That's a 2000 level
10      course.  He also taught Community Based Corrections
11      which is a 4000 level course.  He taught Juvenile
12      Justice which is a 3000 level course.  Those were his
13      areas of expertise.
14 Q    Did Dr. Burton ever request an opportunity to teach
15      any of those upper level courses?
16 A    She taught Women and the Law for many semesters.
17      That's a 3730 junior level course.  Her Current
18      Topics courses were a 4000 level course, so she
19      taught those.  Now, she may have taught intro level
20      too.  We tried to get as many people to teach intro
21      as we could.
22 Q    So in August of 2013 a decision needed to be made as
23      to who was going to be the director of the FI
24      program, and you were the person to make that
25      decision, correct?
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 1 A    I'm sorry, 2013?
 2 Q    August of 2013.
 3 A    I don't even think I was a department chair then.  I
 4      think I had been removed.
 5 Q    Would the decision be made prior to August of 2013?
 6 A    I think the procedures were approved by the
 7      department in I believe 2011 laying out the duties
 8      and responsibilities of the department chair, the
 9      director of the online program, the graduate level,
10      the undergraduate, the FI program, all those were
11      approved by the faculty I believe in 2011.
12 Q    Dr. Burton expressed an interest in being the
13      director of the FI program, did she not?
14 A    She may have.
15 Q    And did you make a decision to assign Diana Johnson
16      to be the director of the FI program?
17 A    No.
18 Q    Who made that decision?
19 A    Dr. Dalecki was the interim department chair.
20 Q    Is it possible that you would have made that decision
21      to assign Dr. Johnson to be the director of the FI
22      program prior to the time you stopped being the chair
23      of the department?
24 A    Is this -- are you asking like in my opinion?
25 Q    No, is it possible?  Do you remember?
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 1 A    I don't remember considering her for the
 2      directorship.
 3 Q    Dr. Burton repeatedly requested the opportunity to
 4      teach FI courses, did she not?
 5 A    It's possible, I don't recall.
 6 Q    You never assigned her to teach an FI course.  Why
 7      not?
 8 A    We had people to teach the FI courses.
 9 Q    Dr. Burton was also able to teach the FI courses, was
10      she not?
11 A    I guess.
12 Q    It's true, isn't it, that you assigned Dr. Gibson
13      more overload courses than Dr. Burton?
14 A    I don't believe so.
15 Q    Dr. Caywood, where would we acquire, if we could, a
16      list of the summer intern and online teaching
17      assignments between 2009 and 2014?
18 A    For the on-campus internships, the secretary
19      maintained control of those records.
20 Q    And she would have them now?
21 A    I can't answer that.  I'm no longer over there.
22 Q    I get that.  And for the -- that would be the
23      on-campus online courses?
24 A    No, sir.  You're talking about summer internship
25      program?
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Q
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Q
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Q

A

Uh-huh.

Would be for the on-campus only program. Online

would have been dealt with by those specific

directors of those programs.

And those would have been —I assume Fuller was one?

Dr. Fuller was the director of the graduate program.

Dana Cecil was hired, and part of her load when she

was hired was to be the undergraduate online

coordinator. And I believe prior to that maybe

Dr. Nemmetz was at one time.

Do you recall Mr. Roberts teaching in the CJ

department?

Bob Roberts, yes, sir.

Do you recall assigning him several internships even

after he left the CJ department in 2011?
I'm not sure. You'd have to check the records, I

don't recall.

On March 14 of 2013 Dr. Burton requested to teach

cyber crime or a domestic terrorism class. Do you

recall that?
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Q

Q
A

fair to say that you did not initially support tenure

for Dr. Burton at the time she first requested it?

She requested early tenure, and initially I was not

in favor of granting early tenure to Dr. Burton.

And did Dr. Dutelle's bid for tenure come up at the

same time?

He did not request early tenure. I believe according

to the calculations that would have been his up or

out year. He would either have to be granted tenure

or he would be dismissed.

That's your understanding at this time?

Yes.

2013.
All right. So it's your testimony that no such

course was offered for the fall of 2013, cyber crime

or domestic terrorism?

A According to this e-mail.

Q Turn to a slightly different subject, that is the

question of support, the support of the bid for

tenure by Dr. Burton and Dr. Dutelle. Would it be
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A

Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

Q
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Q

A

Yes, sir.

It appears to be an e-mail?

Yes, sir.

And the -- there is -- it contains an e-mail from

Dr. Burton to you dated March 14, 2013, and she is

expressing an interest in teaching current topics?

For the fall of 2013, yes, sir.

And it mentions that several students have inquired

about cyber crime?

Okay.

And she also expresses an interest in teaching

domestic terrorism. Do you see that?

Yes, sir.

You did not assign her to teach either cyber crime or

domestic terrorism classes, did you?

For the fall of 2013 it says here that no overloads

or current topics were scheduled for the fall of

MS. BENSKY: What year?

MR. HAWKS: 2013. March 14, 2013.

THE WITNESS: Sir, I just can't be specific

on that.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Page 77

If you go to Exhibit 12, page 11 you'l notice there

in the listing of her overloads for spring of 2013 it

says CJ 4630 cyber crime. That's page 11 on

Exhibit 12.

(Exhibit 21 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Dr. Caywood, do you have Exhibit 21 in front of you

there?
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A

Q

A

Q
A

Q
A

Q
A

A

And was it your understanding at that time as well?

Yes. Recall he was given two years towards tenure

when he was hired as a faculty member by the provost.

So your initial decision though was to support then

Dr. Dutelle's application for tenure?

Page 79

Professor Dutelle. He does not have a Ph.D.

Thank you, Professor Dutelle.

Yes.

But not Dr. Burton's?

She went up early, one year early. She wanted early

tenure. And initially I was not supportive of that,

because I cannot recall any time since I have been at

that university that a person was granted early

tenure.

All right. And you'e changed your mind?

Yes, sir.

Please state each and every reason you changed your

mind with regard to recommending tenure for

Dr. Burton.

Had a conversation with Dr. Fuller who was also on

the DRB about that situation, whether or not we

should consider granting her early tenure. And this

was down at the coffee shop in the basement of
Ullsvick, and we talked about it, and Cheryl asked,

can you think of any reason if we would deny her

tenure now that we wouldn't deny her tenure during

her regular time that she can go for tenure? I
couldn't think of any reason really to deny her

tenure. So at that time, you know, we both knew that

we would vote for tenure.
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 1 Q    Uh-huh.
 2 A    Would be for the on-campus only program.  Online
 3      would have been dealt with by those specific
 4      directors of those programs.
 5 Q    And those would have been -- I assume Fuller was one?
 6 A    Dr. Fuller was the director of the graduate program.
 7      Dana Cecil was hired, and part of her load when she
 8      was hired was to be the undergraduate online
 9      coordinator.  And I believe prior to that maybe
10      Dr. Nemmetz was at one time.
11 Q    Do you recall Mr. Roberts teaching in the CJ
12      department?
13 A    Bob Roberts, yes, sir.
14 Q    Do you recall assigning him several internships even
15      after he left the CJ department in 2011?
16 A    I'm not sure.  You'd have to check the records, I
17      don't recall.
18 Q    On March 14 of 2013 Dr. Burton requested to teach
19      cyber crime or a domestic terrorism class.  Do you
20      recall that?
21                MS. BENSKY:  What year?
22                MR. HAWKS:  2013.  March 14, 2013.
23                THE WITNESS:  Sir, I just can't be specific
24      on that.
25 BY MR. HAWKS:
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 1 Q    If you go to Exhibit 12, page 11 you'll notice there
 2      in the listing of her overloads for spring of 2013 it
 3      says CJ 4630 cyber crime.  That's page 11 on
 4      Exhibit 12.
 5                (Exhibit 21 marked for identification.)
 6 BY MR. HAWKS:
 7 Q    Dr. Caywood, do you have Exhibit 21 in front of you
 8      there?
 9 A    Yes, sir.
10 Q    It appears to be an e-mail?
11 A    Yes, sir.
12 Q    And the -- there is -- it contains an e-mail from
13      Dr. Burton to you dated March 14, 2013, and she is
14      expressing an interest in teaching current topics?
15 A    For the fall of 2013, yes, sir.
16 Q    And it mentions that several students have inquired
17      about cyber crime?
18 A    Okay.
19 Q    And she also expresses an interest in teaching
20      domestic terrorism.  Do you see that?
21 A    Yes, sir.
22 Q    You did not assign her to teach either cyber crime or
23      domestic terrorism classes, did you?
24 A    For the fall of 2013 it says here that no overloads
25      or current topics were scheduled for the fall of
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 1      2013.
 2 Q    All right.  So it's your testimony that no such
 3      course was offered for the fall of 2013, cyber crime
 4      or domestic terrorism?
 5 A    According to this e-mail.
 6 Q    Turn to a slightly different subject, that is the
 7      question of support, the support of the bid for
 8      tenure by Dr. Burton and Dr. Dutelle.  Would it be
 9      fair to say that you did not initially support tenure
10      for Dr. Burton at the time she first requested it?
11 A    She requested early tenure, and initially I was not
12      in favor of granting early tenure to Dr. Burton.
13 Q    And did Dr. Dutelle's bid for tenure come up at the
14      same time?
15 A    He did not request early tenure.  I believe according
16      to the calculations that would have been his up or
17      out year.  He would either have to be granted tenure
18      or he would be dismissed.
19 Q    That's your understanding at this time?
20 A    Yes.
21 Q    And was it your understanding at that time as well?
22 A    Yes.  Recall he was given two years towards tenure
23      when he was hired as a faculty member by the provost.
24 Q    So your initial decision though was to support then
25      Dr. Dutelle's application for tenure?
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 1 A    Professor Dutelle.  He does not have a Ph.D.
 2 Q    Thank you, Professor Dutelle.
 3 A    Yes.
 4 Q    But not Dr. Burton's?
 5 A    She went up early, one year early.  She wanted early
 6      tenure.  And initially I was not supportive of that,
 7      because I cannot recall any time since I have been at
 8      that university that a person was granted early
 9      tenure.
10 Q    All right.  And you've changed your mind?
11 A    Yes, sir.
12 Q    Please state each and every reason you changed your
13      mind with regard to recommending tenure for
14      Dr. Burton.
15 A    Had a conversation with Dr. Fuller who was also on
16      the DRB about that situation, whether or not we
17      should consider granting her early tenure.  And this
18      was down at the coffee shop in the basement of
19      Ullsvick, and we talked about it, and Cheryl asked,
20      can you think of any reason if we would deny her
21      tenure now that we wouldn't deny her tenure during
22      her regular time that she can go for tenure?  I
23      couldn't think of any reason really to deny her
24      tenure.  So at that time, you know, we both knew that
25      we would vote for tenure.
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Q
A

Q

A

There were four people on that DRB.

According to the procedure at the university,

80 percent of the DRB would have to approve an early

tenure. There were only four people on the DRB, so

you had to have 4-0, and I said I'l vote for-
because I could not think of a reason why not to

grant her tenure, so I said yes. And the vote was

4-0.

What was Dr. Fuller's position initially with regard

to whether or not she would support Mr. Dutelle's bid

for tenure?

I don't recall.

You don't recall?

I think by that time they had made up, that they were

getting along better than what they had in the past,

so I can't state one way or the other how she

expressed her desires about his tenure approval.

Just to make sure, you do not remember at this

time—

Today I do not remember.

—whether or not at that initial effort by Dutelle

Fuller opposed it?

I do not remember.

By the way Dr. Fuller supported Dr. Burton's

application for early tenure, didn't she?

Page 81

Yes.

Now, Dr. Burton was to be considered for promotion in

January of 2012; isn't that true?

In 2012?
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I think the issue was she had to provide the

documentation to show about her teaching —was it at

Irvine —at University of California Irvine. And

once they provided that documentation —when she

provided that documentation, then the committee then

voted for promotion.

So was the issue only of documentation? You could

not have met that requirement by sharing with the

committee your knowledge of her prior teaching

experience?

The committee had her vitae and all her

documentation, they just needed something from the

university there talking about her teaching, you

know, her rating as a teacher, teacher effectiveness,

that she was a great teacher or whatever the case may

be. And once she provided that, then that met the

qualifications, and then as a committee we approved

her.

Were you chairing the committee at that time?

No, sir.

Did you take the position that Mr. Dutelle's degree

was equivalent to a Ph.D. in the sense it was a

terminal degree in his field?

Yes, sir.

And based upon what did you support that conclusion?
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He came I think in the fall of 2004, and if I

remember correctly, I do not believe that there were

any universities in this country that offered a Ph.D.

in forensic science.
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Q

A

Q

A

Q
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Q

THE WITNESS: All right. I have this

exhibit in front of me, recommendations for retention

and promotion.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q

A

And do you recall advising the DRB committee at that

time that she had sufficient years of teaching

experience to be promoted?

We had to count her previous teaching experience at

another university. Because the guidelines are

specific, have so many years of teaching experience

of which such and such has to be at Platteville. And

Uh-huh.

To full professor?

Uh-huh. To associate —assistant, excuse me.

Had to been before that.

In 2011?

She went up for a promotion, yes, sir. I cannot

recall the specific date.

Do you recall advising the DRB committee at or about

that time?

MS. BENSKY: Exhibit 16.
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Q

A

Q
A

Q
A

Q
A

Q
A

Q

Since then, as of I think about 2013, there

were five programs in this country, mostly Ph.D.s in

chemistry with an emphasis in forensic science. So

at that time of his application and so forth, I do

not believe there were any Ph.D. programs in this

country in forensic science.

Did you take that question to the department for a

discussion and vote?

I think at least twice.

And did the-
The first —early on it was voted no.

And then?

And then it was approved that it was equivalent as a

terminal degree.

Do you recall when "early on" may have been?

I think it was still —it would have been prior to

2009.
When was it that it was approved?

It had to have been probably before he would have

been offered the job as a tenure track position.

Which would have been?
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 1                There were four people on that DRB.
 2      According to the procedure at the university,
 3      80 percent of the DRB would have to approve an early
 4      tenure.  There were only four people on the DRB, so
 5      you had to have 4-0, and I said I'll vote for --
 6      because I could not think of a reason why not to
 7      grant her tenure, so I said yes.  And the vote was
 8      4-0.
 9 Q    What was Dr. Fuller's position initially with regard
10      to whether or not she would support Mr. Dutelle's bid
11      for tenure?
12 A    I don't recall.
13 Q    You don't recall?
14 A    I think by that time they had made up, that they were
15      getting along better than what they had in the past,
16      so I can't state one way or the other how she
17      expressed her desires about his tenure approval.
18 Q    Just to make sure, you do not remember at this
19      time --
20 A    Today I do not remember.
21 Q    -- whether or not at that initial effort by Dutelle
22      Fuller opposed it?
23 A    I do not remember.
24 Q    By the way Dr. Fuller supported Dr. Burton's
25      application for early tenure, didn't she?

Page 81
 1 A    Yes.
 2 Q    Now, Dr. Burton was to be considered for promotion in
 3      January of 2012; isn't that true?
 4 A    In 2012?
 5 Q    Uh-huh.
 6 A    To full professor?
 7 Q    Uh-huh.  To associate -- assistant, excuse me.
 8 A    Had to been before that.
 9 Q    In 2011?
10 A    She went up for a promotion, yes, sir.  I cannot
11      recall the specific date.
12 Q    Do you recall advising the DRB committee at or about
13      that time?
14                MS. BENSKY:  Exhibit 16.
15                THE WITNESS:  All right.  I have this
16      exhibit in front of me, recommendations for retention
17      and promotion.
18 BY MR. HAWKS:
19 Q    And do you recall advising the DRB committee at that
20      time that she had sufficient years of teaching
21      experience to be promoted?
22 A    We had to count her previous teaching experience at
23      another university.  Because the guidelines are
24      specific, have so many years of teaching experience
25      of which such and such has to be at Platteville.  And
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 1      I think the issue was she had to provide the
 2      documentation to show about her teaching -- was it at
 3      Irvine -- at University of California Irvine.  And
 4      once they provided that documentation -- when she
 5      provided that documentation, then the committee then
 6      voted for promotion.
 7 Q    So was the issue only of documentation?  You could
 8      not have met that requirement by sharing with the
 9      committee your knowledge of her prior teaching
10      experience?
11 A    The committee had her vitae and all her
12      documentation, they just needed something from the
13      university there talking about her teaching, you
14      know, her rating as a teacher, teacher effectiveness,
15      that she was a great teacher or whatever the case may
16      be.  And once she provided that, then that met the
17      qualifications, and then as a committee we approved
18      her.
19 Q    Were you chairing the committee at that time?
20 A    No, sir.
21 Q    Did you take the position that Mr. Dutelle's degree
22      was equivalent to a Ph.D. in the sense it was a
23      terminal degree in his field?
24 A    Yes, sir.
25 Q    And based upon what did you support that conclusion?
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 1 A    He came I think in the fall of 2004, and if I
 2      remember correctly, I do not believe that there were
 3      any universities in this country that offered a Ph.D.
 4      in forensic science.
 5                Since then, as of I think about 2013, there
 6      were five programs in this country, mostly Ph.D.s in
 7      chemistry with an emphasis in forensic science.  So
 8      at that time of his application and so forth, I do
 9      not believe there were any Ph.D. programs in this
10      country in forensic science.
11 Q    Did you take that question to the department for a
12      discussion and vote?
13 A    I think at least twice.
14 Q    And did the --
15 A    The first -- early on it was voted no.
16 Q    And then?
17 A    And then it was approved that it was equivalent as a
18      terminal degree.
19 Q    Do you recall when "early on" may have been?
20 A    I think it was still -- it would have been prior to
21      2009.
22 Q    When was it that it was approved?
23 A    It had to have been probably before he would have
24      been offered the job as a tenure track position.
25 Q    Which would have been?
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A You'l have to check the date. I don't remember when

he was hired. There's a lot of people. It's hard

for me to keep track of stuff.

Q Now, if there was a department vote on this question,

it would be reflected in the department minutes?

A Yes.

Q Did you ever discuss with anyone the prospect of
providing Dr. Burton with credit of years of service

toward tenure?

A No.

Q I think you testified previously that Dutelle was

given years of credit toward tenure based upon his

prior teaching; is that correct?

Let me put it differently. How did

Mr. Dutelle get two years of credit toward his

tenure?

A He was hired in 2004 as academic staff, and so it

would have been up to that 2009-ish, 2010 time frame

that he'd been faculty as an academic staff for that

period of time. And when —he even negotiated with

the provost for that, you know, that contract because

contracts are with the approval of the dean and the

provost. He was able to negotiate with the provost

two years towards tenure based on his prior teaching

experience.
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Q That was in negotiations with the dean and with the

provost?

A Yes, with the provost for sure. Generally issuing

that contract of a tenure track contract has to be

the dean, then it's approved by the provost.

Q And were you involved in those discussions? Did

either of them ask you for your opinion as to—
A No.

Q —whether he should be given credit?

A And he would have been the first one in the

department that received that that I'm aware of.

Q Do you know why Dr. Burton was not given two years of

credit toward tenure?

A No, sir.

Q Wasn't Mr. Dutelle promoted to associate professor

two years before he was even eligible for the

promotion?

A You would have to look. Again, I don't recall but

would have to look at what the wording was in the

faculty constitution about how many years counted

toward —you have so many years toward associate

professor. You'd have to look at guidelines, I don'

recall the numbers specific numbers. But again, I

believe it was a combination.

Q Did you examine that question at the time that he was
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first eligible, at the time he was promoted, or prior

to the time he was promoted?

I remember particularly at tenure going through the

years to make sure that this was his up and out year

on that, but I do not specifically recall counting it

up for his promotion to associate professor.

Excuse my ignorance of the process, but is it

possible that you can be eligible for tenure but not

eligible for a promotion?

That is correct.

So if you examined the record to determine he was

eligible for tenure, that would not necessarily have

answered the question of whether he was eligible for

promotion; isn't that true?

You can be promoted —you can be granted tenure

without being promoted. You can be promoted and not

have tenure. It's two separate.

My question though was really did your investigation

of whether or not he was eligible for tenure at that

time also answer the question of whether he was

eligible for promotion at that time?

I just can't answer it.

You mentioned this problem about documentation. Do

you know whether or not someone actually removed the

documentation that was in Dr. Burton's DRB file

Page 87

causing her promotion to be denied?

Which promotion?

Promotion to associate professor.

I'm not aware of anyone doing anything to that DRB

file.

Is it —did you say something to the effect that it

wasn't worth the fight to Dr. Fuller when discussing

whether or not Dr. Burton should be granted tenure?

Paraphrasing, yes.

Do you know who was responsible to inform Dr. Burton

of a decision on her tenure request? The decision on

Dr. Burton's tenure was made, but she didn't receive

notice of it until after the appeal deadline for

appealing an adverse decision on tenure.

Do you know whose responsibility it would

have been to inform her that she had been granted

tenure up or down?

It probably should have been the chair of the —I

guess it would be the chair of the DRB.

Do you understand that she was originally notified

that she was not going to be granted tenure?

I wasn't aware of that, no.

Do you know who the chair of the DRB would have been

at that time?

Let me simplify the question. Were you the
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 1 A    You'll have to check the date.  I don't remember when
 2      he was hired.  There's a lot of people.  It's hard
 3      for me to keep track of stuff.
 4 Q    Now, if there was a department vote on this question,
 5      it would be reflected in the department minutes?
 6 A    Yes.
 7 Q    Did you ever discuss with anyone the prospect of
 8      providing Dr. Burton with credit of years of service
 9      toward tenure?
10 A    No.
11 Q    I think you testified previously that Dutelle was
12      given years of credit toward tenure based upon his
13      prior teaching; is that correct?
14                Let me put it differently.  How did
15      Mr. Dutelle get two years of credit toward his
16      tenure?
17 A    He was hired in 2004 as academic staff, and so it
18      would have been up to that 2009-ish, 2010 time frame
19      that he'd been faculty as an academic staff for that
20      period of time.  And when -- he even negotiated with
21      the provost for that, you know, that contract because
22      contracts are with the approval of the dean and the
23      provost.  He was able to negotiate with the provost
24      two years towards tenure based on his prior teaching
25      experience.
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 1 Q    That was in negotiations with the dean and with the

 2      provost?

 3 A    Yes, with the provost for sure.  Generally issuing

 4      that contract of a tenure track contract has to be

 5      the dean, then it's approved by the provost.

 6 Q    And were you involved in those discussions?  Did

 7      either of them ask you for your opinion as to --

 8 A    No.

 9 Q    -- whether he should be given credit?

10 A    And he would have been the first one in the

11      department that received that that I'm aware of.

12 Q    Do you know why Dr. Burton was not given two years of

13      credit toward tenure?

14 A    No, sir.

15 Q    Wasn't Mr. Dutelle promoted to associate professor

16      two years before he was even eligible for the

17      promotion?

18 A    You would have to look.  Again, I don't recall but

19      would have to look at what the wording was in the

20      faculty constitution about how many years counted

21      toward -- you have so many years toward associate

22      professor.  You'd have to look at guidelines, I don't

23      recall the numbers specific numbers.  But again, I

24      believe it was a combination.

25 Q    Did you examine that question at the time that he was
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 1      first eligible, at the time he was promoted, or prior
 2      to the time he was promoted?
 3 A    I remember particularly at tenure going through the
 4      years to make sure that this was his up and out year
 5      on that, but I do not specifically recall counting it
 6      up for his promotion to associate professor.
 7 Q    Excuse my ignorance of the process, but is it
 8      possible that you can be eligible for tenure but not
 9      eligible for a promotion?
10 A    That is correct.
11 Q    So if you examined the record to determine he was
12      eligible for tenure, that would not necessarily have
13      answered the question of whether he was eligible for
14      promotion; isn't that true?
15 A    You can be promoted -- you can be granted tenure
16      without being promoted.  You can be promoted and not
17      have tenure.  It's two separate.
18 Q    My question though was really did your investigation
19      of whether or not he was eligible for tenure at that
20      time also answer the question of whether he was
21      eligible for promotion at that time?
22 A    I just can't answer it.
23 Q    You mentioned this problem about documentation.  Do
24      you know whether or not someone actually removed the
25      documentation that was in Dr. Burton's DRB file
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 1      causing her promotion to be denied?

 2 A    Which promotion?

 3 Q    Promotion to associate professor.

 4 A    I'm not aware of anyone doing anything to that DRB

 5      file.

 6 Q    Is it -- did you say something to the effect that it

 7      wasn't worth the fight to Dr. Fuller when discussing

 8      whether or not Dr. Burton should be granted tenure?

 9 A    Paraphrasing, yes.

10 Q    Do you know who was responsible to inform Dr. Burton

11      of a decision on her tenure request?  The decision on

12      Dr. Burton's tenure was made, but she didn't receive

13      notice of it until after the appeal deadline for

14      appealing an adverse decision on tenure.

15                Do you know whose responsibility it would

16      have been to inform her that she had been granted

17      tenure up or down?

18 A    It probably should have been the chair of the -- I

19      guess it would be the chair of the DRB.

20 Q    Do you understand that she was originally notified

21      that she was not going to be granted tenure?

22 A    I wasn't aware of that, no.

23 Q    Do you know who the chair of the DRB would have been

24      at that time?

25                Let me simplify the question.  Were you the
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She was not in the department at that time, and those

offices were assigned based on seniority.

The department chair had an office, and the

director of the graduate program had a specific

office assigned. The others were left open, and they

were assigned based on seniority regardless of
whether they were academic staff or tenure.

Wasn't Dr. Burton senior the three males at that time

who had window offices?

chair of the DRB at that time?

No, sir. A department chair cannot be the DRB chair.

I believe Dr. Gates, Elizabeth Gates.

Do you understand that Dr. Dutelle was informed of
his promotion denial in February of 2012 prior to the

time Dr. Burton was informed of her promotion denial

in 20 —February 2012?

February 2012?

Uh-huh.

Would you please rephrase that.

Were you —are you aware that Dr. Dutelle was

informed of his promotion denial of February 2012

prior to the time Dr. Burton was?

I don't believe so, because it had to have been—

some sort of notification would have had to gone out

to everyone on the DRB.

Would it surprise you to learn that Mr. Dutelle was

notified in sufficient time to be able to take an

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A She was not in the department when those offices were

assigned.

MS. BENSKY: I just want to clarify what

everybody means by the word seniority.

BY MR. HAWKS:

10

11

12

13

14

Could you clarify how you are using the expression

seniority.

The university differentiates between tenured faculty

and academic staff. Tenured faculty have their own

governance body through the faculty senate. The

academic staff has their governing body as the

academic staff senate. There are two different

Q

A

15

16

17

18

19

20

appeal but Dr. Burton was not?

A For promotion in 2012?

Q Right.

A I don't see how it's possible when she submitted the

paperwork and she was approved for promotion. Was it

the DRB or the CRST?

21

22

23

24

systems. They go —for the tenure process it'

seven years generally up or out. Academic staff is

renewed every year by the deparmient chair.

I tried not to differentiate between theI don't know. 25
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Q

A

Q

A

Didn't Mr. Dutelle agree at the time of his

employment that he would acquire the terminal degree?

As an academic staff or as a tenured faculty member?

As a tenured faculty member.

I don't remember the specifics of the contract. I

know he at one time had signed up for some doctoral

courses.
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A Because the DRB would make that first decision, and

then she would have a period of time to provide the

supporting documentation.

Q It would be the CRST.

A I have nothing to do with the CRST.

Q So you wouldn't know this information. And again,

who would be the chair of CRST in the spring of 2012?

A I think we looked earlier. I believe maybe it was

Kory Wein, the associate dean, I believe was the

chair of the CRST. 10

12

13

14

15

16

17

Page 91

people that were tenured lines and academic staff.

They were all, as far as I was concerned, professors

in that department, and I try to treat everyone

equally. The difference between they had a master'

degree as opposed to a person with a Ph.D. So

seniority was based upon years of service with the

department not a particular title granted to them by

the university.

Joe Lomex was a full professor, has a

master's degree, and he was assigned an office. Ed

Ross had been there a number of years, academic

staff, had a window office.

So the question is who are the three males who were

less senior than Burton when she arrived who had

window offices?

MS. BENSKY: What do you mean by less

senior?

18
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Q

A

Do you recall one way or the other whether he had

made a commitment to acquire his doctorate?

No.

Could you explain the reasons why Dr. Burton was not

offered an office with a window when she first came

to the deparmient as a tenured faculty member?

We moved from Warner Hall over to Ullsvik in the

winter of either 2008, 2009 time frame, whichever.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q In this case I mean —I would define seniority as

being the date of hire as a tenured faculty.

A You'e measuring it differently. I had the corner

office. It was Steve Elmer, Aric, Cheryl, Ed, and

Joe. The other offices were full. When Kathy Wintc

retired, her office was open, and that's the one that

Dr. Burton was assigned.
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 1      chair of the DRB at that time?
 2 A    No, sir.  A department chair cannot be the DRB chair.
 3      I believe Dr. Gates, Elizabeth Gates.
 4 Q    Do you understand that Dr. Dutelle was informed of
 5      his promotion denial in February of 2012 prior to the
 6      time Dr. Burton was informed of her promotion denial
 7      in 20  -- February 2012?
 8 A    February 2012?
 9 Q    Uh-huh.
10 A    Would you please rephrase that.
11 Q    Were you -- are you aware that Dr. Dutelle was
12      informed of his promotion denial of February 2012
13      prior to the time Dr. Burton was?
14 A    I don't believe so, because it had to have been --
15      some sort of notification would have had to gone out
16      to everyone on the DRB.
17 Q    Would it surprise you to learn that Mr. Dutelle was
18      notified in sufficient time to be able to take an
19      appeal but Dr. Burton was not?
20 A    For promotion in 2012?
21 Q    Right.
22 A    I don't see how it's possible when she submitted the
23      paperwork and she was approved for promotion.  Was it
24      the DRB or the CRST?
25 Q    I don't know.

Page 89
 1 A    Because the DRB would make that first decision, and
 2      then she would have a period of time to provide the
 3      supporting documentation.
 4 Q    It would be the CRST.
 5 A    I have nothing to do with the CRST.
 6 Q    So you wouldn't know this information.  And again,
 7      who would be the chair of CRST in the spring of 2012?
 8 A    I think we looked earlier.  I believe maybe it was
 9      Kory Wein, the associate dean, I believe was the
10      chair of the CRST.
11 Q    Didn't Mr. Dutelle agree at the time of his
12      employment that he would acquire the terminal degree?
13 A    As an academic staff or as a tenured faculty member?
14 Q    As a tenured faculty member.
15 A    I don't remember the specifics of the contract.  I
16      know he at one time had signed up for some doctoral
17      courses.
18 Q    Do you recall one way or the other whether he had
19      made a commitment to acquire his doctorate?
20 A    No.
21 Q    Could you explain the reasons why Dr. Burton was not
22      offered an office with a window when she first came
23      to the department as a tenured faculty member?
24 A    We moved from Warner Hall over to Ullsvik in the
25      winter of either 2008, 2009 time frame, whichever.
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 1      She was not in the department at that time, and those
 2      offices were assigned based on seniority.
 3                The department chair had an office, and the
 4      director of the graduate program had a specific
 5      office assigned.  The others were left open, and they
 6      were assigned based on seniority regardless of
 7      whether they were academic staff or tenure.
 8 Q    Wasn't Dr. Burton senior the three males at that time
 9      who had window offices?
10 A    She was not in the department when those offices were
11      assigned.
12                MS. BENSKY:  I just want to clarify what
13      everybody means by the word seniority.
14 BY MR. HAWKS:
15 Q    Could you clarify how you are using the expression
16      seniority.
17 A    The university differentiates between tenured faculty
18      and academic staff.  Tenured faculty have their own
19      governance body through the faculty senate.  The
20      academic staff has their governing body as the
21      academic staff senate.  There are two different
22      systems.  They go -- for the tenure process it's
23      seven years generally up or out.  Academic staff is
24      renewed every year by the department chair.
25                I tried not to differentiate between the
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 1      people that were tenured lines and academic staff.
 2      They were all, as far as I was concerned, professors
 3      in that department, and I try to treat everyone
 4      equally.  The difference between they had a master's
 5      degree as opposed to a person with a Ph.D.  So
 6      seniority was based upon years of service with the
 7      department not a particular title granted to them by
 8      the university.
 9                Joe Lomex was a full professor, has a
10      master's degree, and he was assigned an office.  Ed
11      Ross had been there a number of years, academic
12      staff, had a window office.
13 Q    So the question is who are the three males who were
14      less senior than Burton when she arrived who had
15      window offices?
16                MS. BENSKY:  What do you mean by less
17      senior?
18 BY MR. HAWKS:
19 Q    In this case I mean -- I would define seniority as
20      being the date of hire as a tenured faculty.
21 A    You're measuring it differently.  I had the corner
22      office.  It was Steve Elmer, Aric, Cheryl, Ed, and
23      Joe.  The other offices were full.  When Kathy Wintc
24      retired, her office was open, and that's the one that
25      Dr. Burton was assigned.
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any conflict.

And for that reason you declined to mediate the

dispute between the two of you?

With who?

Thomas Caywood, Ph.D.
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Do you recall Dr. Burton delivering to you on 1

October 16, 2012, her request that she be moved —a 2 Q
doctor's note requesting that she be moved to an 3

office with a window? A

9
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25

No, sir.

So then you wouldn't recall whether or not you

responded to that request either?

No, sir.

I believe in Exhibit 12 you wrote —and I'l quote.

We can go to that spot if you'd like —When you look

through all the complaints leveled by Dr. Burton, not

once have I ever refused any of her requests, whether

it was an overload or applying for a grant or

whatever. Not once. I always supported her.

Do you recall or have you found that

sentence?

Give me a moment to try and track that down, please.
I'l search for it as well. It appears to be on page

nine and it is the first full paragraph beginning

with the words, When you look through.

You just ran over it with your finger.

Okay, sure, overload and applying for grant, that is

correct, not once.

Isn't it true that she requested a window office for

eye strain and you did not grant that request?
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Q

A

Q

A Which year?

Q 2013-'14.

A That would have been the last one, right? Well, I

was on it.

Isn't it true that you denied her request to chair

searches?

A

Q

A

You'e asking for multiple questions at multiple

times. It is possible.

Isn't it true that you denied her request to teach a

comparative CJ course?

I don't recall.

MR. HAWKS: Should we take about a

five-minute break at this point?

MS. BENSKY: Sure.

(Recess taken from 2:07 time to 2:17p.m.)
BY MR. HAWKS:

I'm asking you.

I don't know who we'd be mediating with.

Isn't it true that she requested that you recuse

yourself from her DRB committee but you refused to do

so?
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Q
A

Mediation at the university.

She filed a grievance, and that was —at which time

I thought was the appropriate method for resolving
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A I was never aware of that request.

Q Isn't it true that she sought promotion, and you

along with others on the committee denied that

request?

A For which promotion, to associate or full?

Q To either one.

A Associate, again, it was that —if she could provide

the documentation for her years of teaching at the

other university, then they would reconsider, which

they did, and she was granted promotion, for the

associate professor.

Q Isn't it true you denied her funding for conferences?

A If she made a specific request, I'm not sure.

Q Isn't it true that you initially denied her-
opposed her application for tenure?

A For early tenure. We talked about earlier, yes, for

early tenure I was initially opposed to her request

for early tenure.

Q Isn't it true that you denied her request for

mediation of the dispute between the two of you?

A Would you please expand on what you mean by

mediation?

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17
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Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A
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Dr. Caywood, do you recall Dean Nimocks'nstructions

of 26 April 2010 which were delivered to the

department at a meeting on May 10, 2010, to invite a

speaker or workshop leader to conduct a workshop with

department members on conflict resolution, civility,

and team building to take place at some date before

or near the beginning of the fall semester of 2010?

Do you recall that instruction?

Yes, sir.

And the further statement, This will be a mandatory

event for everyone in the department.

That never happened, did it?

No, sir.

Can you please provide the reasons why you did not

comply with Dean Nimocks'nstructions?

It wasn't my responsibility to bring the people in.

Whose responsibility was it?

If it's coming from her, I imagine it was her

responsibility to find someone.

I believe she delivered the instructions to the

department. She instructed the department to invite

a speaker, workshop leader to attend. If that —in

that case, that would fall on the department chair's

shoulders, would it not?

If that's what the memo said.
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 1 Q    Do you recall Dr. Burton delivering to you on
 2      October 16, 2012, her request that she be moved -- a
 3      doctor's note requesting that she be moved to an
 4      office with a window?
 5 A    No, sir.
 6 Q    So then you wouldn't recall whether or not you
 7      responded to that request either?
 8 A    No, sir.
 9 Q    I believe in Exhibit 12 you wrote -- and I'll quote.
10      We can go to that spot if you'd like -- When you look
11      through all the complaints leveled by Dr. Burton, not
12      once have I ever refused any of her requests, whether
13      it was an overload or applying for a grant or
14      whatever.  Not once.  I always supported her.
15                Do you recall or have you found that
16      sentence?
17 A    Give me a moment to try and track that down, please.
18 Q    I'll search for it as well.  It appears to be on page
19      nine and it is the first full paragraph beginning
20      with the words, When you look through.
21                You just ran over it with your finger.
22 A    Okay, sure, overload and applying for grant, that is
23      correct, not once.
24 Q    Isn't it true that she requested a window office for
25      eye strain and you did not grant that request?
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 1 A    I was never aware of that request.
 2 Q    Isn't it true that she sought promotion, and you
 3      along with others on the committee denied that
 4      request?
 5 A    For which promotion, to associate or full?
 6 Q    To either one.
 7 A    Associate, again, it was that -- if she could provide
 8      the documentation for her years of teaching at the
 9      other university, then they would reconsider, which
10      they did, and she was granted promotion, for the
11      associate professor.
12 Q    Isn't it true you denied her funding for conferences?
13 A    If she made a specific request, I'm not sure.
14 Q    Isn't it true that you initially denied her --
15      opposed her application for tenure?
16 A    For early tenure.  We talked about earlier, yes, for
17      early tenure I was initially opposed to her request
18      for early tenure.
19 Q    Isn't it true that you denied her request for
20      mediation of the dispute between the two of you?
21 A    Would you please expand on what you mean by
22      mediation?
23 Q    Mediation at the university.
24 A    She filed a grievance, and that was -- at which time
25      I thought was the appropriate method for resolving
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 1      any conflict.
 2 Q    And for that reason you declined to mediate the
 3      dispute between the two of you?
 4 A    With who?
 5 Q    I'm asking you.
 6 A    I don't know who we'd be mediating with.
 7 Q    Isn't it true that she requested that you recuse
 8      yourself from her DRB committee but you refused to do
 9      so?
10 A    Which year?
11 Q    2013-'14.
12 A    That would have been the last one, right?  Well, I
13      was on it.
14 Q    Isn't it true that you denied her request to chair
15      searches?
16 A    You're asking for multiple questions at multiple
17      times.  It is possible.
18 Q    Isn't it true that you denied her request to teach a
19      comparative CJ course?
20 A    I don't recall.
21                MR. HAWKS:  Should we take about a
22      five-minute break at this point?
23                MS. BENSKY:  Sure.
24                (Recess taken from 2:07 time to 2:17 p.m.)
25 BY MR. HAWKS:
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 1 Q    Dr. Caywood, do you recall Dean Nimocks' instructions
 2      of 26 April 2010 which were delivered to the
 3      department at a meeting on May 10, 2010, to invite a
 4      speaker or workshop leader to conduct a workshop with
 5      department members on conflict resolution, civility,
 6      and team building to take place at some date before
 7      or near the beginning of the fall semester of 2010?
 8      Do you recall that instruction?
 9 A    Yes, sir.
10 Q    And the further statement, This will be a mandatory
11      event for everyone in the department.
12                That never happened, did it?
13 A    No, sir.
14 Q    Can you please provide the reasons why you did not
15      comply with Dean Nimocks' instructions?
16 A    It wasn't my responsibility to bring the people in.
17 Q    Whose responsibility was it?
18 A    If it's coming from her, I imagine it was her
19      responsibility to find someone.
20 Q    I believe she delivered the instructions to the
21      department.  She instructed the department to invite
22      a speaker, workshop leader to attend.  If that -- in
23      that case, that would fall on the department chair's
24      shoulders, would it not?
25 A    If that's what the memo said.
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MS. BENSKY: Do you have a copy of the

memo?

8/2 1/20 15

MR. HAWKS: We'l provide one by the end of
the presentation.

Q Just so I'm clear, you didn't believe it to be your

responsibility to do that?

A No, sir, I did not believe it was my responsibility.

MS. BENSKY: I'm just going to object to

asking him questions about a document that's over

five years old without showing him the document.

(Exhibits 22 and 23 marked for

identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

5

6

7

8

9

11

12

13

10

Have you had an opportunity to review the documents?

Yes, sir.

I'd refer your attention to page two of Exhibit 23 I

believe it is, and specifically to the paragraph—

Q

A

Q

14
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23

24

25

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

11

12

13

14

15

the last full paragraph which begins, Finally I

charge Dr. Caywood.

Do you see that?

Yes, sir.

So having had an opportunity to review this document,

does that refresh your memory?

Yes, sir.

And having it refreshed do you —could you please
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provide us with each and every reason why you did not

comply with this direction?

No, I cannot.

UW Platteville has a discrimination harassment policy

which provides that a copy of this policy and the

procedures for implementing it would be distributed

annually to all UW Platteville students, academic

staff, and classified staff. It's true, isn't it,

that that —that the criminal justice deparhnent

never distributed annually —did not annually

distribute that policy?

Are you talking about a university policy?

I am.

I don't believe I was ever provided with any copies

of that to disseminate.

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Are you aware that —of a legal obligation that

employers are required to post notices to all

employees advising them of their rights under the

laws that the EEOC enforces and the right to be free

from retaliation?

16

17

18

19

20

A No, sir.

Q There is no such policy posted in the criminal

justice department, is there?

A Not that I'm aware of.

21

22

23

24
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communication training should have had minutes

associated with it, should it not?

Are you referring to the 26 April?

Of 2010.
2010?

A

Q
A

Yes, sir, I am.

I don't know who would have taken notes, no, sir, the

minutes.

Q
A

So you don't know if —you don't know if minutes

would have been taken?

9

10

I do not know that minutes were taken.

Returning to Exhibit ZI —excuse me, Exhibit 12.

Okay.

You write in that exhibit, and I'm quoting —I'l
refer you to the quote —I asked her, quote,

parentheses, the student, closed parentheses, if she

had been contacted by either the dean or director of
HR. She said she had not.

Q
A

Q

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

And we'l locate that.19

You don't have to. I remember that conversation.20

All right. Well, when did that conversation occur?

I cannot give you the specific date. This student

was an advisee of mine. I was her academic adviser,

and she came in for advising for the next semester.

We went over her schedule, talked about all the
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requirements and so forth. And I asked her at that

time if anyone from the university had ever contacted

her about that situation, and she said no, and I took

her at face value.

Q
A

21

22

23

24

25

All right. Did -- when did you contact her?

The specific date that we had that advisee meeting, I

do not recall, sir.

Can you put it-
It would have been several months later.

Q
A

Q
A

10

11
Fall or spring semester, could you identify which of

the two semesters?

I would imagine probably for the spring semester,

that they would come in during spring for the

following fall semester.

This would have been after you'd been directed by

Ms. Durr not to have any contact with her about this

incident?

A

Q

12

13

14

15

16

17

18 Correct.

Is it correct that you wrote a letter in support of
Gibson in regard to the DRB decision to not renew his

contract?

19

20

21

If I wrote a letter—22

To the DRB in favor of Gibson?

For retention?
Q
A

23

24

25 So the meeting at which the then dean ordered 25 For retention.
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 1                MS. BENSKY:  Do you have a copy of the
 2      memo?
 3                MR. HAWKS:  We'll provide one by the end of
 4      the presentation.
 5 Q    Just so I'm clear, you didn't believe it to be your
 6      responsibility to do that?
 7 A    No, sir, I did not believe it was my responsibility.
 8                MS. BENSKY:  I'm just going to object to
 9      asking him questions about a document that's over
10      five years old without showing him the document.
11                (Exhibits 22 and 23 marked for
12      identification.)
13 BY MR. HAWKS:
14 Q    Have you had an opportunity to review the documents?
15 A    Yes, sir.
16 Q    I'd refer your attention to page two of Exhibit 23 I
17      believe it is, and specifically to the paragraph --
18      the last full paragraph which begins, Finally I
19      charge Dr. Caywood.
20                Do you see that?
21 A    Yes, sir.
22 Q    So having had an opportunity to review this document,
23      does that refresh your memory?
24 A    Yes, sir.
25 Q    And having it refreshed do you -- could you please
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 1      provide us with each and every reason why you did not
 2      comply with this direction?
 3 A    No, I cannot.
 4 Q    UW Platteville has a discrimination harassment policy
 5      which provides that a copy of this policy and the
 6      procedures for implementing it would be distributed
 7      annually to all UW Platteville students, academic
 8      staff, and classified staff.  It's true, isn't it,
 9      that that -- that the criminal justice department
10      never distributed annually -- did not annually
11      distribute that policy?
12 A    Are you talking about a university policy?
13 Q    I am.
14 A    I don't believe I was ever provided with any copies
15      of that to disseminate.
16 Q    Are you aware that -- of a legal obligation that
17      employers are required to post notices to all
18      employees advising them of their rights under the
19      laws that the EEOC enforces and the right to be free
20      from retaliation?
21 A    No, sir.
22 Q    There is no such policy posted in the criminal
23      justice department, is there?
24 A    Not that I'm aware of.
25 Q    So the meeting at which the then dean ordered
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 1      communication training should have had minutes
 2      associated with it, should it not?
 3 A    Are you referring to the 26 April?
 4 Q    Of 2010.
 5 A    2010?
 6 Q    Yes, sir, I am.
 7 A    I don't know who would have taken notes, no, sir, the
 8      minutes.
 9 Q    So you don't know if -- you don't know if minutes
10      would have been taken?
11 A    I do not know that minutes were taken.
12 Q    Returning to Exhibit ZI -- excuse me, Exhibit 12.
13 A    Okay.
14 Q    You write in that exhibit, and I'm quoting -- I'll
15      refer you to the quote -- I asked her, quote,
16      parentheses, the student, closed parentheses, if she
17      had been contacted by either the dean or director of
18      HR.  She said she had not.
19                And we'll locate that.
20 A    You don't have to.  I remember that conversation.
21 Q    All right.  Well, when did that conversation occur?
22 A    I cannot give you the specific date.  This student
23      was an advisee of mine.  I was her academic adviser,
24      and she came in for advising for the next semester.
25      We went over her schedule, talked about all the
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 1      requirements and so forth.  And I asked her at that
 2      time if anyone from the university had ever contacted
 3      her about that situation, and she said no, and I took
 4      her at face value.
 5 Q    All right.  Did -- when did you contact her?
 6 A    The specific date that we had that advisee meeting, I
 7      do not recall, sir.
 8 Q    Can you put it --
 9 A    It would have been several months later.
10 Q    Fall or spring semester, could you identify which of
11      the two semesters?
12 A    I would imagine probably for the spring semester,
13      that they would come in during spring for the
14      following fall semester.
15 Q    This would have been after you'd been directed by
16      Ms. Durr not to have any contact with her about this
17      incident?
18 A    Correct.
19 Q    Is it correct that you wrote a letter in support of
20      Gibson in regard to the DRB decision to not renew his
21      contract?
22 A    If I wrote a letter --
23 Q    To the DRB in favor of Gibson?
24 A    For retention?
25 Q    For retention.
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I would imagine so, yes.

And this would —you would have done this without

consideration of his behavior in the breach

A

Q

Page 28
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yourself personally to withdraw from consideration of
a faculty member during her evaluation while you were

a named defendant in a federal lawsuit?
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Q
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Q

Q
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Q
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Q
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A

Q

experiment because you didn't believe the breach

experiment by him to be inappropriate?

Overall his performance as an assistant professor at

the university, I thought he was worthy of retention.

Did you personally have any classroom observation of

his performance?

Yes, sir.

And how did his student evaluation —excuse me, I

withdraw that.

Is it true that Dr. Burton's DRB scores for

teaching and community service were lower during her

first two years at the university as compared to

Dr. Dutelle's?

I have no idea.

Do you recall whether or not doctor -- excuse me--

Mr. Dutelle—

I think he would appreciate the promotion.

—received credit for paid community service —let

me rephrase that.

Isn't it true that under the procedures of
the university, community service for which you are

given credit for the purpose of your annual
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evaluation must be unpaid?

I don't recall that.

The criminal justice department policies and

procedures state, quote, The department chair

maintains syllabi for all courses taught by the

department on campus and online and initiates

periodic evaluations of all courses.

That is correct.

Did you ever evaluate Dr. Burton's courses?

No.

Did you ever evaluate Dr. Gibson's courses?

No.

It's true, isn't it, that Dr. Burton asked you to

recuse yourself from sitting on the DRB in part

because you were at the time —while you were

sitting on the DRB in review of her performance, you

were also named as a defendant in a federal lawsuit?

I don't recall that request.

You don't recall a request —you don't recall

Dr. Burton e-mailing the dean to raise a specific

objection to your continued presence on the

committee?

I don't think I'd have any knowledge of an e-mail she

sent to the dean.

All right. And you don't think it appropriate for
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Q

A

Q

A

A

Q

A

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

The evaluation is based upon the DRB file that is

submitted by that faculty member, and the decision is

based on that documentation in that folder.

And does the decision involve some subjective

evaluation of the quality of that evidence in the

folder?

Yes.

You would agree Mr. Dutelle was allowed to take

week-long hiatuses from time to time during the

semester while he was employed and under your

supervision?

No.

You'e saying he never took week-long hiatuses?

Not that I'm aware of.

Do you understand that he used the paid time off to

write his books?

(Witness shakes head.)

You have to answer that yes or no so the court

reporter can-
Am I aware?

Yes. The question is are you aware that he used his

paid time off to write his books?
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Paid time off as a faculty member?

Uh-huh.

That he would do this outside his normal duty, sure.

The criminal justice department minutes in February

of 2011 state, quote, Tom Caywood announced that he

and Aric Dutelle would be traveling to Australia in

the summer to represent the criminal justice

department. This was appointed by the dean, closed

quote.

Could you explain the selection process

used to determine who was going to be representing

the CJ department on that trip?

From —I would have been, because I was the chairman

of the department. And I think it was offered to

Aric because he was the FI director, but he did not

go on that excursion.

Did you?

Yes, sir.

Did the dean have a role in the process of deciding

who was going to be offered the opportunity to go?

Dean Nimocks?

Yes.

Yes, it was through her office.

So she was —she also made the decision?

Yes.
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 1 A    I would imagine so, yes.
 2 Q    And this would -- you would have done this without
 3      consideration of his behavior in the breach
 4      experiment because you didn't believe the breach
 5      experiment by him to be inappropriate?
 6 A    Overall his performance as an assistant professor at
 7      the university, I thought he was worthy of retention.
 8 Q    Did you personally have any classroom observation of
 9      his performance?
10 A    Yes, sir.
11 Q    And how did his student evaluation -- excuse me, I
12      withdraw that.
13                Is it true that Dr. Burton's DRB scores for
14      teaching and community service were lower during her
15      first two years at the university as compared to
16      Dr. Dutelle's?
17 A    I have no idea.
18 Q    Do you recall whether or not doctor -- excuse me --
19      Mr. Dutelle --
20 A    I think he would appreciate the promotion.
21 Q    -- received credit for paid community service -- let
22      me rephrase that.
23                Isn't it true that under the procedures of
24      the university, community service for which you are
25      given credit for the purpose of your annual
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 1      evaluation must be unpaid?
 2 A    I don't recall that.
 3 Q    The criminal justice department policies and
 4      procedures state, quote, The department chair
 5      maintains syllabi for all courses taught by the
 6      department on campus and online and initiates
 7      periodic evaluations of all courses.
 8 A    That is correct.
 9 Q    Did you ever evaluate Dr. Burton's courses?
10 A    No.
11 Q    Did you ever evaluate Dr. Gibson's courses?
12 A    No.
13 Q    It's true, isn't it, that Dr. Burton asked you to
14      recuse yourself from sitting on the DRB in part
15      because you were at the time -- while you were
16      sitting on the DRB in review of her performance, you
17      were also named as a defendant in a federal lawsuit?
18 A    I don't recall that request.
19 Q    You don't recall a request -- you don't recall
20      Dr. Burton e-mailing the dean to raise a specific
21      objection to your continued presence on the
22      committee?
23 A    I don't think I'd have any knowledge of an e-mail she
24      sent to the dean.
25 Q    All right.  And you don't think it appropriate for
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 1      yourself personally to withdraw from consideration of
 2      a faculty member during her evaluation while you were
 3      a named defendant in a federal lawsuit?
 4 A    The evaluation is based upon the DRB file that is
 5      submitted by that faculty member, and the decision is
 6      based on that documentation in that folder.
 7 Q    And does the decision involve some subjective
 8      evaluation of the quality of that evidence in the
 9      folder?
10 A    Yes.
11 Q    You would agree Mr. Dutelle was allowed to take
12      week-long hiatuses from time to time during the
13      semester while he was employed and under your
14      supervision?
15 A    No.
16 Q    You're saying he never took week-long hiatuses?
17 A    Not that I'm aware of.
18 Q    Do you understand that he used the paid time off to
19      write his books?
20 A    (Witness shakes head.)
21 Q    You have to answer that yes or no so the court
22      reporter can --
23 A    Am I aware?
24 Q    Yes.  The question is are you aware that he used his
25      paid time off to write his books?
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 1 A    Paid time off as a faculty member?
 2 Q    Uh-huh.
 3 A    That he would do this outside his normal duty, sure.
 4 Q    The criminal justice department minutes in February
 5      of 2011 state, quote, Tom Caywood announced that he
 6      and Aric Dutelle would be traveling to Australia in
 7      the summer to represent the criminal justice
 8      department.  This was appointed by the dean, closed
 9      quote.
10                Could you explain the selection process
11      used to determine who was going to be representing
12      the CJ department on that trip?
13 A    From -- I would have been, because I was the chairman
14      of the department.  And I think it was offered to
15      Aric because he was the FI director, but he did not
16      go on that excursion.
17 Q    Did you?
18 A    Yes, sir.
19 Q    Did the dean have a role in the process of deciding
20      who was going to be offered the opportunity to go?
21 A    Dean Nimocks?
22 Q    Yes.
23 A    Yes, it was through her office.
24 Q    So she was -- she also made the decision?
25 A    Yes.
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How long must a department wait by policy before

ordering a new edition of a textbook?

There's no written time between when a textbook is
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published and when a new textbook would be ordered.

What's the custom, five years?

It would depend on the course as to —you know,

those lower level intro courses, those textbooks come

out every year, and so we try to stay relatively

current, like every three years or so.

The purchasing of textbooks is done through

the textbook center. Now, a faculty member could

make a request for a new textbook, and that request

may or may not be honored by the textbook center.

In about spring of 2013 didn't you order a new

revision of Dutelle's textbook after only three

years?

It is possible. If you show me the paperwork that I

signed the approval, then yes.

Do you know whether or not Mr. Dutelle was paid for

those textbooks?

Q
A

10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

I would imagine so.

Would there be a list someplace of the release time

given to Mr. Dutelle from 2009 through 2014?
After the approval of 2011, he had I believe up to

50 percent release time as the director of the
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forensic investigation program, and that would have

been from 2011 onward. And I believe he would have

21

22

23

25

had some either formal or informal release time prior

to that.

Speaking about that, Dr. Burton was granted tenure in

2009, right, was first employed in 2009, do you

recall?

When she was —she was appointed.

I'm sorry, I misspoke. Dr. Burton was appointed in

2009, right?

I believe so, yes.

And Dr. Dutelle was appointed a year later in —or

appointed to a tenured faculty position a year later

in 2010; is that correct?

You'd have to —whatever the date of contract. I

9

10

12

13

15
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If that is the case and he was given two years of
credit toward tenure, then he'd effectively move his

tenure date back by two years to get that in, say,

2008, right? Would that be correct?

You would —that would probably be considered the

first year, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and goes through

that. That's the only way —you'd have to write it

out to keep track of it.

So he would be in his —for purposes of the tenure

clock, he would be in his sixth year in the year

2014-2015, wouldn't he?

I would have to write it out. Ifhe started at 2008,
we'e saying —now, again, this is based on what the

contract says.

I understand.

9

10

12

13

Q

A

15

16 On that initial contract. According to what you'e

saying then, the 2013-2014 would have been his sixth

or up and out year.

Which is inconsistent with your conclusion that his

up and out year was the year before that?

MS. BENSKY: Objection, that

mischaracterizes his testimony.

MR. HAWKS:

17

18

19

20

21

22

23 BY

Okay. Didn't you say-
Whenever he applied for tenure, that would have been
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his up and out year. He was not asking, nor was he

granted early tenure.

But he applied —when Mr. Dutelle applied for tenure

was in the 2013-2014 year, wasn't it?

I don't recall a specific date. I mean you would

have to resort to the form 1 or CRST file as such.

Q

A

Q

A

24

25

1

2

3

5

6

You do remember Dr. Burton was on Mr. Dutelle's

search and screen committee?

A

Q

A

Q

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Was she? Okay.

And you do remember that Dr. Burton —that

Mr. Dutelle applied for the position that Dr. Burton

was first given. Do you recall that?

That is possible.

Would you agree that —is it Dr. Rice, Professor

Rice?
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

don't remember. It was somewhere around the same

time frame I believe.

Well, just bear with me for a second. Assume for the

sake of discussion he was employed for the first time

in 2010.
A He was employed in 2004 the first time.

Q I meant to say he was employed as a tenured faculty

member for the first time in 2010. Assume that for

the sake of discussion.

All right.

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Professor Rice.
—was underpaid by approximately $5,000 a year while

you were the chair of the department?

I have no say on the salaries. She was at one time

part-time academic staff and teaching, instructional

staff, and she also was part-time doing other duties

within the department.

In the University of Wisconsin system, isn't it true

that there is a mechanism referred to as an equity

adjustment in order to adjust equitably compensation
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 1 Q    How long must a department wait by policy before
 2      ordering a new edition of a textbook?
 3 A    There's no written time between when a textbook is
 4      published and when a new textbook would be ordered.
 5 Q    What's the custom, five years?
 6 A    It would depend on the course as to -- you know,
 7      those lower level intro courses, those textbooks come
 8      out every year, and so we try to stay relatively
 9      current, like every three years or so.
10                The purchasing of textbooks is done through
11      the textbook center.  Now, a faculty member could
12      make a request for a new textbook, and that request
13      may or may not be honored by the textbook center.
14 Q    In about spring of 2013 didn't you order a new
15      revision of Dutelle's textbook after only three
16      years?
17 A    It is possible.  If you show me the paperwork that I
18      signed the approval, then yes.
19 Q    Do you know whether or not Mr. Dutelle was paid for
20      those textbooks?
21 A    I would imagine so.
22 Q    Would there be a list someplace of the release time
23      given to Mr. Dutelle from 2009 through 2014?
24 A    After the approval of 2011, he had I believe up to
25      50 percent release time as the director of the
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 1      forensic investigation program, and that would have
 2      been from 2011 onward.  And I believe he would have
 3      had some either formal or informal release time prior
 4      to that.
 5 Q    Speaking about that, Dr. Burton was granted tenure in
 6      2009, right, was first employed in 2009, do you
 7      recall?
 8 A    When she was -- she was appointed.
 9 Q    I'm sorry, I misspoke.  Dr. Burton was appointed in
10      2009, right?
11 A    I believe so, yes.
12 Q    And Dr. Dutelle was appointed a year later in -- or
13      appointed to a tenured faculty position a year later
14      in 2010; is that correct?
15 A    You'd have to -- whatever the date of contract.  I
16      don't remember.  It was somewhere around the same
17      time frame I believe.
18 Q    Well, just bear with me for a second.  Assume for the
19      sake of discussion he was employed for the first time
20      in 2010.
21 A    He was employed in 2004 the first time.
22 Q    I meant to say he was employed as a tenured faculty
23      member for the first time in 2010.  Assume that for
24      the sake of discussion.
25 A    All right.
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 1 Q    If that is the case and he was given two years of
 2      credit toward tenure, then he'd effectively move his
 3      tenure date back by two years to get that in, say,
 4      2008, right?  Would that be correct?
 5 A    You would -- that would probably be considered the
 6      first year, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and goes through
 7      that.  That's the only way -- you'd have to write it
 8      out to keep track of it.
 9 Q    So he would be in his -- for purposes of the tenure
10      clock, he would be in his sixth year in the year
11      2014-2015, wouldn't he?
12 A    I would have to write it out.  If he started at 2008,
13      we're saying -- now, again, this is based on what the
14      contract says.
15 Q    I understand.
16 A    On that initial contract.  According to what you're
17      saying then, the 2013-2014 would have been his sixth
18      or up and out year.
19 Q    Which is inconsistent with your conclusion that his
20      up and out year was the year before that?
21                MS. BENSKY:  Objection, that
22      mischaracterizes his testimony.
23 BY MR. HAWKS:
24 Q    Okay.  Didn't you say --
25 A    Whenever he applied for tenure, that would have been
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 1      his up and out year.  He was not asking, nor was he
 2      granted early tenure.
 3 Q    But he applied -- when Mr. Dutelle applied for tenure
 4      was in the 2013-2014 year, wasn't it?
 5 A    I don't recall a specific date.  I mean you would
 6      have to resort to the form 1 or CRST file as such.
 7 Q    You do remember Dr. Burton was on Mr. Dutelle's
 8      search and screen committee?
 9 A    Was she?  Okay.
10 Q    And you do remember that Dr. Burton -- that
11      Mr. Dutelle applied for the position that Dr. Burton
12      was first given.  Do you recall that?
13 A    That is possible.
14 Q    Would you agree that -- is it Dr. Rice, Professor
15      Rice?
16 A    Professor Rice.
17 Q    -- was underpaid by approximately $5,000 a year while
18      you were the chair of the department?
19 A    I have no say on the salaries.  She was at one time
20      part-time academic staff and teaching, instructional
21      staff, and she also was part-time doing other duties
22      within the department.
23 Q    In the University of Wisconsin system, isn't it true
24      that there is a mechanism referred to as an equity
25      adjustment in order to adjust equitably compensation



Page 30
Page 110

Strike that. We'e gone over that ground

already.

What procedure is used in order to obtain

the required permissions to accept an NSF proposal?

What are the procedures?

Uli-liuli.

I don't know, sir.

How about the procedures required to —the

procedures required to obtain permissions to accept a

private grant like that from AT&T?

What was the procedures?

Right.
I'm not aware of any specific procedures that the

person goes through.

There's no application process that's required?

You know, I don't know.

What are the procedures used in order to obtain

required permission to create a new course?

At what time?
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1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

A

Q
A

Q

A

Q
A

Q
A

Q

A

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

And isn't it also true it's initiated by an

application, but the initiation of a request for the

adjustment comes from the chair?

I can't honestly answer that. I don't recall. I

know inequity is discussed in the DRB.
What individuals in the university context have

meaningful influence over the determination of the

entry level compensation that a faculty member is to

be paid?

Ultimately it's the provost, the dean and the
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16

17

18

19

20

21

Between 2012 and the present.

After the 2011 policies and procedures, there was the

creation of a department curriculum committee.

After when?

20 Q
A21

22 22

23 23

24
Q
A I believe the 2011 policies and procedures that was

voted on by the department. Now, prior to that time

Page 111
for a new course development, it was generally just

signed off by the department chair and had to go to

the college curriculum committee, the CCC. And if it

was approved by the college curriculum committee,

then it would go to the UUCC, the undergraduate

curriculum committee. And when it was approved by

the UUCC, then that course could be listed in the

catalog, and that would have been the procedure for

any new course development. For the on-campus

2525

provost.

Any departmental participation?

When I was department chair, I had no say in the

salaries of anyone.

I believe in your —again, in Exhibit 12 you wrote

something to the effect —or actually I'l quote it,

Not in the 21 years I'e been here has the CJ

department provided funding to a faculty member for

two different conferences, closed quote.

Do you recall writing that?

Yes, sir.

If the department had adequate funds, why wouldn't it

support more than one conference if the conferences

are valuable?

Q
A

10 10 courses.

Right. And for the online courses?

For the online graduate courses, of course it would

have to go through the graduate school. And the

undergraduate online classes were the same as the

on-campus classes, so they did not need to go through

any procedure.

What is the procedure used in order to obtain

required permissions to create a new curriculum?

A new program?

A new curriculum.

Q

A

11

1212

13 13

Well, it always had been, I think, the custom to fund

one. I think it also applied to the dean's fund for

travel expenses. That would also be an option

available to a faculty member.

Is there any written policy that limits it to one?

No, sir.

So in the e-mail you sent to Dr. Burton on

January 24, 2013, this relates to the press release.

You wrote, and I'm quoting, This is bordering on

false claims when the department or university is

doing something when it is not, closed quote.

1515

1616

17 17

1818

1919

20
Q
A Q

A

20

21 Okay, we'e referring to creating a whole new program

or revamping the curriculum?

Let's use your word, revamping the curriculum.

It would have to go through —if the deparmient had

a curriculum committee, it would have to go through

21

22 22

Q

A

23 23

24

2525

when it is inequitable?

A Through the tenure, through the faculty tenure side

there is that aspect that a faculty member could file

for inequity. And that inequity is based on salary

within the college, not the other colleges. Because

LA&E in fact were paid substantially less than the

other two colleges, EMS or BILSA.
And so when you file for inequity, it was

only within the college, that you were competing

against other faculty members in the college.

Q That said, it is true there is a process by which an

equity adjustment can be accomplished?

A Yes, sir.

Q And that is also true in LA&E?
A That is correct.
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 1      when it is inequitable?
 2 A    Through the tenure, through the faculty tenure side
 3      there is that aspect that a faculty member could file
 4      for inequity.  And that inequity is based on salary
 5      within the college, not the other colleges.  Because
 6      LA&E in fact were paid substantially less than the
 7      other two colleges, EMS or BILSA.
 8                And so when you file for inequity, it was
 9      only within the college, that you were competing
10      against other faculty members in the college.
11 Q    That said, it is true there is a process by which an
12      equity adjustment can be accomplished?
13 A    Yes, sir.
14 Q    And that is also true in LA&E?
15 A    That is correct.
16 Q    And isn't it also true it's initiated by an
17      application, but the initiation of a request for the
18      adjustment comes from the chair?
19 A    I can't honestly answer that.  I don't recall.  I
20      know inequity is discussed in the DRB.
21 Q    What individuals in the university context have
22      meaningful influence over the determination of the
23      entry level compensation that a faculty member is to
24      be paid?
25 A    Ultimately it's the provost, the dean and the
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 1      provost.
 2 Q    Any departmental participation?
 3 A    When I was department chair, I had no say in the
 4      salaries of anyone.
 5 Q    I believe in your -- again, in Exhibit 12 you wrote
 6      something to the effect -- or actually I'll quote it,
 7      Not in the 21 years I've been here has the CJ
 8      department provided funding to a faculty member for
 9      two different conferences, closed quote.
10                Do you recall writing that?
11 A    Yes, sir.
12 Q    If the department had adequate funds, why wouldn't it
13      support more than one conference if the conferences
14      are valuable?
15 A    Well, it always had been, I think, the custom to fund
16      one.  I think it also applied to the dean's fund for
17      travel expenses.  That would also be an option
18      available to a faculty member.
19 Q    Is there any written policy that limits it to one?
20 A    No, sir.
21 Q    So in the e-mail you sent to Dr. Burton on
22      January 24, 2013, this relates to the press release.
23      You wrote, and I'm quoting, This is bordering on
24      false claims when the department or university is
25      doing something when it is not, closed quote.

Page 110
 1                Strike that.  We've gone over that ground
 2      already.
 3                What procedure is used in order to obtain
 4      the required permissions to accept an NSF proposal?
 5 A    What are the procedures?
 6 Q    Uh-huh.
 7 A    I don't know, sir.
 8 Q    How about the procedures required to -- the
 9      procedures required to obtain permissions to accept a
10      private grant like that from AT&T?
11 A    What was the procedures?
12 Q    Right.
13 A    I'm not aware of any specific procedures that the
14      person goes through.
15 Q    There's no application process that's required?
16 A    You know, I don't know.
17 Q    What are the procedures used in order to obtain
18      required permission to create a new course?
19 A    At what time?
20 Q    Between 2012 and the present.
21 A    After the 2011 policies and procedures, there was the
22      creation of a department curriculum committee.
23 Q    After when?
24 A    I believe the 2011 policies and procedures that was
25      voted on by the department.  Now, prior to that time
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 1      for a new course development, it was generally just
 2      signed off by the department chair and had to go to
 3      the college curriculum committee, the CCC.  And if it
 4      was approved by the college curriculum committee,
 5      then it would go to the UUCC, the undergraduate
 6      curriculum committee.  And when it was approved by
 7      the UUCC, then that course could be listed in the
 8      catalog, and that would have been the procedure for
 9      any new course development.  For the on-campus
10      courses.
11 Q    Right.  And for the online courses?
12 A    For the online graduate courses, of course it would
13      have to go through the graduate school.  And the
14      undergraduate online classes were the same as the
15      on-campus classes, so they did not need to go through
16      any procedure.
17 Q    What is the procedure used in order to obtain
18      required permissions to create a new curriculum?
19 A    A new program?
20 Q    A new curriculum.
21 A    Okay, we're referring to creating a whole new program
22      or revamping the curriculum?
23 Q    Let's use your word, revamping the curriculum.
24 A    It would have to go through -- if the department had
25      a curriculum committee, it would have to go through
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Q

A

Q
A

Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

A

Q

A

that, it would have to go through the college

curriculum committee, and it would have to be

approved by the UUCC.

And speaking about this curriculum committee, I

believe you testified that —and I'm not going to

hold you to the date, but there was no curriculum

committee prior to 2011?
Not in the department.

In the department.

Correct.

And is that relatively unusual for a department not

to have a curriculum committee?

To be honest we had not had that many new courses

come on the books in the time from 1991 until the

beginning -- the creation of the FI program.

Which was in 2004?

When we started in 2004. So after that it would just

be discussed. I think I would sign off on it, and it

would go to the college curriculum committee.

But the department did not have —my question was is

it unusual for a department not to have a curriculum

committee, do you know?

I don't know. I can't tell you what the other

departments did.

What procedure is used in order to obtain the
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required permissions to create a program?

Well, don't hold me to this, but it would have to go

to the college curriculum committee, go to the

university curriculum committee, would have to be

signed off by the administration, and it would have

to go up to the Board of Regents for approval. And

the Board of Regents would approve a new program. A

major, not a minor.

Do you consider Dr. Burton as having an expertise in

cyber crime?

I would think it was probably gained through personal

experience.

So the answer is yes?

Yes.

Would it surprise you if the examination of the

records would demonstrate that the curriculum

committee did not exist prior to May of 2013?

Okay.

My question is would it surprise you?

It would, because I believe it was in that document

that criminal justice —the policy and procedures

that was laid out on the creation of the deparhnent

curriculum committee. And I believe Rex Reid was the

chairman of that. Maybe, I'm not —I believe it. I

may not be right.

7
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Q You understand that Dr. Burton was informed she could

not use the ATT funds for the purposes stated in the

December 28, 2012, letter from ATT which accompanied

the donation check? Do you understand that?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Subject to that you can answer.

A I don't remember a particular document explaining how

that money was to be spent.

Q Do you find any part of this statement, that it is to

be spent for the purpose of supporting a new cyber

security program that will educate criminal justice

students on how to effectively investigate and

respond to the increase in cyber crime activity, to

be problematic?

MS. BENSKY: Object to form.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Again you can answer.

Should I answer?

Q

A

MS. BENSKY: If you understand what he'

asking.

THE WITNESS: I don't know what you mean by

problematic. If she was given money to do something,

that's the extent to what the grant was for.

BY MR. HAWKS:
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So actually spending the money for that purpose

should not be a problem?

No.

Q

A

MS. BENSKY: I'm objecting to the extent

this is taken out of context. He's being asked about

quotes in a document we were not given, so that's my

objection.

(Exhibit 24 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Have you had an opportunity to review Exhibit 24,

Dr. Caywood?

Yes, sir.

The document represents that it was sent to you on

September 12 of 2012. Do you recall getting this

document?

Q

A

Q

The first part, that's addressed to me. Then if it'

to me, then I did receive it. I cannot attest to the

rest of the document.

And upon receiving this, what was your impression of
the value of Sabina's contribution to the department?

Would you rephrase that, please?

Yeah, is this a good thing to get a 5,000 to $7,000

grant?

Sure, it's good PR for everyone.

Did you let her know it was a good thing?

Q

A

Q

A

Q
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 1      that, it would have to go through the college
 2      curriculum committee, and it would have to be
 3      approved by the UUCC.
 4 Q    And speaking about this curriculum committee, I
 5      believe you testified that -- and I'm not going to
 6      hold you to the date, but there was no curriculum
 7      committee prior to 2011?
 8 A    Not in the department.
 9 Q    In the department.
10 A    Correct.
11 Q    And is that relatively unusual for a department not
12      to have a curriculum committee?
13 A    To be honest we had not had that many new courses
14      come on the books in the time from 1991 until the
15      beginning -- the creation of the FI program.
16 Q    Which was in 2004?
17 A    When we started in 2004.  So after that it would just
18      be discussed.  I think I would sign off on it, and it
19      would go to the college curriculum committee.
20 Q    But the department did not have -- my question was is
21      it unusual for a department not to have a curriculum
22      committee, do you know?
23 A    I don't know.  I can't tell you what the other
24      departments did.
25 Q    What procedure is used in order to obtain the
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 1      required permissions to create a program?
 2 A    Well, don't hold me to this, but it would have to go
 3      to the college curriculum committee, go to the
 4      university curriculum committee, would have to be
 5      signed off by the administration, and it would have
 6      to go up to the Board of Regents for approval.  And
 7      the Board of Regents would approve a new program.  A
 8      major, not a minor.
 9 Q    Do you consider Dr. Burton as having an expertise in
10      cyber crime?
11 A    I would think it was probably gained through personal
12      experience.
13 Q    So the answer is yes?
14 A    Yes.
15 Q    Would it surprise you if the examination of the
16      records would demonstrate that the curriculum
17      committee did not exist prior to May of 2013?
18 A    Okay.
19 Q    My question is would it surprise you?
20 A    It would, because I believe it was in that document
21      that criminal justice -- the policy and procedures
22      that was laid out on the creation of the department
23      curriculum committee.  And I believe Rex Reid was the
24      chairman of that.  Maybe, I'm not -- I believe it.  I
25      may not be right.
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 1 Q    You understand that Dr. Burton was informed she could
 2      not use the ATT funds for the purposes stated in the
 3      December 28, 2012, letter from ATT which accompanied
 4      the donation check?  Do you understand that?
 5                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
 6 BY MR. HAWKS:
 7 Q    Subject to that you can answer.
 8 A    I don't remember a particular document explaining how
 9      that money was to be spent.
10 Q    Do you find any part of this statement, that it is to
11      be spent for the purpose of supporting a new cyber
12      security program that will educate criminal justice
13      students on how to effectively investigate and
14      respond to the increase in cyber crime activity, to
15      be problematic?
16                MS. BENSKY:  Object to form.
17 BY MR. HAWKS:
18 Q    Again you can answer.
19 A    Should I answer?
20                MS. BENSKY:  If you understand what he's
21      asking.
22                THE WITNESS:  I don't know what you mean by
23      problematic.  If she was given money to do something,
24      that's the extent to what the grant was for.
25 BY MR. HAWKS:
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 1 Q    So actually spending the money for that purpose
 2      should not be a problem?
 3 A    No.
 4                MS. BENSKY:  I'm objecting to the extent
 5      this is taken out of context.  He's being asked about
 6      quotes in a document we were not given, so that's my
 7      objection.
 8                (Exhibit 24 marked for identification.)
 9 BY MR. HAWKS:
10 Q    Have you had an opportunity to review Exhibit 24,
11      Dr. Caywood?
12 A    Yes, sir.
13 Q    The document represents that it was sent to you on
14      September 12 of 2012.  Do you recall getting this
15      document?
16 A    The first part, that's addressed to me.  Then if it's
17      to me, then I did receive it.  I cannot attest to the
18      rest of the document.
19 Q    And upon receiving this, what was your impression of
20      the value of Sabina's contribution to the department?
21 A    Would you rephrase that, please?
22 Q    Yeah, is this a good thing to get a 5,000 to $7,000
23      grant?
24 A    Sure, it's good PR for everyone.
25 Q    Did you let her know it was a good thing?
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1 A

Q

A

Q
A

7

8
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I don't recall.

You certainly wouldn't —you didn't say it was a bad

thing, did you?

No, for trying to obtain funding, no.

Or not trying to, actually securing it-
Sure.

Q —she's got it. And by the way it's referred to as

a cyber crime program in this document, isn't it?

A Well, what she has up here in the forward subject,

yes.

Q And also in the first sentence, I just secured—

A Okay.

Q 7,000 —five to seven—

A That's what it says.

Q In a cyber crime program. You didn't object at that

time to the fact that she called it a program, did

you?

MS. BENSKY: Objection, mischaracterizes

what the document says. The document says for

getting a cyber crime program started.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q You didn't object to her calling it a cyber —for

getting a cyber crime program started at that time,

did you?

A It's not saying here one way or the other.
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Q And you wouldn't criticize her for this?

A No.

(Exhibit 26 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q Do you have Exhibit 26 in front of you?

A Yes, sir.

Q And does that appear to be the document that was

attached to Exhibit 25?
A It says it's a proposal for a cyber security homeland

security program at UW Platteville.

Q And it refers in the body of it to having just
received a $7,000 donation from AT&T?

A It says funding ideas is what is stated in that first

sentence.

Q And would you —do you believe this is likely the

document that was attached to the prior exhibit?

A I will not attest to that, sir.

Q Have you seen this document before?

A I don't recall.

Q Assuming you had received it, the document —the

exhibit I just presented to you—
A 26.

Q —26 specifically describes a plan to create a cyber

security and criminal justice journals open access.

Do you see that, item No. 1?

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Q
A
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Did you object to her use of the word program?

At that time I do not recall.

Q Thank you.

(Exhibit 25 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

Q
A

Q

A

Q

A

Have you had a chance to review Exhibit 25?

Yes, sir.

And it appears to be an e-mail from Dr. Burton to you

saying that she's been doing a lot of brainstorming

on how to put together a unique cyber security

homeland security program for UW Platteville.

Do you see that?

Yes, sir.

She attached a document putting her thoughts on

paper. Did she do that?

It says here this is an attachment. It's not here

that I'm aware of.

Do you recall having received this document back in

October of 2012?

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q
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Yes, sir.

Did you at any time prior to January of —excuse

me —did you at any time criticize or object to

Dr. Burton's intention to create a cyber security and

criminal justice journal open access for UW

Platteville?

No. It says here she owns the following sites, so

apparently at this time she had those websites.

And item No. 2, Dr. Burton announced an intention to

create an undergraduate and graduate course for cyber

security. Did you at any time object to Dr. Burton's

intention to create an undergraduate or graduate

course for cyber security?

The desire to create one, no.

Number three reflects an intention by Dr. Burton to

create an undergraduate and graduate course for

homeland security.

Have you at any time criticized or objected

to Dr. Burton's intention to do that?

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q

A

It's addressed to me so I assume I did receive it.

And did you object in any way to the receipt —or to

Dr. Burton's brainstorming and paper to describe what

she was working on?

No, sir, I had others doing the same thing in other

areas.

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q

Not to create something.

And item No. 6, Dr. Burton announces the intention to

develop an emphasis in homeland and cyber security

within criminal justice.

Did you at any time criticize or object to

Dr. Burton's intentions to develop this emphasis?
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 1 A    I don't recall.
 2 Q    You certainly wouldn't -- you didn't say it was a bad
 3      thing, did you?
 4 A    No, for trying to obtain funding, no.
 5 Q    Or not trying to, actually securing it --
 6 A    Sure.
 7 Q    -- she's got it.  And by the way it's referred to as
 8      a cyber crime program in this document, isn't it?
 9 A    Well, what she has up here in the forward subject,
10      yes.
11 Q    And also in the first sentence, I just secured --
12 A    Okay.
13 Q    7,000 -- five to seven --
14 A    That's what it says.
15 Q    In a cyber crime program.  You didn't object at that
16      time to the fact that she called it a program, did
17      you?
18                MS. BENSKY:  Objection, mischaracterizes
19      what the document says.  The document says for
20      getting a cyber crime program started.
21 BY MR. HAWKS:
22 Q    You didn't object to her calling it a cyber -- for
23      getting a cyber crime program started at that time,
24      did you?
25 A    It's not saying here one way or the other.
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 1 Q    Did you object to her use of the word program?
 2 A    At that time I do not recall.
 3 Q    Thank you.
 4                (Exhibit 25 marked for identification.)
 5 BY MR. HAWKS:
 6 Q    Have you had a chance to review Exhibit 25?
 7 A    Yes, sir.
 8 Q    And it appears to be an e-mail from Dr. Burton to you
 9      saying that she's been doing a lot of brainstorming
10      on how to put together a unique cyber security
11      homeland security program for UW Platteville.
12                Do you see that?
13 A    Yes, sir.
14 Q    She attached a document putting her thoughts on
15      paper.  Did she do that?
16 A    It says here this is an attachment.  It's not here
17      that I'm aware of.
18 Q    Do you recall having received this document back in
19      October of 2012?
20 A    It's addressed to me so I assume I did receive it.
21 Q    And did you object in any way to the receipt -- or to
22      Dr. Burton's brainstorming and paper to describe what
23      she was working on?
24 A    No, sir, I had others doing the same thing in other
25      areas.
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 1 Q    And you wouldn't criticize her for this?
 2 A    No.
 3                (Exhibit 26 marked for identification.)
 4 BY MR. HAWKS:
 5 Q    Do you have Exhibit 26 in front of you?
 6 A    Yes, sir.
 7 Q    And does that appear to be the document that was
 8      attached to Exhibit 25?
 9 A    It says it's a proposal for a cyber security homeland
10      security program at UW Platteville.
11 Q    And it refers in the body of it to having just
12      received a $7,000 donation from AT&T?
13 A    It says funding ideas is what is stated in that first
14      sentence.
15 Q    And would you -- do you believe this is likely the
16      document that was attached to the prior exhibit?
17 A    I will not attest to that, sir.
18 Q    Have you seen this document before?
19 A    I don't recall.
20 Q    Assuming you had received it, the document -- the
21      exhibit I just presented to you --
22 A    26.
23 Q    -- 26 specifically describes a plan to create a cyber
24      security and criminal justice journals open access.
25                Do you see that, item No. 1?
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 1 A    Yes, sir.
 2 Q    Did you at any time prior to January of -- excuse
 3      me -- did you at any time criticize or object to
 4      Dr. Burton's intention to create a cyber security and
 5      criminal justice journal open access for UW
 6      Platteville?
 7 A    No.  It says here she owns the following sites, so
 8      apparently at this time she had those websites.
 9 Q    And item No. 2, Dr. Burton announced an intention to
10      create an undergraduate and graduate course for cyber
11      security.  Did you at any time object to Dr. Burton's
12      intention to create an undergraduate or graduate
13      course for cyber security?
14 A    The desire to create one, no.
15 Q    Number three reflects an intention by Dr. Burton to
16      create an undergraduate and graduate course for
17      homeland security.
18                Have you at any time criticized or objected
19      to Dr. Burton's intention to do that?
20 A    Not to create something.
21 Q    And item No. 6, Dr. Burton announces the intention to
22      develop an emphasis in homeland and cyber security
23      within criminal justice.
24                Did you at any time criticize or object to
25      Dr. Burton's intentions to develop this emphasis?
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8

9

10

11

12

No.

Item No. 7 described an intention to tixn an emphasis

into a major in homeland and cyber security in the

next years.

Did you ever criticize or object to

Dr. Burton's intention to do that?

No.

Item No. 8, it was an intention to build a UW cyber

security center.

Did you ever object to or criticize

Dr. Burton's intention to do that?

No.

7

8

9

10

11

12

A

Q

Q
A

And —okay.

So the next note appears to be —the next subsequent

note appears to be from Dr. Burton to Dean Throop,

correct?

Well, the top —I think it says from the dean to

Dr. Burton here.

Go down-
And it says terrific, yada, yada, yada, Sabina wrote

this —meet with Aric -- put together a proposal for

CJ.
You see the line that reads on November 19, 2012, at

9:59 a.m. Sabina wrote.

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Q

A

Q
A

Was there at one time or in the fall of 2012 school

year some discussion of naming that cyber security

center the Caywood Cyber Security Center?

Seriously?

That's a question.

No.

(Exhibit 27 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

This appears to be two e-mails, the first from you to

Dr. Burton. It begins by saying, I thought about

this over the weekend.

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

A

Q
A

This is just FYI.

Yeah, that appears to be from Sabina?

To the dean or from her to me? I'm not sure.

Q Okay. But then if you go up to the first of the

notes, it's from the dean to Sabina Burton, and the

subject is cyber crimes, and the dean is saying

terrific, correct?

MS. BENSKY: Object to foundation.

BY MR. HAWKS:

Subject to that. It appears that the dean is writing

to Sabina?

25

10

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

A

Q
A

A

Can you describe for us what it was you

were thinking about over the weekend of November 19
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of2012?
It looks like it's trying to come up with an emphasis

or what's required for an emphasis in criminal

justice.

And what emphasis would that have been?

Well, it would be —here, this is all dealing with

the cyber security focus.

And does the dean express an opinion with regard to

your idea?

Well, it says here —I think my response is it says

here they need 15 to 16 credits if an emphasis must

be in criminal justice, 15 credits in theory and so

forth —or should have been probably five credits,

brings you to 21, and an emphasis would need a total

of about 36. Outside would fall short. A

certificate may be more appropriate.

We had three emphasis at that time, and it

was Law Enforcement, Corrections, and at one time

they could get a Forensic Investigation emphasis.

And it was just —each one was about five credits—

five courses for an emphasis. So that's what I'm

referring to here, trying to come up with a number of
courses that would meet the emphasis requirement.

There is generally no requirement for a certificate.

All right. Then—

25

10

11

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q
A

Q
A

Q
A

Do you have Exhibit 28 in front of you?

Yes, sir.

This appears to be a letter from you to Dr. Burton

congratulating her on moving one step closer to

getting a system grant; is that correct?

That's what it says.

What would that system grant have been for?

Well, if you go down towards the bottom of the page,

it appears to be an e-mail from a Dr. Gill, and it

says, Dear Sabina, thank you for submitting a

pre-proposal for an applied research wifi technology

advancement grant. It has been reviewed. And I

believe that is —they submitted a pre-proposal.

What is a pre-proposal?

Well, apparently, if you go to the next one, We look

forward to receiving your full proposal no later than

January 14, 2013. So I hate to make assumptions, but

it's probably saying this is what we'e looking at or

this is what we propose.

You certainly didn't discourage Dr. Burton from

proceeding with this request for a system grant, did

you?

Yes.

And complimenting her; is that fair?

Page 123

A Terrific, yeah, sounds like progress is being made.

(Exhibit 28 marked for identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:
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 1 A    No.
 2 Q    Item No. 7 described an intention to turn an emphasis
 3      into a major in homeland and cyber security in the
 4      next years.
 5                Did you ever criticize or object to
 6      Dr. Burton's intention to do that?
 7 A    No.
 8 Q    Item No. 8, it was an intention to build a UW cyber
 9      security center.
10                Did you ever object to or criticize
11      Dr. Burton's intention to do that?
12 A    No.
13 Q    Was there at one time or in the fall of 2012 school
14      year some discussion of naming that cyber security
15      center the Caywood Cyber Security Center?
16 A    Seriously?
17 Q    That's a question.
18 A    No.
19                (Exhibit 27 marked for identification.)
20 BY MR. HAWKS:
21 Q    This appears to be two e-mails, the first from you to
22      Dr. Burton.  It begins by saying, I thought about
23      this over the weekend.
24                Can you describe for us what it was you
25      were thinking about over the weekend of November 19

Page 121
 1      of 2012?
 2 A    It looks like it's trying to come up with an emphasis
 3      or what's required for an emphasis in criminal
 4      justice.
 5 Q    And what emphasis would that have been?
 6 A    Well, it would be -- here, this is all dealing with
 7      the cyber security focus.
 8 Q    And does the dean express an opinion with regard to
 9      your idea?
10 A    Well, it says here -- I think my response is it says
11      here they need 15 to 16 credits if an emphasis must
12      be in criminal justice, 15 credits in theory and so
13      forth -- or should have been probably five credits,
14      brings you to 21, and an emphasis would need a total
15      of about 36.  Outside would fall short.  A
16      certificate may be more appropriate.
17                We had three emphasis at that time, and it
18      was Law Enforcement, Corrections, and at one time
19      they could get a Forensic Investigation emphasis.
20      And it was just -- each one was about five credits --
21      five courses for an emphasis.  So that's what I'm
22      referring to here, trying to come up with a number of
23      courses that would meet the emphasis requirement.
24      There is generally no requirement for a certificate.
25 Q    All right.  Then --
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 1 A    And -- okay.
 2 Q    So the next note appears to be -- the next subsequent
 3      note appears to be from Dr. Burton to Dean Throop,
 4      correct?
 5 A    Well, the top -- I think it says from the dean to
 6      Dr. Burton here.
 7 Q    Go down --
 8 A    And it says terrific, yada, yada, yada, Sabina wrote
 9      this -- meet with Aric -- put together a proposal for
10      CJ.
11 Q    You see the line that reads on November 19, 2012, at
12      9:59 a.m. Sabina wrote.
13 A    This is just FYI.
14 Q    Yeah, that appears to be from Sabina?
15 A    To the dean or from her to me?  I'm not sure.
16 Q    Okay.  But then if you go up to the first of the
17      notes, it's from the dean to Sabina Burton, and the
18      subject is cyber crimes, and the dean is saying
19      terrific, correct?
20                MS. BENSKY:  Object to foundation.
21 BY MR. HAWKS:
22 Q    Subject to that.  It appears that the dean is writing
23      to Sabina?
24 A    Yes.
25 Q    And complimenting her; is that fair?
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 1 A    Terrific, yeah, sounds like progress is being made.
 2                (Exhibit 28 marked for identification.)
 3 BY MR. HAWKS:
 4 Q    Do you have Exhibit 28 in front of you?
 5 A    Yes, sir.
 6 Q    This appears to be a letter from you to Dr. Burton
 7      congratulating her on moving one step closer to
 8      getting a system grant; is that correct?
 9 A    That's what it says.
10 Q    What would that system grant have been for?
11 A    Well, if you go down towards the bottom of the page,
12      it appears to be an e-mail from a Dr. Gill, and it
13      says, Dear Sabina, thank you for submitting a
14      pre-proposal for an applied research wifi technology
15      advancement grant.  It has been reviewed.  And I
16      believe that is -- they submitted a pre-proposal.
17 Q    What is a pre-proposal?
18 A    Well, apparently, if you go to the next one, We look
19      forward to receiving your full proposal no later than
20      January 14, 2013.  So I hate to make assumptions, but
21      it's probably saying this is what we're looking at or
22      this is what we propose.
23 Q    You certainly didn't discourage Dr. Burton from
24      proceeding with this request for a system grant, did
25      you?
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three times before it must be decided whether it

becomes a permanent course offering. That decision

is a deparhnental decision, and it must be approved

by the department.

Why did you include that sentence in this

letter?

Are you referring to the January 24, 2013, letter,

Exhibit 6?
I am, I misspoke.

Well, it's one thing to offer a Current Topics

course, and there's not a great deal of say other

than what the faculty member does to create that

course, but it can only be taught so many times. If
it's taught three times, then it has to become a full

course. It has to go through all the procedures.

A Current Topics course does not have to go

through any curriculum review. It's something-
it's hot, it's current, we'e got someone that can

talk about it, present that course, but it is not

part of the established curriculum. And it can only

be taught three times before it would have to be

approved as part of a curriculum of a program.

But my question was why did you include that

sentence?

Well, I just want her to know what's required here.

Page 127
You'e talking about creating a program, you know,

the steps to go through to get these courses approved

to be part of a program.

You must have believed that Dr. Burton didn't know

No.

Dr. Caywood, could you refer back to the exhibit

which is the January 24, 2013, letter from you to

Dr. Burton. It would have been early in the day.

MS. BENSKY: Exhibit 6.
MR. HAWKS: Some of the extra copies are

folded in there with those.

Q In that January 24, 2013, letter from you to

Dr. Burton, you wrote, and I'm quoting, You'e

advertising in press releases and websites that the

department and university are supportive of what you

are doing. That is in error.

MS. BENSKY: Where are you reading from?

Okay, I found it. It's the second page. It's right

here (indicating).

THE WITNESS: Okay.

BY MR. HAWKS:

9

10
Q
A

12

13

15

16

17

We just reviewed several exhibits in which you acted

in a manner supportive of what Dr. Burton was doing.

MS. BENSKY: Object. It mischaracterizes

the exhibits.

18

19

20

21

22BY MR. HAWKS:

Subject to that objection would you say that the-
that as of December —that —hang on just a second.

Would it be —it's an open-ended question
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here, Dr. Caywood. Please explain how it is that

Dr. Burton was advertising that the department and

university are supportive of what she was doing?

I took that to mean that the cyber security program

had been approved by the department and was

sanctioned by the university which is not true.

You took that to —based upon the press release?

None of this had gone through any curriculum

committee. To establish a program you have to come

up with courses. You have to have FTE positions to

fill those courses. And none of that had ever

23

24
Q

A

Q
A

25

that, otherwise you wouldn't have written it?

I just want to clarify.

Did you believe that Dr. Burton didn't know what was

required?

Sir, to be honest I just put that in there so she

would be aware this is what the procedures are.

Do you think that Dr. Burton wasn't aware that a

program had to be reviewed by the multiple levels you

had described earlier in your testimony?

I don't know.

10

11

12happened. It's one thing to ask for a grant. We'e

always looking for money.

In part though you relied upon information contained

on the websites that were created, the open websites

that were created, correct?

What was stated in those websites, I think, if you

have a copy of it, I believe it referred to that

those were in existence or it was going to be

approved or something along that line.

Those are the same websites that Dr. Burton informed

13

You must have assumed she didn't know, otherwise you

would have been preaching to the choir?

MS. BENSKY: Asked and answered.

15

16

17

18 BY MR. HAWKS:

Q In that January 24 letter, you write that the FI

program had the overwhelming support of the

department. Did that support include Dr. Fuller?

A No.

19

20

21

22you about back in September of 2012?
That she owned, yes.

In your January 24, 2012, letter to Dr. Burton you

wrote, quote, Current Topics courses can be offered

You also write in that letter, We got courses passed

through the appropriate curriculum committees before

offering a single course.

23

24

25
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 1 A    No.
 2 Q    Dr. Caywood, could you refer back to the exhibit
 3      which is the January 24, 2013, letter from you to
 4      Dr. Burton.  It would have been early in the day.
 5                MS. BENSKY:  Exhibit 6.
 6                MR. HAWKS:  Some of the extra copies are
 7      folded in there with those.
 8 Q    In that January 24, 2013, letter from you to
 9      Dr. Burton, you wrote, and I'm quoting, You're
10      advertising in press releases and websites that the
11      department and university are supportive of what you
12      are doing.  That is in error.
13                MS. BENSKY:  Where are you reading from?
14      Okay, I found it.  It's the second page.  It's right
15      here (indicating).
16                THE WITNESS:  Okay.
17 BY MR. HAWKS:
18 Q    We just reviewed several exhibits in which you acted
19      in a manner supportive of what Dr. Burton was doing.
20                MS. BENSKY:  Object.  It mischaracterizes
21      the exhibits.
22 BY MR. HAWKS:
23 Q    Subject to that objection would you say that the --
24      that as of December -- that -- hang on just a second.
25                Would it be -- it's an open-ended question
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 1      here, Dr. Caywood.  Please explain how it is that
 2      Dr. Burton was advertising that the department and
 3      university are supportive of what she was doing?
 4 A    I took that to mean that the cyber security program
 5      had been approved by the department and was
 6      sanctioned by the university which is not true.
 7 Q    You took that to -- based upon the press release?
 8 A    None of this had gone through any curriculum
 9      committee.  To establish a program you have to come
10      up with courses.  You have to have FTE positions to
11      fill those courses.  And none of that had ever
12      happened.  It's one thing to ask for a grant.  We're
13      always looking for money.
14 Q    In part though you relied upon information contained
15      on the websites that were created, the open websites
16      that were created, correct?
17 A    What was stated in those websites, I think, if you
18      have a copy of it, I believe it referred to that
19      those were in existence or it was going to be
20      approved or something along that line.
21 Q    Those are the same websites that Dr. Burton informed
22      you about back in September of 2012?
23 A    That she owned, yes.
24 Q    In your January 24, 2012, letter to Dr. Burton you
25      wrote, quote, Current Topics courses can be offered
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 1      three times before it must be decided whether it
 2      becomes a permanent course offering.  That decision
 3      is a departmental decision, and it must be approved
 4      by the department.
 5                Why did you include that sentence in this
 6      letter?
 7 A    Are you referring to the January 24, 2013, letter,
 8      Exhibit 6?
 9 Q    I am, I misspoke.
10 A    Well, it's one thing to offer a Current Topics
11      course, and there's not a great deal of say other
12      than what the faculty member does to create that
13      course, but it can only be taught so many times.  If
14      it's taught three times, then it has to become a full
15      course.  It has to go through all the procedures.
16                A Current Topics course does not have to go
17      through any curriculum review.  It's something --
18      it's hot, it's current, we've got someone that can
19      talk about it, present that course, but it is not
20      part of the established curriculum.  And it can only
21      be taught three times before it would have to be
22      approved as part of a curriculum of a program.
23 Q    But my question was why did you include that
24      sentence?
25 A    Well, I just want her to know what's required here.
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 1      You're talking about creating a program, you know,
 2      the steps to go through to get these courses approved
 3      to be part of a program.
 4 Q    You must have believed that Dr. Burton didn't know
 5      that, otherwise you wouldn't have written it?
 6 A    I just want to clarify.
 7 Q    Did you believe that Dr. Burton didn't know what was
 8      required?
 9 A    Sir, to be honest I just put that in there so she
10      would be aware this is what the procedures are.
11 Q    Do you think that Dr. Burton wasn't aware that a
12      program had to be reviewed by the multiple levels you
13      had described earlier in your testimony?
14 A    I don't know.
15 Q    You must have assumed she didn't know, otherwise you
16      would have been preaching to the choir?
17                MS. BENSKY:  Asked and answered.
18 BY MR. HAWKS:
19 Q    In that January 24 letter, you write that the FI
20      program had the overwhelming support of the
21      department.  Did that support include Dr. Fuller?
22 A    No.
23 Q    You also write in that letter, We got courses passed
24      through the appropriate curriculum committees before
25      offering a single course.
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Were you intending to imply that Dr. Burton

had done otherwise?

Are you referring to here for the creation of the FI

program?

We got courses passed through the appropriate

curriculum committees before offering a single

course.

And my question is did you think that

Dr. Burton had done something differently?

All right. Let me try to find that. That is in

reference to the FI program explaining to her how

that program came into existence, and she was not in

the department at the time that program was created.

Are you —but by writing that sentence, did you

intend to insinuate that she had done something

wrong?

I was just laying out the procedure how that program

went through and said in the next sentence that it

was a long process to go through to get a program

approved.

And again, you must have believed that Dr. Burton

didn't know it was a long process to get a program

approved?

As I said previously she was not present. That was

the last program that was approved, and she was not
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A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

3

5
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22

23

24

25

in the department at that time.

Are you familiar with a Professor Stan Stojkovic?

Yes, sir.

Has he been critical of the FI program?

Yes, sir.

And have there been others outside the department who

have been critical?

Q

A

Q

A

Q

For example?

I'm asking you have there been others outside the

department that are critical of the FI program?

The current dean brought in two individuals —Stan

Stojkovic is one. I don't recall the other man, but

he was from the university of I think Eastern

Kentucky —to look at —to evaluate the forensic

investigation program, and they were both critical of

that program.

Stan was critical of that program because

it competed with programs and courses he had at his

college where Stan is the dean of the college of
social work.

A

Q

A
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20

(Exhibits 29 and 30 marked for

identification.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

21
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23

I believe Dr. Stojkovic describes the program as a

train wreck?

24

25
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MS. BENSKY: Do you know what the date for

this document is?

THE WITNESS: Stan's was May 10, 2014.

MR. HAWKS: I don't know what the date is,

but I believe there were—

MS. BENSKY: Is this the exhibit you

intended to give to him? You gave me something else.

MR. HAWKS: I gave you two, 29 and 30.
(Discussion held off the record.)

BY MR. HAWKS:

So Dr. Stojkovic refers to the program as a train

wreck. Is that a sound criticism in your opinion?

Firstly on the date I was no longer department chair

at that time, so I had no say on what was going on

inside the department. Stan objected to the creation

of the FI program from the very get-go. As I alluded

to earlier, we were competing with courses offered at

his university.

Do you recall a search conducted and chaired by

Mr. Dutelle when the decision was made to hire

Q

A

Q

Danelle Bemis into an FI position instead of Rachael

Moore?

Danelle Bemis was the person that was hired.

Danelle by the way, is that a male or female?

Female.

A

Q
A
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You considered Mr. Dutelle to be the logical choice

rather than Dr. Burton to chair five search and

screen committees while Dr. Burton chaired only one.

Could you elaborate on the reason for why it was a

logical choice?

I think it would probably depend upon what the

specific search was for. If it was for something in

the FI field, then yes, he would be the logical

choice because he is the director of the forensic

investigation program. If it was for a law

enforcement position, then he would be the logical

choice because he had been a law enforcement officer,

and he had a background in law enforcement.

Mr. Dutelle chaired a search committee that hired

Dana Cecil. Are you familiar with that search

committee and that hiring decision?

I hired her initially for the two-year positions, and

then we opened up to a search. And if you say he was

the chair, then he was the chair.

All right. Was there a personal relationship between

Dana Cecil and Mr. Dutelle at the time he chaired

Q

A

Q

that committee?

A No.

Q Did you socialize with Mr. Dutelle while he was

employed by UW Platteville?
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 1                Were you intending to imply that Dr. Burton
 2      had done otherwise?
 3 A    Are you referring to here for the creation of the FI
 4      program?
 5 Q    We got courses passed through the appropriate
 6      curriculum committees before offering a single
 7      course.
 8                And my question is did you think that
 9      Dr. Burton had done something differently?
10 A    All right.  Let me try to find that.  That is in
11      reference to the FI program explaining to her how
12      that program came into existence, and she was not in
13      the department at the time that program was created.
14 Q    Are you -- but by writing that sentence, did you
15      intend to insinuate that she had done something
16      wrong?
17 A    I was just laying out the procedure how that program
18      went through and said in the next sentence that it
19      was a long process to go through to get a program
20      approved.
21 Q    And again, you must have believed that Dr. Burton
22      didn't know it was a long process to get a program
23      approved?
24 A    As I said previously she was not present.  That was
25      the last program that was approved, and she was not
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 1      in the department at that time.
 2 Q    Are you familiar with a Professor Stan Stojkovic?
 3 A    Yes, sir.
 4 Q    Has he been critical of the FI program?
 5 A    Yes, sir.
 6 Q    And have there been others outside the department who
 7      have been critical?
 8 A    For example?
 9 Q    I'm asking you have there been others outside the
10      department that are critical of the FI program?
11 A    The current dean brought in two individuals -- Stan
12      Stojkovic is one.  I don't recall the other man, but
13      he was from the university of I think Eastern
14      Kentucky -- to look at -- to evaluate the forensic
15      investigation program, and they were both critical of
16      that program.
17                Stan was critical of that program because
18      it competed with programs and courses he had at his
19      college where Stan is the dean of the college of
20      social work.
21                (Exhibits 29 and 30 marked for
22      identification.)
23 BY MR. HAWKS:
24 Q    I believe Dr. Stojkovic describes the program as a
25      train wreck?
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 1                MS. BENSKY:  Do you know what the date for
 2      this document is?
 3                THE WITNESS:  Stan's was May 10, 2014.
 4                MR. HAWKS:  I don't know what the date is,
 5      but I believe there were --
 6                MS. BENSKY:  Is this the exhibit you
 7      intended to give to him?  You gave me something else.
 8                MR. HAWKS:  I gave you two, 29 and 30.
 9                (Discussion held off the record.)
10 BY MR. HAWKS:
11 Q    So Dr. Stojkovic refers to the program as a train
12      wreck.  Is that a sound criticism in your opinion?
13 A    Firstly on the date I was no longer department chair
14      at that time, so I had no say on what was going on
15      inside the department.  Stan objected to the creation
16      of the FI program from the very get-go.  As I alluded
17      to earlier, we were competing with courses offered at
18      his university.
19 Q    Do you recall a search conducted and chaired by
20      Mr. Dutelle when the decision was made to hire
21      Danelle Bemis into an FI position instead of Rachael
22      Moore?
23 A    Danelle Bemis was the person that was hired.
24 Q    Danelle by the way, is that a male or female?
25 A    Female.
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 1 Q    You considered Mr. Dutelle to be the logical choice
 2      rather than Dr. Burton to chair five search and
 3      screen committees while Dr. Burton chaired only one.
 4      Could you elaborate on the reason for why it was a
 5      logical choice?
 6 A    I think it would probably depend upon what the
 7      specific search was for.  If it was for something in
 8      the FI field, then yes, he would be the logical
 9      choice because he is the director of the forensic
10      investigation program.  If it was for a law
11      enforcement position, then he would be the logical
12      choice because he had been a law enforcement officer,
13      and he had a background in law enforcement.
14 Q    Mr. Dutelle chaired a search committee that hired
15      Dana Cecil.  Are you familiar with that search
16      committee and that hiring decision?
17 A    I hired her initially for the two-year positions, and
18      then we opened up to a search.  And if you say he was
19      the chair, then he was the chair.
20 Q    All right.  Was there a personal relationship between
21      Dana Cecil and Mr. Dutelle at the time he chaired
22      that committee?
23 A    No.
24 Q    Did you socialize with Mr. Dutelle while he was
25      employed by UW Platteville?
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A I was not involved in that. That was handled by the

dean.

Yes.

At any of those social events was Mr. Dutelle

accompanied by Dana Cecil?

Afterwards.

What year was that?

Whatever year she was dismissed. I mean she was

dismissed like in end of summer or in August of
whichever year. I don't remember the year.

Do you know why there was a position created called

director of first year experience for Dr. Nemmetz?

Why, I do not know.

Do you know whether or not Dr. Nemmetz complained

about unfair treatment in her application process?

For that position I do not know.

Any other complaints of unfair treatment?

You'd have to ask her.

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

After when?

After she had been hired in that position. At some

later date they did start dating.

In the academic staff position or in the tenure

faculty position?

Dana was never offered a tenure track position. Hers

was an academic staff position.

She began initially this two-year period you

described?

I appointed her —or I —here's what happened. We

had —Amy Nemmetz left, quit at the eleventh hour,

took another position on campus, so we were

scrambling to try to find someone to basically take

over the online undergraduate program.

Dana was a graduate of that program. I

spoke with the dean, with the provost, Nimocks, and

Jean Durr to see if we could possibly get a two-year

period, just a two-year contract for her to come in

and take that over so in that two-year time period we

could do a search, open it up to a search, because we

just did not have time with Amy leaving.

You don't know of any others?

I'm not -- I just don't recall.

Do you know why that director position was canceled

after she was hired into the criminal justice program

in 2014?

Q

A

Q

15

16
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19

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

20
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24

25

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

No, sir.

Did Dr. Fuller ever complain about sexual harassment

or sex discrimination to your knowledge?

No, sir.

Have there ever been any complaints or allegations of
professional wrongdoing lodged against you between

Page 135
'96 and 2 —until the present or until the date of
your retirement?

Say the first word again, please.

Have there ever been any complaints or allegations of
professional misconduct lodged against you?

The grievance.

Besides this.

Not that I'm aware of.
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And they agreed to that, so it was a

two-year appointment and Ms. Cecil knew that's all it

was was a two-year appointment. During that time

frame we went through the process then of creating a

committee then to conduct a search for a person to

fill that academic staff position.

And you said that Mr. Dutelle began dating Ms. Cecil

at some point in time, and I guess the reference I

need is whether or not it was before or after Dutelle Do you have any information to explain the absence of
Mr. Dutelle's DRB file?

9

10chaired that search.

12

13

14

15

19

20

21

22

23

16

17

24

25

Q
A

Q

A

Q

It was after.

Do you know why Danelle Bemis was fired?

I know, I believe, some of the reasons.

Can you please share with us the reasons that you

know?

She was conducting intern visits. In our program for

internship they would go out and meet with the

students and someone within the department, talk

about the internship and so forth. And what was, I

think, given to me by the dean, one, she made passes

at the person that was —that she was visiting, the

member of the department. And she also made

allegations that Mr. Dutelle had been sleeping with

some of the undergraduate students.

Were those allegations investigated?

12

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A

Q

A

Q

A

Q

Explain why Mr. Dutelle -- the file was

missing on January 10; on April of 2013 -- April 19,

2013; April 22, 2013; and again on May 24, 2013.
I'l reframe the question. I understand an objection

would be appropriate.

Do you have any knowledge that

Mr. Dutelle's file was missing at any time?

No, sir. You understand that file is retained by the

faculty member.

Except there are certain periods of time-
Yes.
—as I understand when it's open for review by the

appropriate committee?

At the department and college level, yes.

And even —at those times when it should be
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 1 A    Yes.
 2 Q    At any of those social events was Mr. Dutelle
 3      accompanied by Dana Cecil?
 4 A    Afterwards.
 5 Q    After when?
 6 A    After she had been hired in that position.  At some
 7      later date they did start dating.
 8 Q    In the academic staff position or in the tenure
 9      faculty position?
10 A    Dana was never offered a tenure track position.  Hers
11      was an academic staff position.
12 Q    She began initially this two-year period you
13      described?
14 A    I appointed her -- or I -- here's what happened.  We
15      had -- Amy Nemmetz left, quit at the eleventh hour,
16      took another position on campus, so we were
17      scrambling to try to find someone to basically take
18      over the online undergraduate program.
19                Dana was a graduate of that program.  I
20      spoke with the dean, with the provost, Nimocks, and
21      Jean Durr to see if we could possibly get a two-year
22      period, just a two-year contract for her to come in
23      and take that over so in that two-year time period we
24      could do a search, open it up to a search, because we
25      just did not have time with Amy leaving.
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 1                And they agreed to that, so it was a
 2      two-year appointment and Ms. Cecil knew that's all it
 3      was was a two-year appointment.  During that time
 4      frame we went through the process then of creating a
 5      committee then to conduct a search for a person to
 6      fill that academic staff position.
 7 Q    And you said that Mr. Dutelle began dating Ms. Cecil
 8      at some point in time, and I guess the reference I
 9      need is whether or not it was before or after Dutelle
10      chaired that search.
11 A    It was after.
12 Q    Do you know why Danelle Bemis was fired?
13 A    I know, I believe, some of the reasons.
14 Q    Can you please share with us the reasons that you
15      know?
16 A    She was conducting intern visits.  In our program for
17      internship they would go out and meet with the
18      students and someone within the department, talk
19      about the internship and so forth.  And what was, I
20      think, given to me by the dean, one, she made passes
21      at the person that was -- that she was visiting, the
22      member of the department.  And she also made
23      allegations that Mr. Dutelle had been sleeping with
24      some of the undergraduate students.
25 Q    Were those allegations investigated?
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 1 A    I was not involved in that.  That was handled by the
 2      dean.
 3 Q    What year was that?
 4 A    Whatever year she was dismissed.  I mean she was
 5      dismissed like in end of summer or in August of
 6      whichever year.  I don't remember the year.
 7 Q    Do you know why there was a position created called
 8      director of first year experience for Dr. Nemmetz?
 9 A    Why, I do not know.
10 Q    Do you know whether or not Dr. Nemmetz complained
11      about unfair treatment in her application process?
12 A    For that position I do not know.
13 Q    Any other complaints of unfair treatment?
14 A    You'd have to ask her.
15 Q    You don't know of any others?
16 A    I'm not -- I just don't recall.
17 Q    Do you know why that director position was canceled
18      after she was hired into the criminal justice program
19      in 2014?
20 A    No, sir.
21 Q    Did Dr. Fuller ever complain about sexual harassment
22      or sex discrimination to your knowledge?
23 A    No, sir.
24 Q    Have there ever been any complaints or allegations of
25      professional wrongdoing lodged against you between
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 1      '96 and 2 -- until the present or until the date of
 2      your retirement?
 3 A    Say the first word again, please.
 4 Q    Have there ever been any complaints or allegations of
 5      professional misconduct lodged against you?
 6 A    The grievance.
 7 Q    Besides this.
 8 A    Not that I'm aware of.
 9 Q    Do you have any information to explain the absence of
10      Mr. Dutelle's DRB file?
11                Explain why Mr. Dutelle -- the file was
12      missing on January 10; on April of 2013 -- April 19,
13      2013; April 22, 2013; and again on May 24, 2013.
14      I'll reframe the question.  I understand an objection
15      would be appropriate.
16                Do you have any knowledge that
17      Mr. Dutelle's file was missing at any time?
18 A    No, sir.  You understand that file is retained by the
19      faculty member.
20 Q    Except there are certain periods of time --
21 A    Yes.
22 Q    -- as I understand when it's open for review by the
23      appropriate committee?
24 A    At the department and college level, yes.
25 Q    And even -- at those times when it should be
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Dr. Burton?

In what manner?
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available, if it was not, you have no knowledge of 1

that? A

Page 37
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5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Q

A

Q

A

Q

A

No.

Do you know that your spouse called Dr. Burton's

husband on July 11,2013?

Yes, sir.

And did she attribute to Dr. Burton the pressure you

received from Dean Throop?

I was not privy to that conversation.

Did you ever share —strike that.

Did you ever tell anybody that one of the

reasons that you believe the writing was on the wall

for you to depart as chair of the department was a

function of Sabina Burton's grievance and complaint?

And by complaint I mean the federal court complaint.

Did I believe that?

10

12

13

14

15

16

Q

A

A

Q

With regard to the ATT grant?

As far as I know, she received that money, and it

went forward from there.

Do you recall saying at the grievance —this is

Dr. Burton's grievance hearing, I misunderstood what

was going on. I did not see it as sexual harassment

and, you know, when we had the meeting with the dean

and HR, it was brought to my attention that that'

what this is.

Do you recall saying that?

If that's in the statement, then I said it.

How could that handwritten note with a faculty

member's cell number on it given to a female student

in a class not constitute sexual harassment?

17
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Q

A

Uh-huh.

No.

A

Q
A

Q

In which grievance, hers or mine?

Hers.

Whatever is in the transcript. I don't recall that

being said by one of the members of the committee

Do you believe the rug was pulled out from

Q And you never told anybody anything to that effect?

A I don't recall saying that, no.

Q Do you believe that Dean Throop and the provost acted

outside of university policy when they met with you

and you observed that writing was on the wall and

that you needed to go?

A I believe —and I filed a grievance against both of
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them —that they did not follow the university

procedures for removing a department chair or for

appointing of another department chair, yes, I filed

a grievance against both of them.

Q Did you take that grievance to hearing?

A Yes, sir.

Q What was the outcome?

A I think it's basically too bad, so sad. We won't do

it again. I'm just para —that's how —that they

sided with them. A, they acted inappropriately, but

they promised they wouldn't do it again.

Q It's 3:40 in the afternoon. Anything you can do to

shorten up your answers is greatly appreciated.

A I'm just telling you the truth.

Q During the grievance proceedings, in the hearing in

particular, one of the board members —or do you

recall one of the board saying, quote, Just reading

what I read, I did have the feel like the rug was

pulled out from under Dr. Burton (as read), or words

to similar effect?
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Q

A
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What did you mean by saying that nothing had been

done since?

There was —as far as I was aware, there was nothing

ever, you know, implemented to say here are the

appropriate procedures and so forth, how this —a

situation like this should be handled.

Would it be a fair summation then to say from your

perspective this was a problem, but it was never

fixed?

A From my perspective this was an incident that

happened. It wasn't in my point of view clear

guidelines on how it should be handled, and I

thought, you know, there should be some clear

guidelines, in situations like this involving a

student and a faculty member, this should be the

procedure. Now, I do not believe that was ever done.

Q All right. Between 2004 and 2006 four faculty

members had been hired by the department.

A I believe that's 12, correct?

Q Uh-huh.

A Okay.

Q Aric Dutelle. I think it's Susan-
A Should be Susan with an N.

Q Hilal, Dale Kapla, and Laura Khorhy?

A Correct.

I can't answer that.

Do you recall saying during the hearing, And so did I

screw up? Oh, yeah, yeah, but then nothing has been

done since then either.

If that's in the statement, I said it.

MS. BENSKY: The question was do you recall

it, so just answer the question.

THE WITNESS: Yes.

BY MR. HAWKS:
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 1      available, if it was not, you have no knowledge of
 2      that?
 3 A    No.
 4 Q    Do you know that your spouse called Dr. Burton's
 5      husband on July 11, 2013?
 6 A    Yes, sir.
 7 Q    And did she attribute to Dr. Burton the pressure you
 8      received from Dean Throop?
 9 A    I was not privy to that conversation.
10 Q    Did you ever share -- strike that.
11                Did you ever tell anybody that one of the
12      reasons that you believe the writing was on the wall
13      for you to depart as chair of the department was a
14      function of Sabina Burton's grievance and complaint?
15      And by complaint I mean the federal court complaint.
16 A    Did I believe that?
17 Q    Uh-huh.
18 A    No.
19 Q    And you never told anybody anything to that effect?
20 A    I don't recall saying that, no.
21 Q    Do you believe that Dean Throop and the provost acted
22      outside of university policy when they met with you
23      and you observed that writing was on the wall and
24      that you needed to go?
25 A    I believe -- and I filed a grievance against both of
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 1      them -- that they did not follow the university
 2      procedures for removing a department chair or for
 3      appointing of another department chair, yes, I filed
 4      a grievance against both of them.
 5 Q    Did you take that grievance to hearing?
 6 A    Yes, sir.
 7 Q    What was the outcome?
 8 A    I think it's basically too bad, so sad.  We won't do
 9      it again.  I'm just para -- that's how -- that they
10      sided with them.  A, they acted inappropriately, but
11      they promised they wouldn't do it again.
12 Q    It's 3:40 in the afternoon.  Anything you can do to
13      shorten up your answers is greatly appreciated.
14 A    I'm just telling you the truth.
15 Q    During the grievance proceedings, in the hearing in
16      particular, one of the board members -- or do you
17      recall one of the board saying, quote, Just reading
18      what I read, I did have the feel like the rug was
19      pulled out from under Dr. Burton (as read), or words
20      to similar effect?
21 A    In which grievance, hers or mine?
22 Q    Hers.
23 A    Whatever is in the transcript.  I don't recall that
24      being said by one of the members of the committee.
25 Q    Do you believe the rug was pulled out from
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 1      Dr. Burton?
 2 A    In what manner?
 3 Q    With regard to the ATT grant?
 4 A    As far as I know, she received that money, and it
 5      went forward from there.
 6 Q    Do you recall saying at the grievance -- this is
 7      Dr. Burton's grievance hearing, I misunderstood what
 8      was going on.  I did not see it as sexual harassment
 9      and, you know, when we had the meeting with the dean
10      and HR, it was brought to my attention that that's
11      what this is.
12                Do you recall saying that?
13 A    If that's in the statement, then I said it.
14 Q    How could that handwritten note with a faculty
15      member's cell number on it given to a female student
16      in a class not constitute sexual harassment?
17 A    I can't answer that.
18 Q    Do you recall saying during the hearing, And so did I
19      screw up?  Oh, yeah, yeah, but then nothing has been
20      done since then either.
21 A    If that's in the statement, I said it.
22                MS. BENSKY:  The question was do you recall
23      it, so just answer the question.
24                THE WITNESS:  Yes.
25 BY MR. HAWKS:
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 1 Q    What did you mean by saying that nothing had been
 2      done since?
 3 A    There was -- as far as I was aware, there was nothing
 4      ever, you know, implemented to say here are the
 5      appropriate procedures and so forth, how this -- a
 6      situation like this should be handled.
 7 Q    Would it be a fair summation then to say from your
 8      perspective this was a problem, but it was never
 9      fixed?
10 A    From my perspective this was an incident that
11      happened.  It wasn't in my point of view clear
12      guidelines on how it should be handled, and I
13      thought, you know, there should be some clear
14      guidelines, in situations like this involving a
15      student and a faculty member, this should be the
16      procedure.  Now, I do not believe that was ever done.
17 Q    All right.  Between 2004 and 2006 four faculty
18      members had been hired by the department.
19 A    I believe that's 12, correct?
20 Q    Uh-huh.
21 A    Okay.
22 Q    Aric Dutelle.  I think it's Susan --
23 A    Should be Susan with an N.
24 Q    Hilal, Dale Kapla, and Laura Khorhy?
25 A    Correct.
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Could you explain —all four are no longer there,

correct?

8/2 1/20 15 ywood, Ph.D

That is correct.3 A

Could you provide the explanations why each of them

left?

A It is laid out in this document, but we'l go first

with Laura Corey. Her husband was in the criminal

justice department at the University of Wisconsin

Page 38
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Aleppo, and I reached out to her to find out how her

family was doing, and that's the last contact I had

with her. And they were doing okay.

MR. HAWKS: Why don't I take a few minutes

with Dr. Burton in the hall and see if there's any

additional questions.

(Recess taken from 3:48 to 3:55 p.m.)
BY MR. HAWKS:
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Q

A

Parkside. She was teaching someplace back east. And

she applied for a position, wonderful credentials so

that she was hired in our department within that

year. And she was —received a job there at

Parkside to be with her husband. So she left for

personal reasons to be with her husband at Parkside.

Dale Kapla was hired —Dale's Ph.D. was

from West Virginia. If I remember correctly it was

in political science. Dale was from UP Michigan,

upper peninsula. That's where he was raised. He

worked for a sheriffs department up there. During

his time at UWP, a position opened up there at —I
don't know if it was Marquette, but it was some

university there in the UP relatively close to where

he lived.

Dale came in, and we talked about this.

And he was tom by the fact that he'd had just been

Page 141

here a year, but there was this opportunity for him

to get home. I said, go for it if you can get that,

because that doesn't come along that often where a

person can get a job in this career field that close

to home. And so that's why he left. He was hired to

teach that university there in upper Michigan.

Susan left to accept a position in

Minneapolis. She was from that area. Her Ph.D. was

from I believe South Dakota state. It's just right

on the border between South Dakota and Minnesota.

She was from the Minneapolis area. And so there was

an opportunity for her to move up there. She moved

back up there to be with her family.

Aric, you know the story. He stayed and

went —eventually went over to work in sponsored

programs and then accepted a position as a grant

writer out in Oregon.

Do you have contact information for any of them

currently?

Probably Aric. I think Dale is —I think is a dean

in one of the colleges where he's at in northern

Michigan. The other two I do not.

I did e-mail Susan at one time because

Susan was originally —her family was from Syria,

and during the uprising there —her family is from

9
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A

Q

A

Q —advising of taking the courses for 2013?
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A It had to have been after all this, so in the spring.

Because advising I think was generally sometime in

October of the fall semester and March/April time

frame in the spring semester on that. But this was

after all this happened. Because I was told not to

talk to her, so I didn'. I never approached her.

Q This happened on October 10 or 11 though, so after

October 10 or 11 could be November of 2012?

A

Q

A

I don't think it was resolved by then. It could have

been. You know, I don't remember. I know I spoke to

her sometime after August had transpired.

One other question then is —relates to these

websites that you were upset about which you

criticized Dr. Burton for that it misrepresented the

nature of the program at UW Platteville as did Dean

Throop. Did you ever look at those websites?

I can't honestly say whether I in fact actually

visited those websites, no. I know I saw printings

of them.

And if those websites said on their face words to the

effect that UW Platteville is considering a program,

then they would not have offended you at all,

correct?

I still think it was a misrepresentation, what was

said. There had been no approval of the program.

Just a couple questions with regard to the timing of
your conversation with the student who was your

advisee and had been the victim of the breach

experiment. You were advising her for the purpose of
advising her with regard to the courses she should be

taking for the second semester, was that correct?

It is an advising appointment where we look at the

their schedule, look at the courses they have

selected to make sure they are taking the courses

they need to graduate. That's the purpose. They

also have to meet with a faculty member to get their

secret number to log in and enroll in class, so it

was an academic advising meeting.

So isn't it true that would have occurred by mid

November of 2012 because you would be-
No.
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 1 Q    Could you explain -- all four are no longer there,
 2      correct?
 3 A    That is correct.
 4 Q    Could you provide the explanations why each of them
 5      left?
 6 A    It is laid out in this document, but we'll go first
 7      with Laura Corey.  Her husband was in the criminal
 8      justice department at the University of Wisconsin
 9      Parkside.  She was teaching someplace back east.  And
10      she applied for a position, wonderful credentials so
11      that she was hired in our department within that
12      year.  And she was -- received a job there at
13      Parkside to be with her husband.  So she left for
14      personal reasons to be with her husband at Parkside.
15                Dale Kapla was hired -- Dale's Ph.D. was
16      from West Virginia.  If I remember correctly it was
17      in political science.  Dale was from UP Michigan,
18      upper peninsula.  That's where he was raised.  He
19      worked for a sheriff's department up there.  During
20      his time at UWP, a position opened up there at -- I
21      don't know if it was Marquette, but it was some
22      university there in the UP relatively close to where
23      he lived.
24                Dale came in, and we talked about this.
25      And he was torn by the fact that he'd had just been
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 1      here a year, but there was this opportunity for him
 2      to get home.  I said, go for it if you can get that,
 3      because that doesn't come along that often where a
 4      person can get a job in this career field that close
 5      to home.  And so that's why he left.  He was hired to
 6      teach that university there in upper Michigan.
 7                Susan left to accept a position in
 8      Minneapolis.  She was from that area.  Her Ph.D. was
 9      from I believe South Dakota state.  It's just right
10      on the border between South Dakota and Minnesota.
11      She was from the Minneapolis area.  And so there was
12      an opportunity for her to move up there.  She moved
13      back up there to be with her family.
14                Aric, you know the story.  He stayed and
15      went -- eventually went over to work in sponsored
16      programs and then accepted a position as a grant
17      writer out in Oregon.
18 Q    Do you have contact information for any of them
19      currently?
20 A    Probably Aric.  I think Dale is -- I think is a dean
21      in one of the colleges where he's at in northern
22      Michigan.  The other two I do not.
23                I did e-mail Susan at one time because
24      Susan was originally -- her family was from Syria,
25      and during the uprising there -- her family is from
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 1      Aleppo, and I reached out to her to find out how her
 2      family was doing, and that's the last contact I had
 3      with her.  And they were doing okay.
 4                MR. HAWKS:  Why don't I take a few minutes
 5      with Dr. Burton in the hall and see if there's any
 6      additional questions.
 7                (Recess taken from 3:48 to 3:55 p.m.)
 8 BY MR. HAWKS:
 9 Q    Just a couple questions with regard to the timing of
10      your conversation with the student who was your
11      advisee and had been the victim of the breach
12      experiment.  You were advising her for the purpose of
13      advising her with regard to the courses she should be
14      taking for the second semester, was that correct?
15 A    It is an advising appointment where we look at the
16      their schedule, look at the courses they have
17      selected to make sure they are taking the courses
18      they need to graduate.  That's the purpose.  They
19      also have to meet with a faculty member to get their
20      secret number to log in and enroll in class, so it
21      was an academic advising meeting.
22 Q    So isn't it true that would have occurred by mid
23      November of 2012 because you would be --
24 A    No.
25 Q    -- advising of taking the courses for 2013?
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 1 A    It had to have been after all this, so in the spring.
 2      Because advising I think was generally sometime in
 3      October of the fall semester and March/April time
 4      frame in the spring semester on that.  But this was
 5      after all this happened.  Because I was told not to
 6      talk to her, so I didn't.  I never approached her.
 7 Q    This happened on October 10 or 11 though, so after
 8      October 10 or 11 could be November of 2012?
 9 A    I don't think it was resolved by then.  It could have
10      been.  You know, I don't remember.  I know I spoke to
11      her sometime after August had transpired.
12 Q    One other question then is -- relates to these
13      websites that you were upset about which you
14      criticized Dr. Burton for that it misrepresented the
15      nature of the program at UW Platteville as did Dean
16      Throop.  Did you ever look at those websites?
17 A    I can't honestly say whether I in fact actually
18      visited those websites, no.  I know I saw printings
19      of them.
20 Q    And if those websites said on their face words to the
21      effect that UW Platteville is considering a program,
22      then they would not have offended you at all,
23      correct?
24 A    I still think it was a misrepresentation, what was
25      said.  There had been no approval of the program.
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Nothing had been approved by anyone. This is someone

saying here's what I'm hoping to do.

But you couldn't of course know that without having

viewed the sites?

STATE OF WISCONSIN ))SS:
2 MILWAUKEE COUNTY )
3

I, Tammy R. O'Neal, RPR and Notary

Public in and for the State of Wisconsin, do hereby

certify that the preceding deposition was recorded by

me and reduced to writing under my personal

direction.

Or I saw a printout of them.

And did you see a printout of it?

It seems to me that I did.

But you don't recall clearly? 8

No. No, sir. 9

And did you have any conversations with Dean Throop 10

about this subject? 11

About the websites? 12

I further certify that said deposition was

taken at Wisconsin Department of Justice, 17 West

Main Street, Madison, Wisconsin, on the 21st day of

August, 2015, commencing at 10:07a.m. and concluding

at 3:59p.m.

I further certify that I am not a relative

or employee or attorney or counsel of any of the

parties, or a relative or employee of such attorney

or counsel, or financially interested directly or

indirectly in this action.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my

hand and affixed my seal of office on this 28th day

of August, 2015.

About the websites and the —yeah, about the

websites.

13

Well, I know there are other people on campus

involved in that as well about those websites.

15

16

Who else?

I think it was the people in OIT. You'd have to talk

to the dean or those individuals.

17

18

19

Remind me what OIT stands for.

Office of information technology. They'e the ones

that —all the computer people on that, so I think

there was someone involved in that from there as

20

21

22

23

25

well. Again, you'd have to speak with Dean Throop

about that.
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Q You wouldn't know how they'd be involved?

A No.

MR. HAWKS: All right. We have no further

questions.

MS. BENSKY: All right. Thank you.

(Deposition concluded at 3:59p.m.)
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24 Notary Public

25 My commission expires 8/2/19.
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 1      Nothing had been approved by anyone.  This is someone
 2      saying here's what I'm hoping to do.
 3 Q    But you couldn't of course know that without having
 4      viewed the sites?
 5 A    Or I saw a printout of them.
 6 Q    And did you see a printout of it?
 7 A    It seems to me that I did.
 8 Q    But you don't recall clearly?
 9 A    No.  No, sir.
10 Q    And did you have any conversations with Dean Throop
11      about this subject?
12 A    About the websites?
13 Q    About the websites and the -- yeah, about the
14      websites.
15 A    Well, I know there are other people on campus
16      involved in that as well about those websites.
17 Q    Who else?
18 A    I think it was the people in OIT.  You'd have to talk
19      to the dean or those individuals.
20 Q    Remind me what OIT stands for.
21 A    Office of information technology.  They're the ones
22      that -- all the computer people on that, so I think
23      there was someone involved in that from there as
24      well.  Again, you'd have to speak with Dean Throop
25      about that.
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 1 Q    You wouldn't know how they'd be involved?
 2 A    No.
 3                MR. HAWKS:  All right.  We have no further
 4      questions.
 5                MS. BENSKY:  All right.  Thank you.
 6                (Deposition concluded at 3:59 p.m.)
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 1      STATE OF WISCONSIN )

                        ) SS:
 2      MILWAUKEE COUNTY   )
 3

 4                     I, Tammy R. O'Neal, RPR and Notary
 5      Public in and for the State of Wisconsin, do hereby
 6      certify that the preceding deposition was recorded by
 7      me and reduced to writing under my personal
 8      direction.
 9                I further certify that said deposition was
10      taken at Wisconsin Department of Justice, 17 West
11      Main Street, Madison, Wisconsin, on the 21st day of
12      August, 2015, commencing at 10:07 a.m. and concluding
13      at 3:59 p.m.
14                I further certify that I am not a relative
15      or employee or attorney or counsel of any of the
16      parties, or a relative or employee of such attorney
17      or counsel, or financially interested directly or
18      indirectly in this action.
19                In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my
20      hand and affixed my seal of office on this 28th day
21      of August, 2015.
22

23                        ________________________________
                        TAMMY R. O'NEAL, RPR

24                         Notary Public
25 My commission expires 8/2/19.
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Amina https:Wimbra_uwplatt.edu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id65990


Zimbra d , 6 2 -y L D burtons@uwplatt.edu


Re: Graduate course development


From : Thomas E Caywood <caywood@uwplatt.edu> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 02:49 PM


Subject : Re: Graduate course development


To : Sabina Burton<burtons@uwplatt.edu>
I spoke to David van Buren about your proposal. As it is, he didn't think it would be


approved. That's why I sent it back to you.
Tom


-- Original Message -----
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2013 12:18:57 PM


Subject: Graduate course development


Tom,


I don't need to get computer experts to explain what encryption is. I used to work with
encrypted material in the past. I know what encryption is and how to explain it to
students. Why do you question my expertise?


In cyber-security it is important to understand what encryption is as many cyber-criminals
use to hide information. Cracking encryption of legitimate sites makes sensitive material
vulnerable to ID and credit card thieves.


The syllabus was a first draft, a submission to get permission from grad. council to
develop a graduate course. I don't have it all figured out yet as it is a summer project not
a spring project. I just needed the ok to work on it this summer.


Sabina


GRAMANNftEPORTING,LTD.


3 21 2013 8:33 A\i












Zimbra https://zimbra.uwplatt.edu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=55595


Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Fwd: Note


From : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 12:22 PM


Subject : Fwd: Note


To : Aric W Dutelle <dutellea@uwplatt.edu>


I am soooo relieved :)


----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 12:14:10 PM


Subject: Re: Note


burtons@uwplatt.edu> Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 11:28:33 PM Subject: Fwd:
Note
Sabina:
Lorne explained the note as part of a breach experiment to get peoples eractions. He did
this in both sections of reseach.
I suggested he email everyone in both clsses to explain what he did and why he did it.
Tom


1 of 1 1/26/2013 8:20 PM












Zimbra https://zimbra.uwplatt.edu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=55894


Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


studentcomplaints


From : Thomas E Caywood <caywood@uwplatt.edu>


Subject : student complaints


To :Banachoc@uwplatt.edu,bemisd@uwplatt.edu,
burtons@uwplatt.edu,caywood@uwplatt.edu,
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lomaxj@uwplatt.edu, ricede@uwplatt.edu,
rosse@uwplatt.edu,cecild@uwplatt.edu,
reedre@uwplatt.edu,kratcha@uwplatt.edu


Tue, Oct 16, 2012 10:20 AM


i attachment


FYI:
See attachment on how we should deal with student complaints.


Tom Caywood, Ph.D.
Chairman, Criminal Justice Department
UW-Platteville
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I feel I must be like Paul Harveyand tell you the rest of story in the context of thedepartment'shistory.
The criminal justicedepartmenthas been a stand-alone department since 1971. The department in the
70s and 80s had as many as 500 majors. When President Reagan dismantled the LEEPprogram numbers
starteddroppingto lows of 300+ in the mid-80s and early 90s. I was hired in 1991. Thedepartment
included Robert Warfield, David Van Buren, Joe Lomax, Kathy Winz and Stephen Walters. Stephen


helped me develop the researchmethod course.The first new cj course in years. I learned quickly how
tonavigatethe politics (turf protection) ofcurriculumcommittees. Cheryl Fuller replaced Stephen, who
left because the DRBwould not support hispromotion to full professor. Cheryl and I worked to start a


graduateprogram. Charlotte Stokes was the dean and Ralph Curtis was the provost. This was


envisionedas a traditional on campusprogram.ChancellorMarkee was interested in cost recover on
line programs. He wassupportive of the on line approach. We proposed the graduate program and it
was approved by the Board of Regents. While Dr. Markee wassupportive, we later learned his support
did not include anyadditionalpositionsor resources. So we developed a graduateprogram with the
faculty we had. I developed 3 graduate courses for the program. Cheryl and I were thedepartment's


representativesto the graduateprogram. Project Managementwas created as a graduate on line


program and engineeringalsocreated an on line graduate program. Both coordinators reporteddirectly
to theirrespectivedeans. Cheryleventuallybecomes the director of the criminal justice graduate


program.


In 2003 Provost Carol Sue Buttsaskeddepartmentchair, Joe Lomax, whether we as a departmentcould
develop a forensic related program. The departmenthad the backing of theadministrationthrough the
entiredevelopmentprocess providing funding and moreimportantlypositions to start the forensic


investigationprogram. Anation-widesearch was held late 2003 and early 2004. Aric Dutelle was hired,


as academicstaff, to start the FI program beginning Fall 2004. He has a Master's degree in forensic


sciences. We had several F1 classes approved through all relatedcurriculumcommittees by the time
Aricarrived on campus for the Fall semester. Not everyone in thedepartmentwas supportive of the FI


program or of Mr. Dutelle's qualifications (Cheryl Fuller and Susan Hilal). All of this whilewe were on
the 4th


meetings. At a department function at my home Cheryl and Susan standing in my kitchen encouraged
me to run against Joe Lomax for chair. Which I did. Come time for faculty to vote on the chaironly two
votes were cast. One for me and one forJoe. Everyone else abstained. Silly me I voted for myself. Kathy


Winzvoted for Joe. Mittie Nimocks was the dean at the time. While trying to figure out what to do
Cheryl and Susan went to Mittie to express their desire to seeJoeremoved. I became chair by default.
I'd been played like a cheap guitar and Joe got shafted. I became chair in 2006. Between 2004 and 2006
4 facultymembers had been hired by thedepartment.Aric, Susa Hilal, Dale Kapla and Laura Khorhy.
Susan and Cheryl'sbehavior toward Ariccontinued to escalate to the point where I had to sit Susan


down to tell her to stop. Susan left the next year to accept a facultyposition in Minneapolis (where she
has family). Dale stayed one year as he accepted a position at a university in upper Michigan about 20


milesfrom his home town. We helped Laura with hermoving expenses to get her here from back east.
She stayed a yearbeforeacceptinga position at UW Parkside,whereher husband had been teaching for


several years. So basically UW Platteville paid for her move to themid-west so she could get a position
at Parkside. To say I took over a harmoniousdepartment would be a mistake.
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In January 2008 the criminal justicedepartmentmoved from Warner Hall to thesuites in Ullsvik. Ofiice


space was assigned by seniority. Cj chair and the directorof the graduate program were assigned the
two largest offices. Tenuretrack faculty and academicstaffby seniority picked which office each


wanted. KathyWinzopted not to take a windowoffice as she was retiring May 2008. So the seniorstaff
picked windowedoffices.Junior staff picked remainingoffices. That was the way it was then that is the
way it is now. Joe Lomax retired in December 2012. He was granted emeritus status and has not moved
out of hiswindowed ofiice. As soon as he does Sabina, who is next in senioritywill be able to move if
she wants.


Over the years we have had a number of failed searches. One year we had two new hires and both
backed out during the summer. We have been continuouslytrying to get faculty hired to bring us up to
full strength.


Amy Nemmetz and Joe LeFevre were hired in the fall of 2007 as academic staff. We were scrambling to
fill positions(see above). Amy was Cheryl's pick from the start. Amy had a master'sdegree and work
experience.Joe LeFevre had a master's degree and was a police officer in Platteville. Both met the
minimum requirementsand were hired. After being hired both Amy and Joe began working toward on -


line doctorates. Both did eventuallyreceived Ph. Ds.


There became a time when thedepartmentwas advertising for a tenure track position that academic


staffbeganapplying for those position even when they did not meet the qualifications. With Cheryl's
backingAmybeganapplying for every tenure trackposition posted. One case in particular that Sabina


makes reference to was when Amy applied for the researchpositionposted. Amy had no research
experience outside of research papers for classes or the secondary data source she used for her
dissertation. She was not qualified for the position and as a member of thedepartment I had a right to
express myview as other members had expressedtheirviews. Both the Provost(MittieNimocks)and
the Director of HR(Jean Durr) questioned me aboutAmy's qualifications. The Provost accepted my
explanation that Amy did not have thebackground for the position. The HR Director on the otherhand


even made the comment to me that "we sure would like to keep Pete (Amy'shusband and physical


plant employee) as he is such a good supervisor." Shortly after that and just before the Fall semester


started Amy resigned from the CJdepartment to accept the position as directorof first year experiences


at a salary about double what she was making in an academic staffposition. Leaving me scrambling to
find someone to replace her. Joe LeFevre applied for and was hired as the new director of the forensic


program at Fox ValleyTechnicalCollege. His salarywent from $36,000 as an academic staff to nearly
$80,000 in the new position. Joe original came to Platteville from the Fox Valleyarea. So he got a better


paying job closer to his familyhome.


When Amy resigned in late July 2011 we were short not only a lecturer but also the undergraduate on
line coordinator. We did not have time to advertise or conduct a search for a replacement with such
timeconstraints. Dana had a master'sdegree from UW-Platteville and hadworked forTarget in loss


prevention. She had on lineexperience and work related experience. I approached Provost Nimocks


and Ms. Durr, Director of HR, to see if it would be possible to issue a 2 year onlycontract. We could fill
the position immediatelyand have time as a department to decide how to proceed in filling this tenure
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track position. So did I hand pick Dana Cecil? Yes I did with the approval of the Provost and Director of
HR. Dana knew from day 1 she had a twoyearcontract with nopromise of anything beyond that time
frame.


Fall 2012. We started the semesterwith 2 new hires; Dr. Rex Reed with a correctionsemphasis and
Danelle Bemis in the FI program with a masters in forensic sciences. Due to her lack of teaching


experience she was hired as teachingacademic staff. We were still short of faculty. By the end of
semesterwe had 5 different searchesongoing. Fundingwas available from Distance Learning to hire a


full time on line facultymemberwhowould be on campus in the cj department. Cheryl chairs this


committee. Aric Dutelle volunteered to chair thesearchcommittee for Joe Lomax's replacement. With
the newdean ElizabethThroop we were able to split the tenure track/ undergraduate coordinator
position (the Susan Hilal, AmyNemmetz and Dan Cecil CJ 1 position)merge the .25outreachcoordinator
(part of Joe Lomax's position) and create a new TSI position of .25outreachcoordinator, .5
undergraduate on line coordinatorand .25 teachingacademic staff. The CJ1 positionconvertedback to
a straight tenure track position. It was decided early on with the approval of the dean and director of
HR to reduce the numberof differentsearch committees and allow each committee to search for


multiplepositions. That is how Lorne Gibson became chair of 2 searches and Aric Dutelle became head


of 2 searches.


I would to speak brieflyabout myrelationshipto Cheryl Fuller. I will not go into great detail but an


explanation is needed in context with this grievance. At the start there were three on linegraduate
programs; criminaljustice,projectmanagement andengineering. Projectmanagementis a stand-alone


graduateprogram with no undergraduate connection. Bill Haskins reports directly to dean of BILSA. Lisa


Riedle was the coordinatorof theengineeringmasters and reported to dean of EMS. Cheryl felt she


should not have to report to a departmentchair when the other coordinators reported to a dean. The


Board of Regentsgave thecriminal justicedepartmentpermission to develop a graduateprogram.The


master'sprogram belongs to the criminal justicedepartment. In thebeginning Cheryl was on a 9 month
contract just like the rest of thedepartment.Cheryl convinced Carol Sue Butts to make this a 12 month
contract and expanded Cheryl'sduties without consulting the department. Cheryl had free reign to run
the graduate program as she liked with little input from thedepartment.This has been a major bone of
contention with the faculty members. She eventually was able to report directly to the dean. She had


total control of the graduate program shedeterminedwho was accepted into the program, who took


which courses, when a student would graduate. She had total control overstudent.The department had


no say overwho shecontracted to teach courses, to revise courses or to developcourses.The


department had lost control of the graduate program. Asdepartmentchair I had no say on any aspect


of the program Cheryl even had her own separatebudget which I was not privy to. She could spend


money any way shewanted withoutanycontrol. I had tried for years to gain control of the graduate


program without receivingsupport from thepreviousdean. To make a long story short Dean Throop


supported thedepartment'sdesire to regaincontrol of the graduate program. Cheryl could work with
me and the department or she could step down. As a result Cheryl and I have had a good working
relationship and she is trying to get on campus faculty involved in the graduate program. She is trying


and so am 1.
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I would like to make a few generalstatementsand then I will get to the specificcharges. This is my sixth


year asdepartmentchair I've been in the cj department22 years. There are over a thousand students in


the criminal justiceprogramwhether on campus or on line. Students may receive a bachelor's degree in


criminaljustice on campusor on -line; they maypursue a forensicinvestigationdegree on campus or
obtain a master'sdegree in criminaljustice on line. We have 11 full time faculty on campus including Dr.


Fuller who is full time director of the graduateprogram. There are also a numberofadjunctlecturers on


campus and on line. I am ultimately responsible for all.


The criminal justice department is a hierarchicalorganizationwherefacultyreport to the chair, the chair
reports to the dean, who reports to the provost, who reports to thechancellor.We are just like any


other academicdepartment on campus. Faculty governance is the force behind academics on this


campus. The faculty hand book is very specific in handling complaints and grievances. If a faculty


member has a compliantor grievance against another facultymember faculty guidelinesdescribe the
process. This committee is the appropriate governing body not the director of HR. Nowhere in our hand


book does it say the HR gets involved in facultygovernance issues.


I can empathize with Sabina in regard to work, health, and family. The numerousemailcomplaintssent
by Sabina have taken a toll on my work environment as I am often caught between her, other faculty in


C.J., Dean Throop, HR and the Provost. Much of my time thisschool year has been dealingwith her


actions, reactions, and disgruntled behavior. In September I wastransported by ambulance to Madison
due to a pulmonayembolism (blood clots in the lungs). I've had stress test due to reoccurringchest
pains. I've had a CAT scan due to thedevelopmentof clusterhead-aches. Even though thiscondition is


not directly related to the work related stress themedicationrequiresconstantmonitoringvia blood


tests. When dealing with health issues is never good to have work related stress added to the problem.
Mymother in lawpassed away on March 3 of this year. Three days later mybrothersand I put our


mother in hospice. Her days with us are limited. We all have family issues to deal with. It is part of life.


There are 2 points that I believe explain much of what has happened with Dr. Burton. The first is an


exchange ofemails between her and I that happened between May31* and June 1* 2012. The second


point is aconversationSabina had with my wife last summer.


Email A is a series of emails between Sabina occurringon May 31" and June 1*. Part l is Sabina


inquiringabout her summer intem load. She lets me know she had received an unsolicited job offer and


she may have to entertain future offers if her income diminished. My reply in part 2 explains how
interns are divided up. I also replied if opportunities were available elsewhere I wished her the best. I


took this as a veil threat. Part 3 is her reply about herconcerns for salary issues. (at the end of this


report is an appendix listing of all the on campus overloads or additionalcourses she has taught). It


seem likeeconomicissues wasbecominga major concern. Thesecond point is a conversationshe had
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with mywife last summer(July)whileattending a social function at the invitation of a mutual friend, Dr.


Burton made numerous complaints to my wife about the University. She complained about Dr. Fuller


and hermanagement of the C.J. graduate program. She also complained about the students and the


quality of the Master's program. She calmed down a bit after herhusband gave her a nudge with his


elbow. Dr. Burton did make it clear to my wife that she was going to follow Dr. Fuller'smethod to get
what she wanted. This method includes emails to upperadministrationand human resources without
communicationwith thedepartmentchair. At the time my wife thought it strange that Dr. Burton


would share thisstrategywith her.


In the fall my wife happened to stop by the CJ. Department. As she passed Dr. Burton'soffice she


stopped to say, "Hello" My wife asked about Dr. Burton'sparents and asked if they would be visiting
from Germany this fall. Dr. Burton informed by wife her parents would not be making the trip due to
health concerns and then proceeded to complain about the UW-Plattevilleadministration. Apparently,
DeanThroop had somequestionsabout a grant proposal Dr. Burton was writing. My wife told me she
was unable to have a pleasantconversation with Dr. Burton about her family since she only wanted to
list hercomplaintswith UW-Platteville.


Listed below are specific issues I would like to address.


1. I will start with the most recent incident.Developmentof a graduate CJ course.October 4, 2012 an


email from Dr. Fuller, director of cj graduate program, to Sabina RE: newcoursedevelopment- first
time offering Spring 2014 see email #1. October 22, 2012 an email from Cheryl to Sabina stating Cheryl


had until late January tosubmit approved developmentcontract to DLC email #2. Email # 3 is a series of
emails on November 14* about coursedevelopmentin an effort to get everything to the Grad Council


for the DecemberMeeting. It did nothappen.


Email # 4 from Cheryl toSabinaabout the course development. This email is dated February 12* 2013.


On March 18*Sabina's proposal was placed in my mailbox. The Graduate Council wasscheduled to
meet on Thursday March 21". I reviewed the proposal and had severalconcerns. I met with Dr. David


Van Buren, dean of the graduate school late in the day on March 19th. Before his currentposition in the
UniversityAdministration, Dave was a long timememberof the criminal justicedepartment. He is a


leading expert in facultygovernanceand well versed in how the graduate council operates. I wanted to
get Dave's advice on Sabina'sproposal. He had objections to some of the wording and the focus of the
course. Exhibit A is myhand writtennote toCheryl on Sabina'sproposal making suggestions.The intent
was to ensure passage at theGraduateCouncil withoutobjections fromothermembers of theCouncil.
Email #5 is myemail to Sabina indicating I spoke with Dave and as is, he didn't think it would pass.
Induded is her response to me. Email #6 is a series of emailsbetween DaveVan Buren, Sabina and I.


I believe this is Sabina's iirst course submitted to the Grad Council. I don't believe she has every


submitted a course to theundergraduateCurriculumCommittee. I have done both. I have served on


the grad council and the collegecurriculumcommittee. I know the politics of getting a course approved.
Dave's and my intent were to make sure it would be approved without any trouble. Whynot take the
advice of the Dean of the GraduateSchool. Email #7 is a series of emails. Part 2 is from Dave where he
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thought the topic looked fine butexpressedconcerns about references to "training" and the areas of
thedocument that seemed to allude to the technical side ofcomputer security issues.


Email #8 dated Thursday at 10:15 AM March 21" when Sabina sent an updated proposal for him to
review. Dave was going to include this on the agenda. Once Sabina made thechanges I signed off on the
form and took it to the Dean's office for her signature. I approvedSabina'sproposal when she made
minormodifications.


2. AAFS (American Academy of ForensicScience)Conference. Email # 9 Sabina informsme she is


submitting abstracts of 3 students for the February meeting of the American Academy of Forensic
Sciences. My response was "sounds good."


Email # 10 Part 1 Sabina is asking for funding from thedepartment forher and her students. Part 2 is


measking her if the department had not providedfunding for a conference she and students went to in


the Fall semester. Part 3 she confirms I had. But she wantedmorefunding. Not in the 21 years I've
been here has the CJdepartment provided funding to a facultymember for 2 different conferences.
DianaJohnsonasked for fundingfor her and several students to attend the national conference in


February 2013, as this is the preeminentorganizationfor forensic sciences. Exhibit B is a University


press releaseabout Dr. Burton and her students whoattendedthe conference.Readingthis release you
would notknow that Professor Johnson and several of her students (1 did an oral panel presentation)
were also at thatconference nor would you learn that DianaJohnson is thepresidentelect of this


national organization.


The issue becomes how to fund faculty and student going to their first conference and then deny a


facultymember and students from going to their second conference. There were sufficient amounts in


the CJ Foundation account to fund both groups so I decided it would be easier to fund both groups.
Email # 11is an email to both facultymembers indicating$250 foreachstudent and $200 for each
facultymember. Facultymemberscould also apply for funding from the Dean's office forconferences.


Issue 3 Submission of 3 separate PACCE Projects. Sabina puts these PACCE projects in mymailbox on
February 12, 2013 for my approval. I reviewed herprojects which seemed to me to be very labor
intensive (ExhibitC). I was aware of her addition overloads and wasconcernedshe was doing toomuch.
Part 1 of Email #12 I raise my concern that she was doing toomuch. In fact for theSpring 13 semester
she was teachinga current topics course as anoverload, she had lintern she wassupervising,and one
graduateseminarpaper(all of which she was receivingadditional funds) she was also developing a short
study abroad trip toGermany. I did not force her to develop this study abroad course. Part 2 is her


reply. Part 3 informs her I signed the paperwork and put in hermailbox.


Issue 4 DRB files: I've been the chairman of the CRSTC in the past and seen first-handsome of the


problemsfaculty have had with DRB files. URSTPC guidelines are very specificabout DRB files that
include what goes in eachsection and the size of the folder of l inch. As a courtesy for all non-tenured
faculty I review their DRB files to ensure illes are incompliancewith current URSTPCguideline. It was


not until I looked at her file did I realize she is going up for tenure. She had not mentioned it
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beforehand. I was trying to get her to get her file to meet the requirements. Email 13 is a series of
emailsbetween Sabina, the DRB chair Elizabeth Gates and Cory Wein chair of the CRST.


With only 2 tenured faculty members in CJ (Cheryl & I) we had to go outside thedepartment and find


tenuredfaculty in the college to serve as tenuredfaculty for thepurpose of deciding the tenure issue for
two cj facultymembers (SabinBurton & Aric Dutelle). John Rink, Political Scienceand Elizabeth Gates,


Psychologywere approved by the dean to serve on the CJ DRB. Lizzy agreed to be the chair.


Sabina was going up for tenure a year early. I don't recall anyone going up early and getting it. Aric


Dutelle was hired in the Fall of 2004 to start the ForensicInvestigationProgram.His was the first TSI


position in the Department. He was brought in as teaching academic staff. It took 5 years to get this


position as a tenure track position. Anational search was conducted and he was hired in 2009. He was


given 2 years toward tenure by the dean and provost. For him this was his up or outyear. It is true I was
hesitantabout Sabina'searly tenure request. I did have a conversation with Cheryl Fuller, the only other
tenuredfacultymember in the department. We did discuss the early tenure request. Cheryl did make
the argument forearly tenure. Her reasoning was we should to avoid any repercussion. It wasn't worth
the fight. And I agreed with her on that. It wasn't worth a fight.


Email #14 notates that the tenured faculty of the departmentvotedunanimouslyto support her request
for tenure. The CRST took no action on tenure as it is a matterbetweenthe tenured faculty and the


chancellor.


Issue 5 studentnote issue: Criminal justice research methods in a class designed to educate students in


part on various methods ofcollectiondata or howdifferent types of experiments are conducted. As


part of classdiscussion on breach experiments the facultymember(LorneGibson)passed a note to a


female studentduring class. The note said "call me tonight642-4160" this was todemonstrateone


aspect of breach experiment- an effort to get a reaction. In onesection when Dr. Gibson handed the
note to a femalestudent she read the note laughed out loud passed the note to otherstudents who also
laughed and the lectured continued. Nothing else was said. In the other section he did the same thing
handing a note to a female student.Thisstudent looked at the note and said or did nothing. Dr. Gibson


continuedon with his lecture.This occurred on WednesdayOctober 10, 2012.


As I later learned (in an email from Dr. Burton on 10/17/12; email #15) this student contacted Dr. Burton


around 4:30PM on the 10th. Dr. Burton checked myoffice. I was not there. I have class on Wednesdays
from 3-6PM and I was in class. Sabina emailed the dean (LizThroop) at 5:01PM as part of a longer email.
Sabina spoke to anthercj facultymember shortlyafter heremail to the dean. Sabina did not notify me


of the incident until about 8:30 AM the following morning (Thursday October lith
note as described above, see email #16 and 16A. I was able to talk to Dr. Gibson shortlyafter noon on


the lith. This was the first time we were both were available to meet. In the meantimeSabina had


emailed me a copy of the note. I showed and asked Dr. Gibson about the note. He explained it was part
of a lecture on breach experiments and the note was an example of how to elicit a response. We talked


about how thestudentmay have misunderstood the purpose of the note. I instructed him to email both


sections of research methods to explain what happened. This he did at 12:17PM (see email #17). In the
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mean time I emailed Sabina with theexplanation of why the note was passed. From Thursdayafternoon
onward I had a number of emails from the dean & Sabina email #18, & 19. By this time the Provost and
Directorof HR where involved in a numberof emails about the incident.


The Dean directed me lateThursday evening Octobe11th to set up a meetingwith The Directorof HR,


the Dean, Lorne and myself forTuesdayOctober16* at 8:30 AM which I did. I am a trained investigator


and I began to investigate this incident.Trying to ascertain who the student was so I could speak to her
to find out what happened. I was instructed at the October 16* meeting to stop trying to speak to the
student I was instructed by the HR on October the 17"' to quit askingSabina for information (email # 20).
So I stopped. I was assured at theOctober 16'" meig that the &m &h Dkee d M eM
contact the student. I had not furtherinvolvement in the incident.Severalweeks later I had an advisee


meeting with the student in question. I asked her if she had beencontacted by either the Dean or
Director of HR. She said she had not.


I believe the issue with the student was mishandled from the start. I wasprevented from speaking to the
student. Lorne and I were summons to the officer of the Director of HR and grilled by her and the dean.
I was not informed of the incidentuntil 8:30 am the next day while the dean was notified almost
immediately.Sabinamade no effort to contact me that evening, no email, no text message, no phone
call even thought she had time to contact anotherfacultymemberand email the dean. As soon as


possible I spoke to LorneGibson to find out what happened. I had him send an email to all research


methodsstudents to explain what happened. I was not made aware of the student's name until later.
Sabina'sactions harken back to what she told my wife last summer.


Issue 6 ATT grant. See exhibit D my letter to Sabina concerningupcomingATT NewsRelease (exhibit E)
to be January 28, 2013 stating thedevelopment of a new cyber securityprogram in the criminal justice
department. In this letter I laid out a series of concerns forstatements made on websites owned by Dr.
Burton as well asmisrepresentationsabout a cyber-crime program. Emails#21 and #22 focus on this
issue. Exhibits F & G are copies of the websites.


I had no problemwith Sabina getting a grant from ATT. I was concerned aboutstatementsbeing made


about something that did not and does not exist in the criminaljusticedepartment.


Finally I would like to address the issue of double dipping. Aric Dutelle has been involved in a number of
activities out -side the classroom since he has been at UW-Platteville. He has worked with agencies of
the Federal Government in recovery attempts of human remains of US citizens killed in Africa. He has


been involved in forensic training for governmentagencies in Central and SouthAmerica. We made a


proposal to an agency in the federal Governmentof bringingcriminalistfrom Mexico for training here


on campus involvingchemistry, biology and forensic investigation faculty. It was not approved. Aric and
I haveworked jointly on a number of federal Department of Justice grants. To date we have not been


successful in obtaining federal grants. Aric has been successful in obtaining a Wisconsin Department of
Justice grant to purchasephotographicequipment. He has authoredseveral books. He, alongwith John
Rink(political science & mock trial supervisor) and ChuckCornett (chemistry) have provided forensic


camps for local high school students during the summer. Campparticipants learn about evident
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collection,crime lab techniques and conduct a mocktrial. One semester he did teach a class aboard an


aircraftcarrier. He was not on campus forseveral weeks at the start of thesemester. We had talked


aboutclasscoverage.This is a classic example of a hybrid type ofcourse (at the time no university policy
governed this) He utilized D2Lextensivelyfor this class until he returned to campus. Most cj faculty
members utilize D2L to some extent in their on campus classes. Aric has also lead short term study
abroad classes (in Honduras) for our students just like Sabina will do this summer with her study abroad
trip to Germany. Aric'sunderwatercrime scene course focused on scuba diving,photographingand
collectingphysical evidenceunderwater. I believe for the last time studentsmade 18 dives. Students


alsoconductedtraining session on evidence collection to local and national Honduras police. An


example of students conducting training and utilizing their foreign language skills. Does hedouble dip?
Yes. I have one facultymemberwho teaches on line course forUniversityout of state. I have another
facultymemberwho is a practicingattorney with a privatepractice. Aric Loreneand I received a 2 year
UW system grant for prior learningassessments. I believe Sabina double dips as she has taughtcourses
for the University of Phoenix and doesoutsideconsulting.


When you lookthrough all of the complaints leveled by Dr. Burton not once have i ever refused any of
her requests? Whether it was an overload, orapplying for grant orwhatever. Not once. I always


supported her.


An excellent example of my support of Sabina was herdecision to give a graduate student a D on his


seminarpaper even though Dr. Fuller was pressuringher to change it to a passing grade. This started
March 27, 2012, when I received a copy of the student'spaper. I believe issuingof grades is a faculty
issue. I did not even look at the paper. Sabina even sent a copy of the paper to the dean who also
supportedSabina's decision. This went through the appeals process with a final decision issued by the
Appeals Committee on September 25, 2012. I supported her 100% on this issue.


The problemsarise when I question what she is doing or try to suggest changes or try to correct her
when she has made false claims. So as long as she gets what she wants there are no problems. Raise an
issue or concern and the emails start flying all over campus. As an example Exhibit H is an email sent to
the dean and I with just a website listed. Part 2 is the dean's reply "Tom, don't respond." I don't respond
to all her emails. Particularly when I am instructednot to.


Sabina'shusband made an appoint to come in to talk to me. I tried to answers his questions as best I


could. I then informed the dean. Her reply is Exhibit I
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The only time I refused her request for anoverload was for the Fall 2014semester. I told all faculty


membersthere would be no overfoads no current topic coursesbecause I still have 12 cj courses to
staff. See email # 23 an original email sent out to all faculty members on January 8, 2013 statingthere
would be no overloads or current topiccourses until we can getcoursescovered. Asmentioned before


we've had 5 searcheson going. Email #24 is a series of emails when she asked to do an overload, my


reply in part 2, her reply in part 3 and myresponse in part 4.


In a recent email dated April 8, I emailed faculty to see who would be interested in supervising interns


this summer. Email 25 is Sabina'sreply. She will be included with all otherfacultymembers when it
comes time to assign intems.


A review ofemailsshows that I have been supportive of Sabina as I try to be with all faculty in the
criminal justicedepartment.The record is clear I haveneverrefused her request for anything.
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Appendix: listing the history of overloads, winterum, orpre-sessionclasses


Sabina Burton's additional teachingbeyond 12 credits per semester.


Overloads orteachingduring winterum orpre-session/does not includeinternshipsduringsummer.


Spring 2010 CJ 4630terrorism


Fall 2010 CJ 1130 Introduction to Criminal Justice


Winterum2011 CJ 4630 Behavioral Profiling


Spring 2011 CJ 4630 Terrorism


Summer2011 CJ 4630Behavioral Profiling


Requestedsummerappointment in excess of 2/9


Fall 2011 CJ 1130 Intro


Winterum 2012 Psy 4830 Psychologyand the law


Spring 12 CJ 4630 Domestic terrorism* 100% release for UW system grant


Summer2012 CJ 4630 women who kill (co taught with DianaJohnson)


CJ 3900 Research methods


Fall 2012 CJ 4630 Behavioral Profiling


Winterum 13 Psy 4830 Psychologyand the law


Spring 2013 CJ 4630 cyber crime


? Cj 4630 is the current topic coursenumberand a 3 credit course


CJ 4880 intern (1) this is an 8 credit course


List does not includeany contracts shereceived from thegraduateprogram.
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April 1, 2011


University ofWisconsin System
Institute on Race and Ethnicity
161 W. Wisconsin Avenue., Suite 6000
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53203-2602


Ref: Letter of Guarantee for Grant Application for Dr. Sabina Burton


REPORT


The University ofWisconsinPlatteville's Criminal Justice Department is committed to


staffdevelopment, is a dedicated leader in cutting edge curriculum and has made the


commitmentofsubstantial resources to encourage diversity and inclusivity in staff
recruitment, and curriculum development. Dr. Burton's background combines complex
field experiences with applied researchprojects that makes her uniquelyqualified to


participate in this research study. Dr. Burton'sproject proposal mirrors ourdepartment's


goals to develop revolutionary research topics and integrate them in ourprogramming to


promote inclusivethinking and decision making among our staffand student body. As


the Chair of the Department I support this proposal and specifically guarantee the


following:


1. Dr. Burton's grant award period will be devoted solely to research and


scholarly activity as described in herproposaldocument.
2. Dr. Burton'smentor, ProfessorJosephLomax, will serve as her mentor on the


project and will be given the appropriatescheduled time to provide her with
the neededsupport.


3. Dr. Burton will not be called upon to serve in a faculty governance or service


activity which conflicts withprojectwork.


The Criminal JusticeDepartment fully supports Dr. Burton'sproject and are confident it


will serve as a model that will enrich the theoretical understanding ofworkingprofiles in


terrorism and engage scholarly activitythroughout the field provoking system wide


policy evalution in this important field.


Res etf lly,


Dr Thomas Ca ood


CriminalJusticeDepartment 1132 Ullsvik Hall 608.342.1622 Fax: 608.342.1986


1 University Plaza ? Platteville, WI 53818-3099 ? www.uwplatt.edu
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· C
Zimbra buttons@uwplatt.edu


EXNI8IT


Re: Grad course development "*"me.tm


From : Thomas E Caywood<caywood@uwplatt.edu> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 05:25 PM


Subject : Re: Grad course development


To : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
You can make the changes I suggested or not it is up to you. The
proposal I received was not that indepth.
I guess after a course is approved at the graduate level it can be
filled out to provide more information about course content.
Dave is correct in his objections to several points in your proposal. I
didn't think it was necessary to go into great depth
about his or my objections to your proposal. I was suggestings changes
to make it easier to get it through the council.
So to be clear - you can take out the one objective that I noted and I
will sign it and send it to the dean or you can leave it in and I wont.
It is up to you.
Tom


----- Original Message -----
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "David P Van Buren" <vanburen@uwplatt.edu>
Cc: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>, "Cheryl BanachowskiFuller"
<banachoc@uwplatt.edu>
Sent : Wednesday, March 20 , 2013 4 : 08 : 04 PM


Subject: Re: Grad course development


Thanks, Dave. I have had several discussions with Rob Hasker on about
developing cyber-security courses at UWP. He's been very helpful and
supportive. I have never had any intentions of making this a technical
course but a course focused on law enforcement of cyber-crimes. However,
some technical aspects have to be addressed when dealing with computer
crimes, e.g. encryption.


----- Original Message -----
From: " David P Van Buren" <vanburen@uwplatt . edu>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Cc: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>, "Cheryl BanachowskiFuller"
<banachoc@uwplatt.edu>
Sent : Wednesday, March 20 , 2013 3 : 54 : 52 PM


Subject: Re: Grad course development


Thank you, Sabina. I'm copying Tom Caywood and Cheryl Banachowski-
Fuller on this in order to avoid any misunderstanding. I'm sorry if
there has been any miscommunication regarding my discussion with Tom. I
didn't tell him that I thought the course wouldn't be approved. In
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fact, I said that I thought the topics in the course description looked
fine. I expressed concern, however, about the reference to "training"
and the areas of the document that seemed to allude to the technical
side of computer security issues. I was merely suggesting a strategy
that might make the proposal more likely to be approved. I think the
faculty in computer science might question the expertise of people


outside of software engineering/computer science to address technical
aspects of computer security. My suggestion was merely to modify the
document slightly in order to avoid any problems on that. Conversely,
you might want to talk with Rob Hasker in advance, and then decide
whether you wanted to remove those references. Rob is the coordinator
for the Computer Science master's program and their representative on
Graduate Council so I thought he would be the person most likely to ask
questions about the more technical computer security issues.


I hope this clarifies my discussion with Tom. In terms of topics that
you want to address and the course description, I think it looked fine.


By the way, maybe I misunderstood your statement about the Criminal
Justice graduate program being part of Business Administration. While
there are some courses from Business Admininstration included in the
Criminal Justice master's curriculum (I think 3 courses), I don't
consider the graduate program in Criminal Justice to be part of Business
Administration. There are also course offerings from Psychology,
Political Science, and Counseling Psychology. Actually, the greatest
number of support classes come from Psychology.


At any rate, I hope this clarifies my discussion with Tom. I would be
happy to discuss this in person if you like.
Dave


David P. Van Buren, Ph.D.
Associate Vice Chancellor;
Dean, School of Graduate Studies
University of Wisconsin-Platteville
Platteville, WI 53818
(608) 342-1262


----- Original Message -----
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "David P Van Buren" <vanburen@uwplatt.edu>
Sent : Wednesday, March 20 , 2013 3 : 22 : 3 8 PM


Subject: Grad course development


Hi Dave,


I wanted to propose a new course on Cyber-crime to the graduate council
with permission to develop it this summer. Cheryl Fuller supported it
and encouraged me to develop a course in this f ield. Tom Caywood said
that you told him that you didn' t think my proposal would be approved.
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Did you see my proposal and what were your issues with it, if I may ask.


Criminal Justice Graduate Program is part of Business Administration I
believe. I didn't think I should develop a course on theories on
cyber-crime but rather a course that discusses different forms of cyber-
crime, the 4th Amendment challenges in regard to searching and seizing
information on computer and servers and discuss criminal justice
responses to cyber-crime.


I looked forward to developing this course this summer . . .


Sabina
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? UNIVERSITYOF WISCONSIN


PLATTEVILLE
COLLEGE OF LIBERALARTS


AND EDUCATION


TO: Lorne Gibson
CriminalJustice


FROM: Kory Wein, Ch
Liberal Arts and E cation CRST Committee


DATE: February 13, 2013


RE: Notification of CRST Committee Recommendations


The College of Liberal Arts and Education Rank, Salary, and Tenure Committee
is making the following recommendation concerning you:


ACTION ITEMS CRSTCRECOMMENDATION


A. REAPPOINTMENT CRSTC concurs with the
DRB/SRB recommendationfor
reappointmentfor 2014-201 5.


B. PROMOTION


C. TENURE


D. SALARY


REGULAR/SPECIALMERITINCREMENT YES


INEQUrrY/COMPRESSIONADJUSTMENT


You may request reconsideration of thisrecommendation. To do so, please
make the request to me in writing by February 20, 2013. (Kory Wein, 160
Gardner Hall or weink@uwplatt.edu.)


cc: TomCaywood, Chair, CriminalJusticeDepartment
Elizabeth Gates, Chair, CriminalJustice Review Body


exn


GRAMANNREPO


160 Gardner | 608.342.1151 Fax: 608.342.1409 | lae@uwplatt.edu
1 University Plaza | Platteville WI 53818-3099 | www.uwplatt.edu
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TO: Kory Wein, Chair LA&E CRST Committee


FROM: Tom Caywood, Chair Criminal JusticeDepartment


DATE: January 17, 2013


RE: Lorne Gibson


I concur with the DRB'srecommendationof retentionand merit pay for Lorne Gibson. As a


second year faculty memberLorne is establishing himselfas a vital member of the department.


Teaching difficult courses like criminal justice research methods and one of our theory courses,


patterns ofcriminal and delinquent behavior, Lorne has received many positive student


comments about his teaching style.


He is currently the chair of a search and screen committee to fill 2 criminal justice faculty


positions. He is the department's Web contentmanager and also serves on the College's budget


committee. He is a co investigator for a two year funded UW System grant on prior learning


assessments.


His dynamic personality and his can do attitude makes him a vibrant force within the department.


He has a promising future in the criminal justice field and is worthy ofretention and merit pay.


CriminalJustice Department 1132 Ullsvik Hall 608.342.1622 Fax:608.342.1986


1 University Plaza ? Platteville, WI 53818-3099 ? www.uwplatt.edu
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TO: Kory Wein, Chair LA&E RST Committee


FROM: Elizabeth Gates, Chairperson CriminalJustice Department's DRB


DATE: January 17, 2013


RE: Recommendation of Retention and Merit for Lorne Gibson


Based on his teaching, scholarly activities, service on committees and his efforts to obtain federalgrants
Lorne has become an integral part of theDepartment.As the primary instructor for research and theory
courses Lorne has become a key component in the Department'squest of federal grants. He received
normal or above normal ratings by his peers. His overall studentevaluationswere above normal. The
DRB unanimouslyvoted that Lorne Gibson be retained and awarded merit pay.


I


CriminalJustice Department 1132 Ullsvik Hall 608.342.1622 Fax: 608.342.1986


1 University Plaza ? Platteville,WI 53818-3099 ? www.uwplatt.edu
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Date: January 19, 2012


To: LA&E CRST


From: Tom Caywood, Chairman Criminal JusticeDepartment


Re: Recommendation for Retention and Promotion ofSabinaBurton


In agreement with the Criminal Justice DRB, I highlyrecommendwe retain Sabina
Burton in the Criminal Justice Department atUW-Platteville. I also concur we should
promoteSabina to associate professor.


Sabina is an integralpart ofourdepartment. With two and a half on campus she's made
a positive impact on our department. She brings a wealth ofinternationalexperience to
our campus and ourprogram.


She is comfortable in front ofclass and utilizes a numberoftechnologies to accentuate
her lectures. She received an outstanding rating on teaching effectiveness from her peers.
She also received an outstanding rating for her scholarly andprofessional activities as


well as university servicebrings with her an extensive publication record and she has


alreadydevelopedseveral current topics classes. She currently has two publications in
progress, one on terrorism and the other onqualitativeresearch. She is the recipient of a
UW System grant from the Institute for Race and Ethnicity. She is on a number of
departmental, college and universitycommittees.


Sabina has demonstrated the qualities necessary forpromotion. Her Ph.D. in Social
Ecology allows her to bring in a broader perspective to many issues confronting the


criminal justice system. She was a lecturer at the University ofCalifornia - Irvine for
many years. She's provided 3 years ofstudentevaluations from that institution. She was


appointed as an assistant professor Fall 2009. She has exceeded all requirements for


promotion to associate.


Sabina is well liked by our students and she is respectedby her peers. She is a solid
performerwithin our department. She is worthy of retention and promotion to associate
professor.


Criminal Justice Department 1132 Ullsvik Hall 608.342.1622 Fax: 608.342.1986


1 University Plaza ? Platteville, WI53818-3099 ? www.uwplatt.edu












Aric W. Dutelle
University ofWisconsin-Platteville


Criminal Justice Department
1 University Plaza


Platteville, WI 53818


dutellea@uwplatt.edu
(608)342-1596


exHer / 7
Bl2t|t s


REPORTING,LTD.


April, 2009


EDUCATION Currently pursuingPh.D. in Criminal Justice, Capella University.
(Anticipated completion, Dec, 2010)


Dissertation: "Privatization ofForensicLaboratories: Is it plausible? "


M.F.S., Master of Forensic Sciences
National University, La Jolla, CA. May 2004.


Thesis: "ARE WEMISSINGSOMETHING? A look inside
the worldoffootwearimpression evidence"


POST CertificationTraining,Colorado Sheriff's Training Institute, Highlands
Ranch, CO. 1999.


B.S., BusinessAdministration-HumanResources, University of Wisconsin-
LaCrosse.December, 1996.


WORK Full-Time Lecturer, University of Wisconsin-Platteville,
EXPERIENCE Platteville, WI. August2004-Present.


? Responsible for development ofForensic Investigation as a major,
minor, and emphasis as part of the Criminal Justice curriculum at the
University ofWisconsin-Platteville.


? Responsible fordesign, funding, and implementationof forensic lab at


the University ofWisconsin-Platteville.
? Responsible foreducating, mentoring, and ensuringadherence to


ASCLAD-LAB requirements of forensic labs.
? Responsible for daily lab supervision of 10-12 students, regarding


forensicanalysis ofphysicalevidence.
? Responsible for acting as mentor to new forensic faculty.
? Responsible for overseeing and mentoring 3-5 students year around with


regards to research related todecompositionrates.
? Responsible for instruction of all Forensic Investigation related courses.
? Responsible for academic advising and professional development


mentoring of 80 students per semester
? Responsible for academic instruction of approximately 120 students per


semester
? Proposed, developed and implemented "Investigative Photography"


course of instruction.
? Proposed, developed and implemented"Crime SceneProcessing


Techniques" course of instruction.
? Proposed, developed and implemented"FingerprintClassification and


Development" course of instruction.
? Developed and implemented"Introduction to Crime Scene


Investigation"course of instruction.
? Developed and implemented"Evidence Collection and Preservation"


course of instruction.
? Responsible for writing $75,000 of successful grants for the Department


of Criminal Justice atUW-Platteville.
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Deputy Sheriff, Grant County Sheriff's Office, Grant County, WI. 2006-present.
? Part-time employment on the Sheriff's Patrol
? Responsible for patrol and evidencecollectionassociated with an


assigned sector ofresponsibility.
? Training related to underwater investigation and search/recovery.


Police Officer, Crime Scene Technician, Loveland Police Department,
Loveland,Colorado. April 2000-July 2004.
? Aided in implementing the Crime Scene Technician


program at Loveland PD
? Officer in Charge, (senior ranking officer) on night-shift for


approximately 50 percent of time in final 2 years at this position.
? Proposed and established a training/education


program for first responders, relating to clandestine
methamphetaminelaboratories.


? Developed and implemented an instructional program for
area high school students and staff, relating to club drug
awareness.


? Developed and assisted in implementing an operational
staffing program based upon problem oriented policing.


? Responsible for training regarding latent print classification and
development within the department.


? Extensiveexperience in writing and executing
search warrants at state and federal level.


? Extensive experience with investigations and testifying beforemunicipal,
county, district, state, and federal courts of law.


Reserve Medico-Legal Investigator, Larimer County Medical
Examiner'sOffice, Loveland, Colorado. 2003-2004.
? 24 hr, on-call response for medico-legal investigationassistance.


RELATEDEXPERIENCEAND TRAINING


- Forensic Instructor for the International Criminal Investigation TrainingAssistanceProgram (ICIPTAP)
through the USDOJ.


- Certified Crime Scene InvestigatorCCSI, by the International Association for Identification(IAI).
- Extensive training in impressionevidence identification, collection, and analysis
- Graduatecoursework in: ForensicSerology and DNA, Forensic Toxicology, Principles ofForensic


Medicine, Forensic and Crime ScenePhotography,ForensicAnthropology, and ForensicPathology.
- Wisconsin LESB certified instructor in: Hazardous Materials, Interview and Interrogation, Physical


Evidence Collection, Report Writing, Scene Management,Testifying inCourt, and Traffic Crash
Investigation.


- Crime Scene Technician (CST) training, Larimer County Sheriff's office
- Death InvestigatorsTraining,LarimerCounty Coroner's Office
- Basic Training in Latent FingerprintAnalysis and Comparison
- Advanced Training in Latent Fingerprint Analysisand Comparison.
- OperatorCertification Training for AFIX Tracker AFIS System.


- Assignment to Special InvestigationsUnit
- Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) BasicInvestigator's School


- PADI Certified Diver - Dive Master, Rescue Diver, AdvancedOpen Water, Basic Open Water,
Nitrox/Enriched Air, and UnderwaterPhotographercertifications.


- Reid interview and Interrogation Basic Training
- Reid Interview and Interrogation Advanced Training
- Interview and Interrogation for Real COPS


- HIDTA Clandestine Lab Certification Training
- HIDTA "Methamphetamine Investigation ManagementWorkshop"
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RELATEDEXPERIENCE AND TRAINING (cont.)


- HIDTA "Clandestine Lab Recognition for First Responders"


- DEA/HIDTA "Rocky Mountain Club Drug Conference"


- "Raves/Club DrugAwareness" by Bureau ofJustice


- "Street Survival Spanish", presented by HIDTA
- Ground Fighting Tactics Instructor


COURSES & SEMINARS TAUGHT:


"Introduction to CSIMethods and Technology", U
.S.


Navy and U
.S.


Marine Corps, March 2009.


"What is 'CSI' Really About?", U.S. Navy and U.S. Marine Corps, January 2009.


"Underwater ForensicInvestigation", Honduras, Winter 2008.


"Basic Crime Scene Processing Techniques",Uganda Police Force, Summer 2008.


"Crime Scene Documentation andPhotography", Haitian Scientific Police,Winter 2007.


"CrimeSceneProcessing", Haitian Scientific Police, Summer 2007.


"UnderwaterCrime Scene Processing Techniques",Honduras,Winter2007.


".Demystifying 'CSI'",Retiree/friendsof the Universitygathering, Winter 2007.


"Crime Scene Documentation andEvidenceCollection",Belize Police Dept., Fal l 2006.


"Marine and UnderwaterCrime andAccident Scene Identification and Documentation", EPIC


School of Evidence Photography and Imaging, Fall 2006.


"High Fidelity Fingerprintsfrom DifficultSurfacesvia PolymerLiftoff",United States Secret


Service, Spring 2006.
"AdvancedImpressionEvidence Recovery Techniques", Loveland PD, CO, Summer 2006.


"Underwater Crime Scene Photography and Processing", Honduras, Spring 2006.


"BasicFingerprintClassification andAnalysis", Loveland PD, CO, Spring 2006


"Fingerprinting With First Contact", UW-PlattevilleResearch/PosterDay, Spring 2006.


"Forensic Investigation Training in Roatan, Honduras"UW-System Symposium for


Undergraduate Research, Spring 2006.
"Basic Forensic Investigation Training", Republic ofHonduras, Summer 2005, Spring 2006.


"AdvancedForensic Investigation Training", Republic ofHonduras, Spring2006.


"Fun with Forensic Science", College for Kids, UW-Platteville,Summer 2005.


"The CSI Effect", University of Wisconsin-Platteville, faculty forum series, Oct, 2005.


"The Truth About CSI", Criminal Justice Career Fair, Guest Speaker, UW-P, March 2006.


"Effective CrimeScene Processing Techniques",Appleton Police Department, Appleton,


Wisconsin. May 2005.


"Effective CrimeScene ProcessingTechniques",Platteville Police Department, Platteville,


Wisconsin. April 2005, October 2005.


"ControlledSubstanceAwareness and Identification", Orion House,Platteville,WI. Fall, 2004.


"ClandestineLaboratory Awareness Training", Loveland Police Department, Loveland, Colorado.


2003, 2004
CJSA 1322 "Introduction to CriminalJustice", NCPACE, John C. Stennis, Jan-Mar 2009.


CJSA 1313 "CourtroomSystemsandPractice", NCPACE, John C. Stennis,Jan-Mar 2009.


CJ3140, "Criminalistics",University ofWisconsin-Platteville.Fall 2004-2008.


CJ3130, "Criminal Investigation",UniversityofWI-Platteville,Spring 2005-2007.


CJ3120, "InvestigativePhotography",University ofWI-Platteville, Spring 05-09, Summer 05-08.


CJ2520, "CrimeScene Processing Techniques",University ofWI-Platteville, Spring 06-09.


CJ2420, "EvidenceCollection andPreservation", University ofWi-Platteville, Winter 2006, Spring


2008, 2009.


CJ2320, "Fingerprint Classification andDevelopment",University ofWI-Platteville,Spring2005,


2006, Summer2005-2008, Fall2005-2008.
CJ1330, "Intro to Crime Scene Investigation",University ofWi-Platteville. Fall 2004-2006, Spring


2005-2007.
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AWARDS AND HONORS


- 2006 College of Liberal Arts and Education Academic Staff Excellence in Teaching Award
- "Outstanding Service" recognition, Honduran National Police, February 2006.
- "CertificateofGratitude",Honduran government, August 2005.
- "Spotlight Employee of the Month", UW-P, May 2005.
- "Meritorious Service Award", Loveland PD, 2004
- "Workhorse Award", Loveland PD, 2003.
- NCCIA's "Officerof the Month", 5/2002.
- Nominated"Loveland PD Employee of the Year" 2001.


- "Director's Award" Colorado Sheriff's Training Institute, 2000.
- Eagle Scout Award, Boy Scouts ofAmerica, 1988.


PROFESSIONALASSOCIATIONMEMBERSHIP:


- Member of the American Academy ofForensic Sciences (AAFS).
- Member of the International Association for Identification (IAI).
- Member of the Evidence Photographers International Council (EPIC).
- Member of the International Association for Property and Evidence (IAPE).
- Advisor to the Criminal Justice Association, UW-Platteville


FUNDING AND GRANT WRITING EXPERIENCE


- Awarded $28,000 "lab modification"grant for the Dept. ofCriminal Justice at UW-Platteville, 2009.
- Awarded $35,000 "lab modification" grant for the Dept. ofCriminal Justice atUW-Platteville,2005.
- "1866 Grant Fund", $5000, summer 2007.
- Awarded Dean's fund support for 2005, 2006 and 2007.
- Awarded Academic StaffProfessional Development fund support for 2006.
- Awarded Curricular Improvement Fund support for 2006.
- Responsible for requesting and subsequentdonation of$30,000 Automated Fingerprinting


Identification System (AFIS) to the University ofWisconsin-PlattevilleCriminal Justice Department.


ON-CAMPUS SERVICE
Criminal Justice Department representative for College of Liberal Arts and Education International Education
Committee, Spring 2004 - Spring 2006.


Criminal Justice Departmentrepresentative for College of Libera! Arts and Education Curriculum Committee,
Fall 2007 - present.


Faculty research advisor, PioneerUndergraduate Research Fellowship,regardingdecomposition, 2008-2009.
Criminal Justice Association Advisor, Fall 2004 - Spring 2007.


Scuba Club Advisor, Spring 2007 - present.


Editor for the "CJ Rapsheet", newsletterproduced by Criminal Justice Department, U W-P.


Faculty mentor for incoming faculty members, Fall 2007 -present.


COMMUNITY SERVICE


Platteville HistoricalCommission Member, Summer 2007 - Spring 2008.


PlattevilleOrion Group Home, employee training provided, 2005, 2006.


MethodistChurch, presentationgiven on lawenforcementand forensic applications, Spring 2007.


Kiwanis Club, presentationgiven on the "CSI Effect", Spring, 2006.


PUBLISHED WORKS


"An Introduction to Crime Scene Investigations", Jones and Bartlett Publishing, Currently in production.
Anticipated publication date, September2009.


Chapter 15: Photographing in the Underwater Environment, "Forensic Photography: Importance of
Accuracy", by Sandy Weiss. Prentice Hall Publishing. 2009.
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"DNA Fingerprinting in Forensics" A chapter introductionwritten for General Chemistry, 5* Ed. Silberberg,


Martin. McGraw-Hill Publishing. 2008.


"Underwater Crime Scene Processing" Law and Order Magazine, Vol. 55, No. 3, Hendon Publishing, March
2007.


"The CSI Effect: How is it affecting your Department?" Law and Order Magazine, Vol. 54, No. 5, Hendon


Publishing, May 2006.


"Photographing in theUnderwater Environment", PIMagazine, September, 2007.


"Underwater Crime Scene Response, Part 1" Evidence Technology Magazine, WordsmithPublishing, July-


August, 2007.


"Underwater Crime Scene Response, Part 2" Evidence Technology Magazine, WordsmithPublishing,


September-October,2007.


"Exporting Basic Forensics to Honduras"Evidence TechnologyMagazine, WordsmithPublishing, March-


April 2006.


2003 Vehicle Design Contest photographs, Law and Order
Magazine, Volume 51, No.7, July 2003.


"Are we missingsomething?"University Press. La Jolla, California. March 2004. Thesis research conducted


regarding the world of footwear impression evidence.


BOOKREVIEWS


Weiss, Sandy (2009). Forensic Photography: Importance ofAccuracy, Prentice Hall Publishing.


Silberberg, Martin (2008). GeneralChemistry, 5* Ed. McGraw-Hill Publishing. 2008.


QUOTEDANDREFERENCED
The P lain Dealer, "NewestCrimefighting Tool: GPSChips in Cell Phones",Cleveland,OH,July 3 1, 2007


Police and Security News Magazine, "GPSTechnology in LawEnforcement", August, 2007.


The Plain Dealer, "GPSJoins the Police Toolbox ", Cleveland, OH, July 31, 2007


Herald Tribune, "In SearchforMissing East Manatee Woman, Satellite Blazed Trail",Sarasota, FL,July28,07


Foxnews.com, "investigatorsStudy Body Believed to be Missing College Student", July 10, 2007.


Wisconsin State Journal, "Weather MayAffectMurder Probe ", Madison, WI, July 11, 2007.


The ForensicExaminer,"Untappedpotential:fundsshoriagesprevent extensive useofforensicDNA",


June 22, 2007.


PlattevilleJournal, "On the case: UW-Platteville studentsprocess 'crime scene* at Pioneer Farm",May 8, 07.


Government af Belize, "Forensic Training Ends withEvidenceGatheringExercise",December 15 , 2006.


Platteville Journal, "UW-P Students on the 'crime 'scene ", Platteville, WI, August 31, 2006


Bay IslandsVoice, "CSI Roatan ", March 2006


Honduras This Week, "CSI Roatan ", January 30, 2006


Platteville Journal. "UW-P Crime lab gets a boost", Platteville, WI, November 27, 2005.


Wisconsin State Journal, "Vacation Takes a CSI Turn ", Madison, WI, September 1, 2005.


Platteville Journal, "ProfessorEstablishesHonduran Connection", Platteville,WI,August 29, 2005


Wisconsin State Journal, "Forensic Science Fascinates Students ", Madison, WI, July 15, 2005


Dubuque Telegraph Herald, "Forensics Imprints UW-P", January 29, 2005.
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INTERVIEWED AS EXPERT


NBC15 News, Madison, WI, July 2007. Regarding Kelly Nolen homicide investigation.


Madison Radio, July 2007, Regarding Kelly Noten homicide Investigation.


Madison Radio, June 2007, Regarding UW-P Forensic Camp.


Platteville Radio, May, 2007, Regarding UW-P Forensic Camp.


Roatan Bruce Show, Roatan, Honduras, August 5, 2005, Regarding training of Honduran police forces.


AGENCIES TO WHICH FORENSIC TRAINING HAS BEENPROVIDED OR WHICH HAVE


BEEN SERVEDTHROUGHCONSULTATION


Intemational Agencies:
Hong Kong Police, HongKong (2009)
Abu Dhabi Police Department, Abu Dhabi, UAE (2008-2009)
Uganda Police Force, Uganda (2008)
United Nations Stabilization Force, Haiti (2007, 2008)
Haitian Scientific Police, Haiti (2007, 2008)
United States Embassy, Haiti (2007)
Belize Police Department, Belize (2006)
National Forensic Science Service, Belize (2006)
Scenes of Crime Unit, Belize (2006)
United States Embassy, Belize (2006)
Republic ofHonduras Preventiva Police, Honduras(2004-2009)


Republic of Honduras National Police, Honduras (2004-2009)
Roatan Municipal PoliceForce, Roatan, Honduras (2004-2009)


Federal Agencies:
- United States MarineCorps (2009)
- United States Navy (2009)
- United States Secret Service (2006)
- United States Department ofJustice(2006-2009)
- United StatesDepartment of the Interior (2006)


State and Local Agencies:


- AppletonPohce Department,Appleton, Wisconsin (2005)


- Chicago Police Department, Marine andHelicopterUnit, Chicago, Illinois (2008)


- Grand Chute PoliceDepartment, GrandChute,Wisconsin (2005)


- Grant CountyPublic Defender's Office, Lancaster, Wisconsin (2007)


- Grant County Sheriff, Lancaster, Wisconsin (2004-2008)


- Greeley Police Department, Greeley, Colorado (2006)


- Green Bay Police Department,Green Bay, Wisconsin (2007)


- Loveland Police Department, Loveland, Colorado (2004-2006)


- Oneida County Sheriff, Minneapolis, Minnesota (2008)


- Pewaukee Police Department, Pewaukee, Wisconsin (2007)


- Platteville Police Department,Platteville, Wisconsin(2004-2008)


- Racine County Water Rescue Response Team, Racine, Wisconsin (2008)


- Cheyenne Police Department, Cheyenne, Wyoming(2006)


- Santa Cruz CountySheriff,Nogales, Arizona (2005)







Professional References for Aric Dutelle


Wayne Weber, Biology Chair
University ofWisconsin-Platteville
1 University Plaza
Platteville, WI 53818


(608)342-1611


Dianne Hanten, Asst. Registrar
University ofWisconsin-Platteville
1 University Plaza
Platteville, WI 53818


(608)342-1321


Sheri Kratcha, Program Asst.
Criminal Justice Department
University ofWisconsin-Platteville
1 UniversityPlaza
Platteville, WI 5381 8


(608)342-1622












EX14tB


?AuAgREPORWG4
10/16/12


If a studentcomes to you aboutanother faculty/ staff member-


1. If it isappropriate direct the student to contact faculty member in person to resolve the


problem (test grade or attendance or things along this line)
2. If a student has a complaintabout what a faculty/staffmembersaid or did in class direct the


student to come to me immediately. I will try to ascertain what exactly happened and if
necessaryforward thecomplainton to the appropriate persons oncampus.


3. If a facultymember/staffhas committedoryou have reason to believe a faculty member/
staff has committed a crime report it immediately tocampuspolice. I would appreciate an


email givingme a headsup of what happened.


As a police officerwhen dealing with a he said/ shesaid type of incident I alwaystalked to both sides to


get eachperson'sexplanation of what happened.And if necessary to re-interview both parties and once
I had a good idea of what happened then I would takeaction as warranted.


No difference here at the university we need to get both sides of the story before takingaction.


Faculty bylaws, Part II, Article111,Section 7 specificallyprovides how a complaintor grievance is


handled.


http://www.uwplatt.edu/universitv/documentq/emphandbook/current/Part4/facconst/index.html


If there is a claim ofdiscriminationorharassment UW-Platteville's policy &Proceduresare veryexplicit
on how allegations are handled.


http://www.uwplatt.edu/university/documents/emphandbook/2004-2005/Part2/discrimination.html


links are provided to furtherclarification.












Claims of Dr. Burton:


Dr. ThomasCaywood, Chair of the Criminal Justice dept.,


practicesdiscriminationon the basis of sex and favoritism toward Mr.
Aric Dutelle creating disparate impact and a retaliatory work
environment. He conspired with Mr. Dutelle against me. He


defamed me.


Mr. Aric Dutelle, Associate Professor, practices unethical
behavior,contributes to a retaliatory workenvironment, falsified his


job application and participated in his own hiring. He enjoys and
aggressively protects the disparate impact created by Dr. Caywood's


practice offavoritism and discrimination on the basis of sex. He


conspired with Dr. Caywood against me.


All statements are to the best of my recollection and knowledge. All exhibits and appendices
are located on the CD that accompanies this package.


Provost Nimocks Den Herder is biased in favor of Mr. Dutelle and should be removed from the
assignment to handle this complaint.


In my claim against Dr. Caywood I offer numerousexamples of the disparate impact of his


employmentpractices in the form of favoritism toward Mr. Dutelle and retaliation on the basis


of sex toward me. Dr. Caywood has consistently given Mr. Dutelle moreopportunity for extra
pay, lower workload, higher statusassignmentsand betterworking conditions even though I


have higherqualifications and seniority. Dr. Caywood has been unable and unwilling to
demonstratethat the challenged practices are job related or consistent with businessnecessity
offering ill conceived arguments, or none at all, to mask his true reasons. He has engaged in
discriminatorypractices with malice and reckless indifference to my federallyprotected rights.
Civil Rights act of 1991, Title 1, Sec 102(SEC.1977A. [42 U.S.C. 1981a]) (appendix Vlli). The
university system should remove Dr. Caywood from the chair position.


Title Vll of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires employers to post notices to all employees
advising them of their rightsunder the laws EEOC enforces and their right to be free from


retaliation.Until I posted the law on my door, on about April 25, 2013, I could not find the
informational poster anywhere in the department's area or in the entire building.







Title Vil of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states that it is illegal todiscriminate in any aspect of
employmentincluding:JobAdvertisements. (appendix111)(appendix Vill) Dr. Caywoodviolated
this law when he allowed Mr. Dutelle to write his own job description and be involved in his


own hiring process. Mr. Dutelle likewiseviolated this law in the same act.


I have been asking Dr. Caywood toanswer my questions for months and he ignored my


requests for answers. Even in his rebuttal many of my accusationsagainst him were completely
ignored. For example, he did not address myaccusation that Mr. Dutelle wrote the harsh and
defaming letter Dr. Caywood emailed to me on Jan 24, 2013, which was cc'd to the Dean. My


claim that Dr. Caywood and Mr. Dutelle haveconspiredagainst me is supported by that fact.
What has been happening to me goes well beyond mere competitionbetween two "type A"


scholars and far beyond Dr. Caywood's obvious favoritism of Mr. Dutelle, who has taken unfair
advantageof that favoritism in many ways.


Mr. Dutelle lied on his job application and/or resume, wrote his own job description,


participated in his own hiring process and removed his own search and screen file to avoid


scrutiny of his unethical behavior. He has contributed to the hostile workenvironment I suffer
by yelling at me, glaring at me, intimidating me, writing harsh emails to me and withholding
requested information from me in an effort to limit my advancement. Mr. Dutelle acts like he


is my boss even though he has only a one year online Master's degree and failed to earn his


PhD. Though his puffed upqualifications are far inferior to mine Dr. Caywood called him the
"logical choice" to chair five prestigioussearch committees while I chaired only one. Mr.


Dutelle must not become the CJ chair!


Until Jan 24th


Caywood. I wanted a good workingenvironment. I sought help from Dean Throop and from
HR DirectorJean Durr and asked for mediation on the issues. Dr. Caywood was completely


uncooperative.Unfortunately I have been forced to take more drastic action and now firmly


oppose Dr. Caywood. He must be removed from the chair position!


Since I have filed the claim against Dr. Caywood I have noticed a change in the way I am


received by fellowemployees,especially Mr. Dutelle. I feel that there are false rumors


spreading about me and I have been isolated in my department. This is why I require a formal


and publicapology that sets the record straight and restores my good name within the
departmentand beyond.


Dean Throop did not help me giving as reason that she did not want to interfere in what she


called "faculty governance matters." I think she believed unsubstantiated rumors and
defamatorymisinformationabout me from Dr. Caywood and Mr. Dutelle. She did not give my







side of the story dueconsiderationbefore making her decision. She seems to believe that I


have not been following my department'sgovernanceprocedure(exhibitZL) but I have been


followingprocedures. So, somebody is lying to her, and she believes the lies. She also said she
has no ability to intervene in my issue. I believe the position of Dean holds the power to set the
issue right but if she doesn't know she has the power I need to go elsewhere to find someone


who has thecourage, conviction and the power to resolve this issue.


Dr.Caywood'ssupport for my efforts in bringing a cyber-security program to UW-Platteville


wassuddenly withdrawn without warning or explanation. He has not considered me for chair


positions of search and screen committees for which I am qualified. He has treated me in a


demeaning and unfair way. He has relegated me to teaching lower level courses when I should
be working in a capacity more in line with my highqualifications. I have repeatedly asked Dr.


Caywood why he has been treating me this way but I have received no answers, in fact, I have


been told by our Affirmative Action Officer and HR DirectorJeanne Durr that Dr. Caywood


doesn't have to answer my questions. Dr. Caywood has also ignored Jeanne Durr's requests to
meet with her about this matter. In the absence of any otherviable excuse, explanation, or
reason for his inappropriatebehavior i have come to the logicalconclusion that his retaliation
against me is primarily because he disapproved of the way I handled a student complaint. I


handled the student complaintaccordingto UWP guidelines and do not deserve the retaliation
I am suffering.


Dr. Caywood called on me to do department work after signing a release from work statement
for my sabbatical and didn't offer any assistance for thedemandingtask. He called me the
"token woman" for a committee. He routinely tells groups ofstudents that "we only want your
money" thinking it to be funny. He has driven away qualified professors because they did not
conform to his agenda. He has told me in no uncertain terms that he wants me to get a job


elsewhere. He hindered my promotion toAssociate Professor. He was hesitant to support my
tenure requestsaying the only reason he voted for my tenure is that it "wasn'tworth the fight."
He knew I'd fight for it because that is the only way I getanything from him. He marked my


proposal for a new class in RED MARKER like I was a school girl. He harshly rejected a perfectly
good proposal the day he knew I was leaving to bury my father and made me jump through
hoops to "correct" it. He protected a male professor who made a very inappropriate
"mistake" but "hung me out to dry." He is not sensitive to sexual harassment issues. He kept


me in an office beneath my position for four years while three junior male members of the
department had window offices. After I produced a doctor's note saying that natural lighting


would help with my severe eye strain and requesting that I be moved to an office with natural
lighting he didn't even respond. He threatened me with retaliation if I supportedanother
faculty member. He allowed Mr. Dutelle to write a harsh letter to me that he sent as his own


without even fact checking it. He allowed Mr. Dutelle to write his own job description







advertisementand failed to have the department vote on the description as required. He


allowed Mr. Dutelle to participate in his own hiring. His writingskills are poor. He has passed


studentswith high grades who have dismal writing skills. He harshlycautioned me in a


defamatoryemail cc'd to Dean Throop for something he had signed off on threemonths earlier.
He lied in his written grievance rebuttal andcontradictedhimselfwithin the same document.
He lied verbally in the grievance hearing. The only thing he can point to for the reason for his


anger toward me is that I am complaining about the way he treats me. He re-wrote university


policy to suit himselfand demands the department to follow his rules rather than those of the
university. These rules of his are still in effect in our department as of July 4, 2013. Even after
he was told numerous times that a student complaint was a serious sexual harassmentissue he


still considered it to be merely a faculty governance issue that should have been contained


within the department. He assigns lucrative and prestigious positions to advance his own


political advantage rather than basing theassignmentson merit or seniority. He purposely
delays my requests. He is hardest on me when I am hurting andvulnerable. He withheld
information from a promotion committee that would have allowed me to be promoted
resulting in rejection of my promotion request and the need for an appeal of the decision. He


makes it hard for me to get paid for events. He makes untrueclaims because he believes they


make his case stronger. He does what is easier instead of what is right. He failed to conduct
mandated communication training as instructed. He gave me artificially low scores in


performanceevaluations. He callssomeonewith a one year online master's degree the
"logical choice" over me though I have seniority and much higherqualifications. He violates fair


employmentregulations such as mandatory training and the requirement to post notices of
equal opportunity laws. He refused tocooperate with the director of Human Resources in


mediation to settle our differences. He refuses to answer my questions. He does not give me


credit for my good work. He has been condescending, demeaning,intimidating, rude and harsh


with me. He has thrown stumbling blocks in my path toward advancement. He assigns me


lower level classes to teach while higher level courses are taught by personnel with lower


qualificationsthan me. He assigned the Comparative Cl Systems class, which includes
discussingGerman police, to a junior staff member rather than to me though I have extensive
internationalexperience and I worked for the German police. He told me that a woman's
income issecondary to a man's income. He has ignored my invitations to participate in events.
He ignored my suggestions fordepartment meeting topics and intimidated me so that I felt


uncomfortablebroachingthe subjects in meetings. He has unfairly given Mr. Dutelle advantage


afteradvantageover me.


Dr. Caywood has been the subjectof previous sexualharassment/discriminationclaims. I


supported him when I wasquestionedabout my experiences in that regard because at the time
I had not personally witnessed harassmentordiscrimination. I would like to re-open those
investigations and update my testimonies.







Dr. Caywood's attitude toward me changed after the studentcomplaintof Oct 10, 2012. I now
find it very difficult to communicate with him and on numerousoccasions he has ignored my


email messagesaltogether. In the second half ofDecember, after my husband had a discussion


with Dr. Caywood, the tension at work seemed to improve. Then on Jan 24, 2013 Dr. Caywood


withdrew his supportfor my cyber-crime efforts in a harsh letter. The letter came only days


before I was to accept a $7,000ceremonial grant check to help advance a proposed cyber-
security project at UW-Platteville. I fully expect that Dr. Caywood, if given the opportunity,
would try to harm my other projects as he has harmed my cyber-crime project.


My health hassuffered, my family has suffered. I have been bullied, humiliated, and
discriminated against. I have spent much time explaining my position to Dr. Caywood, Dr.


Throop, Jeanne Durr, Dr. Wilson and the grievance committee instead of pursuing my


publication offers, research and fundingopportunities, and guidingundergraduateresearch.


I hope my efforts will provide a level of protection to vulnerable students. I hope I can finally


get some answers to the questions I have been asking. I believe I am entitled to an official
apology, a remedy, and an assurance that I will be treated fairly in the future. I want and
deserve the opportunity to give my bestefforts and undivided attention to UW-Platteville and


our students.


I have met with foot dragging, indifferenceand even counter-accusations from those to whom I


have gone for help in this matter. I asked the LA&E Dean and the Affirmative Action Officer and
HR DirectorJeanne Durr multiple times to officially investigateDr. Caywood's retaliation against


me with no real results. I made my first written request for an official investigation toJeanne


Durr on Nov 17, 2012. The Chancellor'soffice violated university bylaw by ignoring the


grievancecommittee's findings for over a month. Since the Chancellor'sresponse to the


grievancecommittee findings (exhibitZA-2) indicated that more information was needed I am


providing this new packagecontaining my entire and updatedgrievance.


I beseech you to give serious and focusedconsiderationto my grievance and to act swiftly to


set this right.


Sincerely,


Sabina Burton, Ph.D.
Associate Professor,CriminalJustice












- UWP ... What College ShouldBe!
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TO: Kory Wein, Chair LA&E CRST


FROM: Tom Caywood, Chair CriminalJustice Department 8##
DATE: January 17, 2013


RE: Sabina Burton


Sabina continues to be a valuable member of the Department. She is recognized by the CJ field as a topic
expert in lone wolfterrorists and has written andpresentedextensivelyon this topic.


Dr. Burton has been recommended for tenure by the tenured faculty of the CJ Department.


I concur with the DRB's recommendationfor merit pay.


GRA


Criminal Justice Department 1132 Lifsvik Hall 608.342.I622 I ax: 608.342.1986
I University Plaza ? Platteville, WI S3818-3099 ? www.uwplatt.edu












Damages and Demands:


My Damages:


1) My health has sufferedsignificantlybecause of Dr. Caywood'sretaliation against me. I have


seen a doctor on several occasions and have been treated for sleepproblems,headaches


and anxiety. This has also affected my family negatively.
2) My good standing with Dean Throop was damaged by the lies Dr. Caywood and probably


Mr. Dutelle told her about me. This isdefamation.


3) AfterAT&Twas cc'd on theembarrassingcommunicationon Jan. 24, 2013 I am concerned
that AT&T may balk at any further financial support wiping out all the effort Iexpended to
get them on board. My reputationwith AT&T has suffered as it was suggested that I misled
them. This isdefamation.


4) I worked hard to get the grant from AT&T. The grievance issues and the fact that I can'tdeliver on


my promises to AT&Tfrustrate and stress me. I hardlyslept the entire weekend after Dr. Caywood


withdrew his support of my efforts. I was so distressed that I called in sick for the first time in my
teaching career. I am on anxietymedication and prescription sleeping pills. Receiving the AT&T


grant should have been one of the best days of my career but it turned out to be the worst.


5) A Cyber-Security program at UW-Plattevillewould be a fantasticopportunity for me but it is


on hold due to the uncertainty ofsupport. We could have had one of the early cyber-
security programs for public and privatesecurity. With a grant I would have been able to
pursue this field with release time. My opportunity for professional advancement has been


damaged.


6) Two of my publication offers are on hold because of the hostile work environment and time
I have spent seeking justice.


7) Dr. Caywood has ignored many of mycommunicationattempts, will not answer my
questions and has been rude to me. My dignity is damaged.


8) Dr. Caywood has minimized myaccomplishments,embarrassedme in front of my peers and
attempting to ruin my success thus damaging my reputation. I expect he will continue to
hold a grudge against me so my workenvironment isdamaged if he continues as my chair.


9) Dr. Caywood assigned the chair position forseveral search and screencommittees to Aric
Dutelle while I was asked to give one of my two chair position to a colleague. Mr. Dutelle
has only a one year online Master's degree and I have a full Ph.D. from the University of
California - Irvinestudyingunder some of the best names in Criminal Justice. Dr. Caywood


called Mr. Dutelle the "logical choice" to chair search and screens and allows Mr. Dutelle to
make far more pay than I receive.


10) I have had to make do with an office space that does not reflect my rightful place in the
department. My status isdiminished by this.







11) My eyesight has suffered and I am still in an office that hurts my eyes in spite of the fact that I


delivered to Dr. Caywood a doctor's letterstating that I should have natural lighting.


12) I took my NSF proposal to the AT&T Regional VicePresident who offered to help us get the


programstarted. The AT&Tdonation to the UWP Foundation for the cyber-crime project
was a result of my work but I was not mentioned in the press-release. I deserve recognition
for my work.


13) All my projects are in jeopardy as long as I need approvalsand support from Dr. Caywood or
Mr. Dutelle. I am concerned that he will attempt to pull the rug out from under me when I


need him most in this and any other endeavor. I'm confident that I will have to request


anything I need twice in order to get it. He will lay stumbling blocks in my pathwhenever
he can. He will use timing to hurt me as much as possible by delaying my requests. He will


continue to retaliate against me. Thisthreatensall my future efforts therebydamaging my


potential earnings and advancementopportunities.
14) I have been damaged by delays in the grievance process. I firstasked for an official


investigation on Nov 17, 2012. Since then I have met with foot dragging, counter


accusations,indifference, incompetence, anger and violation of regulations by those I have


gone to for help. This prolongs my suffering in a hostile workenvironment.


Damagesto the school and department:


1) Dr. Caywood made clear that Student Complaints, such as the one I handled, should be


brought to him alone contrary to university guidelines. This kind of action opens the school


up for legal liability as the university guide waswritten to follow the law.


2) A Cyber-Security program would be a boon for theschool and would give our graduates
training that is needed in today's work force. Students recognize the need for Cyber-


Securitytraining and are eager to study the curriculum I was working to produce. My


current topics classes on cyber-crime, terrorism andbehavioral profiling have had record
enrollment. Some of my students, includingthe presidentof the Criminal Justice


Association,approached Dr. Caywood last fall requesting that I teach more of these courses.


Classes would have been filled easily and it would attract more students to the school. By


removing his support suddenly, at a time that should have been a celebration of my


accomplishment, Dr. Caywood has wasted opportunities to get the program started greatly
diminishing its chance ofsuccess and reducing potential earnings for the school from tuition


and other sources.


3) ACyber-Security program would attract funding from federal and privatesources but after
theembarrassingemail was sent to AT&T one private source may have dried up.







MyDemands:


1) That Provost Nimocks Den Herder be removed from her assignment to handle this case on the basis


of personal bias in favor of Mr. Dutelle


2) That DeanThroop immediately hold an election for a new C1 chair asrequired by LA&EConstitution
(appendix Vill) and that ifeither Dr. Caywood or Mr. Dutelle is elected that Dean Throop exercise
her option to hold a new election giving as reason for herdecision the argumentswithin this claim
package


3) That an attempt to restore my reputation be made with appropriatewritten and public apologies.


4) That notices to all employees advising them of theirrightsunderthe laws EEOCenforces and their
right to be free fromretaliation be posted in prominentplaces in ouruniversity. The posters can be


ordered at:http://www1.eeoc.gov/employers/poster.cfm


5) That a copy of the UW-Platteville Discrimination and Harassment Policyand the procedures for
implementing it be distributed annually to all Universityof Wisconsin-Platteville students, faculty,


academic staff, and classified staffas required by policy (appendixVill)


6) That educationalprograms be conducted regularly to sensitizemembers of the university
community to the issuescovered by the UW-Platteville Discrimination and Harassment Policy as


required(appendix Vllt)


7) That I be moved to an office with a window


8) That I becompensated for past pay disparities between mypay and that of Mr. Dutelle


commensuratewith qualifications


9) Financialcompensationfor:


a) Pain and extendedsuffering
b) health related expenses


c) loss of potential salary from grant money and bookreleases
d) Damage to my reputation












Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Re: CurrentTopics


From : Thomas E Caywood <caywood@uwplatt.edu> Thu, Mar 14, 2013 01:30 PM


Subject : Re: Current Topics


To : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu>


As previously mentioned there were no overloads or no current topics for
scheduled fall semester. With Patrick Solar signing, I still hve 12 cj and 2


fi courses to find coverage for.
Tom


----- Original Message -----
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2013 12:37:20 PM


Subject: Current Topics


Tom,


I would like to teach a current topics course this fall.
I have several students who inquired about cyber-crime but I'm not sure if I
can still teach it as cyber-crime as been offered 3 x as a current topics so
far (twice by Bob).


As alternative I have Domestic Terrorism which has been taught twice so far.


I am leaving for Germany Wed. (4/20) night and will take 2 sick days (Th,
Fr.) to help my mom. Leaving Friday or Sat. would cost $ 1000 more for
airfare. I will prepare a substitute program for Police Function on Thursday
and for Women & the Law on Friday.


Thanks,


Sabina


EXHI IT


GRAMANNRENNmNG,LM.












Zimbra https://zimbra.uwplattedu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=10442


Zimbra buttons@uwplatt.edu


department meeting


Fmm : Thomas E Caywood<caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Subject : department mæting


To : burtons@uwplatt.edu, caywood@uwplatt.edu,
dutellea@uwplatt.edu,elmerst@uwplatt.edu,
lomaxj@uwplatt.edu,lefevrej@uwplatt.edu,
nemmetza@uwplatt.edu, ricede@uwplatt.edu,
robertsro@uwplatt.edu, rosse@uwplatt.edu,
kratcha@uwplatt.edu


Mon, May 10, 2010 08:44 AM


#1 attachment


Attached is the Dean's report. She will attend tomorrows departmental
meeting scheduled at 9:00AM. I will have a document which reports
release time, number of advisees, extra salary for overloads extra,
and departmental committee assignments.


Tom Caywood, Ph. D .


Chairman, Criminal Justice Department
UW-Platteville


Dean's report.docx
17 KB


LTD.


1 of1 9/5/2013 10:11 PM












UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - PLATTEVILLE


COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND EDUCATION


OfficeoftheDean


TO: FacultyandAcademicStaff of the Criminal JusticeDepartment


FROM: MittieNimocks, Dean 23
College of Liberal Arts and Education ( s' 72r A


GRAllANNREPolmNG,LTD.


RE: Departmental Conflict


DATE: 26 April 2010


As all of you are quite aware, the faculty and staffwithin the CriminalJustice Department are


experiencing ongoing conflict. After speaking privately with most of you I haveconcluded that for some
of you this conflict is a mild peripheralannoyance, for others an uncomfortablesituation not conducive
to effectivecollaboration,and for others a hostile environment that is paralyzing and makes being at
work frustrating and miserable.


Most of you perceive that the source of the greatest conflict exists between two highly competent
leaders within the department, Department Chair TomCaywood and On-lineDirectorCheryl
Banachowski-Fuller. Human Resources Director Kate Kelleyand I met with Drs. Caywood and
Banachowski-Fuller together in an effort to mitigate the conflict between them. Dr. Caywood's


complaint is that Dr. Banachowski-Fuller has removed herselfand the on-line program from the
department, making unilateral curricular and hiring decisions that should be a part of the department
faculty governance process and that she is insubordinate. Dr.Banachowski-Fuller'scomplaint is that she
feels harassed, is stymied in theperformanceof her job, and is treated in a discriminatory manner. In


addition, she perceives that Dr. Caywood's leadership is overlyauthoritarian and that he is not sensitive
to appropriate protocol in following university policies as well as legal processspecifically in the
workings ofsearches in the department. Because Dr.Banachowski-Fullerexpressed that she was
experiencingharassment,discriminatory behavior, and a hostile workenvironment I agreed to
investigate this claim. Those I interviewedwere: S. Burton, A. Dutelle, S. Elmer, S. Kratcha, J. LeFevre, J.


Lomax, A. Nemmetz, D. Rice, and E. Ross.


I drew up an informal memo dated 26 March 2010 and stamped "Confidential Draft" in which I stated
theconclusionsof my investigation and my proposed directives. Kate Kelley and I met with Tom and
Cheryl individually to go over this document and to get their feedback, corrections,additions, etc.
Neither felt that thedocument was an accuratedescription of the problem. Tom remained concerned
that Cheryl was acting unilaterallywithoutcommunicatingand collaboratingwith the rest of the
department and specifically withoutcommunicating and collaboratingwith him as chair of the
department in which the online programexists and in which Cheryl is a facultymember. Cheryl's
concern was that Tom was suppressing her ability to direct the program and requested that she report
to me rather than to Tom.


ConclusionsanddkectivesregardingconßletinCriminalJusticeDepartment 8414015
Nimocks/documents/caywoodbanadroc.doc







A related issue that was expressed by most of you in ourconversationswas that a more prevalent
source ofconflict within thedepartment is the faculty'sattitudetoward the teaching academic staff.
Thisgroup is just as committed, is present, and works as hard as the faculty for less pay. They feel that
they should be given more respect and should have more input into departmental decision-making and
governance.


I found no evidence that Tom was harassingCheryl, however, it is clear that these two are having great
difficulty communicating and workingtogether. It is for this reason, that I am having Cheryl report to
me for the next year. Tom will be privy to all reports, requests, and communications between Cheryl


and me. This decision does not reflect on Tom's leadership of the departmentgenerally but is an
attempt to create a bufferbetween Cheryl and him.


Additional directives:


Department members should refrain from disparaging remarksabout colleagues and theirqualifications
or credentials,


Conflict should not be avoided but should beconducted in a civil mannerwithout raised voices or ad
hominem argument,


Sensitivediscussions,arguments, or decision making should beconducted face-to-face, never via email,
The department as a whole needs to be intentionalandcourageous in attempts to alter the relational


atmosphere;each person should make a point ofspeaking to others, not avoiding others, and
takingopportunitiesto communicate and collaboratewith oneanother,


in keeping with the directive above, thedepartmentincludingthe academic staff should meet once a


month in order to share informationand participate in team building.


The online programs are a part of the CJ department and Dr.Banachowski-Fulleris a member of that
department. She should share information regarding the program at regularintervalswith the rest of
the faculty and get input from them regarding curriculum,pedagogy, and personnel. At the same time
the rest of the faculty need to support the onlineprograms in any way theycan and be appreciative of
the revenue stream it creates.
One to two other faculty members should be cross-training with Cheryl so that someone could fill in for
her ifevernecessary. It is risky and unwise to have any vital program depend solely on a single
individual.
I also charge Aric Dutelle withcross-trainingcolleagues in the Forensic Investigationarea.


Finally, I charge Dr. Caywood with inviting a speaker/workshop leader to conduct a workshop with
department members on conflict resolution, civility, and team building to take place at some date
before or near the beginning of the fallsemester2010. This will be a mandatoryevent for everyone in


thedepartment.


I wish to close this email by dwelling on thestrengthsof the CriminalJusticeDepartment. Both Tom and
Cheryl are competent and committed individuals serving the department. Likewise, AmyNemmetz as


director of theundergraduateonline program and Aric Dutelle in his role in developing the Forensic
Investigationmajorand laboratoriesare talented and committed; true assets to the program. Joe
Lomax represents the department effectivelyand dynamicallyto various constituentsacross the state.
New tenure line faculty and all teaching academic staff are invaluable to the success and mission of the


12 Conclusionsanddirectivesregardingconpict inCriminalksticeDepartment 8415015
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department. It is always the faculty in a department that makes it successful- not thestudents, not the
facilities, not the courses. Program success or failure depends on the quality and commitmentof the
faculty and it is clear thatCriminalJustice has a small but dedicated group with a wide variety ofskills. I


am convinced that you can alter the communication climate among you and hope that each of you will
set this as a priority for the coming year.


Thank all of you for all your contributions to the department, college, university, and community.


C: Kate Kelley, HumanResources
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Zimbra rtons@uwplatt.edu


Fwd: Funding Cyber-Crime Program at UW-Platteville


From : Sabina Burton < burtons@uwplatt.edu> Wed, Sep 12, 2012 02:05 PM


Subject : Fwd: FundingCyber-Crime Program at UW-Platteville


To : Thomas E Caywood<caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Cc : Dennis R Cooley<cooleyde@uwplatt.edu>,Kory Wein


<weink@uwplatt.edu>


Tom,


I just secured between $5000 - $7000 in donations/funding from AT&T for
getting a cybercrime program started in our CJ department. Have been working
on getting some outside funding for the past weeks. Have other ideas on how
to get more funding. Jim Jermaine, the regional vice president of the
company, and his associate Tricia Conway will work out donation details with
Stacia Nemitz next. I have to do some write ups for AT&T as well.
Hope you' re recovering well. Just wanted to share some good news with you.


Best regards,


Sabina


----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "JAMES F JERMAIN " <j j 8571@att . com>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Cc: "Stacia D Nemitz" <nemitzs@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 1:40:52 PM


Subject: RE: Funding Cyber-Crime Program at UW-Platteville


Thanks Sabina:


I really appreciate you taking the time this af ternoon to share your exciting
plans for a cyber security program at UW Platteville. I am very excited
about this opportunity. I shared your information with Tricia Conway. I
know she will contact you very soon.


Jim Jermain
Regional Vice President - External Affairs
AT&T - Wisconsin
Phone: 608-252-2359
Cell: 608-698-2359
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of AT&T, are
confidential, and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entityto whom this e-mail is addressed. If you are not one of the named recipient
(s) or otherwise have reason to believe that you have received this message
in error, please notify me at 608-252-2359 and delete this message
immediately from your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination,







forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.


-----Original Message-----
From: Sabina Burton [mailto:burtons@uwplatt.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 1:36 PM


To: JERMAIN, JAMES F
Cc: Stacia D Nemitz
Subject: Re: Funding Cyber-Crime Program at UW-Platteville


Hi Jim,


Thank you again for your support in building a cybercrime program at UW-
Platteville.
The contact person handling donations to our CJ department is


Stacia Nemitz
Development Officer with UW-Platteville Foundation
nemit zs@uwplatt . edu
608-342-6122


Dennis Cooley
Assistant Chancellor & Executive Director of the UW-Platteville Foundation
cooleyde@uwplatt.edu
608-342-1309


Best regards,


Sabina


Sabina L Burton, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Criminal Justice
1163 Ullsvik Hall
University of Wisconsin - Platteville
608-342-1650
burtons@uwplatt.edu
@Twitter: 4HLSecurity


----- Original Message -----
From: "JAMES F JERMAIN" < j j 8571@att . com>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 10:16:34 AM


Subject: RE: Funding Cyber-Crime Program at UW-Platteville


Thanks for the note. I am available Wednesday at 1:00. I reached out to a
peer of mine that handles one of our grant programs. Her name is Tricia
Conway. If she is available, I will likely ask her to join the call as well.If 1:00 works for you, we can try you at your office number.







Jim Jermain
Regional Vice President - External Affairs
AT&T - Wisconsin
Phone: 608-252-2359
Cell: 608-698-2359
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are the property of AT&T, are
confidential, and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity
to whom this e-mail is addressed. If you are not one of the named recipient
(s) or otherwise have reason to believe that you have received this message
in error, please notify me at 608-252-2359 and delete this message
immediately from your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination,
forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.


-----Original Message-----
From: Sabina Burton [mailto:burtons@uwplatt.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2012 9:23 AM


To: JERMAIN, JAMES F


Subject: Funding Cyber-Crime Program at UW-Platteville


Hi Jim,


I couldn't contact you by phone yesterday or today so I'll just write an
email. If you have time to call me tomorrow, Wed, I'll be in my office
between 12-3 pm. Office Phone # 608-342-1650 (cell # 608-331-0203). I'll
gladly put a letter together outlining our plans for starting a cybercrime
program here at UW-Platteville. I am primarily interested in the
investigative side, not so much cyber-forensics, although my long-term plans
are to also offer cyber-forensics as part of our Forensics Investigation
major. Right now it is of great importance to produce police officers &


detectives who understand how cyber-criminals work, how to trace them, what
evidence to secure, how to properly write a search warrant for cybercrime
investigation so evidence won't be thrown out on technicalities and how to
put together a proper police report for this type of criminal activity. I
have the support of the dean of engineering, mathematics & science, Dr.
Hudson, and computer science senior faculty, Dr. Hasker.


Yesterday, at the ASIS conference, Secretary of Homeland Security Janet
Napolitano called for more private security efforts.


http://www.qsnmagazine.com/node/27219?c=cybersecurity I plan to incorporate a close
working relationship with private security, including facilitating
internships for our students, to produce well trained and educated students
for both the private and public sector.


Thank you again for your willingness to help us get a cyber-crime program
started here at UW-Platteville.


Best regards,


Sabina







Sabina L Burton, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Criminal Justice
1163 Ullsvik Hall
University of Wisconsin - Platteville
608-342-1650
burtons@uwplatt . edu
@Twitter: 4HLSecurity












Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


A proposal for a cyber security program


From : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu> Sat, Oct 06, 2012 10:14 PM


Subject : A proposal for a cyber security program #1 attachment
To :Thomas E Caywood<caywood@uwplatt.edu>


Hi Tom,


I have been doing a lot of brain-storming on how to put together a unique
cyber-security and homeland security program for UN-Platteville housed within
the CJ department to make us one of the most progressive
programs in the nation.


To organize my thoughts I put it on paper (see attachment) and hope I have
done a good enough job to get you excited about my plans. I heard that some
of my students approached you on Friday about being able to take more courses
in homeland security related subjects. I did not put them up to this. They
decided on their own to talk to you. These are very special students who are
extremely thankful for the education and opportunity that CJ & LAE has
provided to them and that enabled them to present at a professional
conference last month. Now they want to give back and do something for our
program. I have plans to utilize their energy, training and talent in
community outreach programs and to use them as assistants in running cyber-
crime and homeland security workshops.


Thank you for your time,


Sabina


A Proposal for a CyberSecurity Program.docx
22 KB












A Proposal for aCyber-Security/HomelandSecurity


Program at UW-Platteville


1. Createcyber-securityand criminal justice journals (openaccess)for UW-Platteville
Faculty, Staff & Students as well as outside scholars to publish theirpeer-reviewed
work and be recognized outside of UWP.


a. I now own the following sites: Journal ofCriminal Justice at
journalofcriminaljustice.organdjournalofcriminaljustice.com Journal of Cyber
Security atjournalofcybersecurity.organdjournalofcybersecurity.com


b. These sites will become open access journals forpeer-reviewedarticles.
2. Create anundergraduateand graduate course forcyber-security.
3. Create an undergraduateand graduate course forhomeland security (I have already


developed a Special Topics in CJ: DomesticTerrorism course thatcould easily be turned
into an elective course for CJ offered at least once a year.)


4. Form Workshops as a Community Outreach Program to educate law enforcementand


private business in cyber-security.
5. Create morehomelandsecurityandcyber-securitycourses in the next years. E.g.:


a. Foundations in Homeland Security
b. Homeland security preparednessand response
c. Advanced Quantitative Methods for Decision Making Under Uncertainty
d. Managing Resources and Applications for Homeland Security


e. Basic and Advanced Cyber Forensics


f. Computer and Information Security


g. Information and Cybercrime Seminar


6. Develop an emphasis in homeland & cyber security within CriminalJustice.
7. Turn emphasis into a major in homeland & cybersecurity in the next years.
8. Build a UWP Cyber-Security Center.


Funding ideas:


I have been able to attract a $7,000donation from AT&T. This is not a large grant but I want to
point out that I have solicited and secured this money on my own. CJ has receivedaround
$85,000 in donations in the past 8 -10 years so, without the help of UWP and without an


established or even a program in progress to advertise, I have secured funds that represents
over 10% of the fundingCJ has attracted in nearly a decade.


Potential donors & sponsors for our cyber-security and homeland security plans include:







? Privatesecurity: ASIS 2012 - Napolitano calls for more private cyber security effort
http://www.gsnmagazine.com/node/27219?c=cybersecurity


? Bankingsystem:http://www.dailyfinance.com/2012/09/27/major-banks-hit-with-
biggest-cyberattacks-in-history/


? Medical Insurances:http://www.zdnet.com/blog/security/medicaid-backed-over-
181000-records-and-25000-ssns-stolen/11432


According to the Federal Bureau of Investigation's InternetCrime ComplaintCenter in 2012 the
States ofWisconsin, Illinois, and lowa (the states that representour Tri-State Initiative)
reported in excess of 10,000 high level complaints in the year 2010 alone.


Typically, these crimes are driven to and by business and industry clusters. According to data


provided by Michael E. Porter(2012) of the Cluster Mapping Project, the threehighest


employmentmarkets in our regional area are localcommercialservices, local health services,
and local hospitality services. Crime victimization data suggests that theseclustersare often
among the most targeted profitbasedenterprises forcyber- crime. This issignificantas these


clusters translate into the target markets forvictimizationand are markets that require
educated cyber security and cyber- crime professional graduates. Currently the educational
sector in theTri-State area is not set up tosupply the private and publicsector with graduates
who are educated and trained in cyber-security.


Most ofUW-Platteville'sCriminal Justice students aspire to work in the public sector, mainly
lawenforcement,corrections,and forensics. UW-Plattevillealready has great Criminal Justice


and Forensic Investigation programs, in order to maintain this status and respond to the
demands of the private and public sector we have to provide homeland and cyber security
training.Ourcyber-securitycurriculum will be designed to educate our students in recognizing
cyber-criminals,understandingtheir modus operandi, identifyingandarticulating what
evidence should be seized, and preparing reportsthat will hold up in court. The curriculum will
include the vulnerabilities of our public and private sectors, identifyingsecurity concerns and
illicit activity, and methods to provide better private and public community and security agency


services. Cyber security trained personnel provide a liaison between the moretechnical cyber


community and traditional lawenforcementagencies. Withoutthese trained liaison personnel
cyber-criminalswill continue toenjoy their head startand the problem will escalate. With this


specialized training our graduates will be able to better recognize and pursue theperpetrators
of cyber-crime, they will be betterequipped to educate businesses and industry in ways to
prevent futureattacksand with a deeper understandingof thisincreasinglydisruptive new
form of crime will be better prepared to navigate legal and technicalobstacles to convictions.


I have been talking to other potential donorswho are very interested in my professional plans.
It would be helpful to show those investors that UW-Platteville is behind me in theendeavorto







build a homeland/cyber security program. It is difficult to do so when I am expected to teach
full load on a low basesalary. In order for me to make the same as the base salary of an


assistantprofessor in our businessdepartment I have to teach overload in spring, fall &


winterim. Additional to my teaching load I advise around 80 advisees each semester and I


supervise and mentor an averageof 4 students in directed studies (unpaid) forundergraduate
research. Giving me needed support will show potentialdonors that the school stands behind


my plans. I will need release time from some of my teaching, or higher pay so I won't need to
teach overload,to allow me to do an excellent job in starting a cyber-securityprogram. I would
like tocontinue to mentorundergraduatestudents in research and facilitategraduate seminar
papers to give our school more credibility in research and producing graduates who can meet
the new demands of the private and publicsector.


Panel 16 at the Midwestern Criminal JusticeConference in Chicago, Sept. 2012, was a


Roundtable on the topic Are You Ready for Your Next Career? With panelists from 4 different
universities(including a dean & provost), a Career EducationCorporation,and two FBI


agents/CrimeAnalysts).The panelists urged theaudience to realize that Homeland Security and
Cyber Security are the mostpressing issues in Criminal Justice. They also emphasized that an


education in CJ or FI is not as important asdevelopingexpertise in sought after fields. One of
the FBI agents informed the audience that they are less interested inCJ/FIgraduates as they
can teach these skills in the academy and in in-service training. "Special skills will get you a job"
(Robert Kowalski, SSA with the FBI for 20 years, Director ofSecurity for Career Education
Corporation in Schaumburg, Ill,Secretaryof Infragard, a collaboration for infrastructure


protection). Our students listened carefully and are now very motivated to pursue the skills that
the public and privatesectors are currentlyseeking. Our student association, the CJA, are also
in supportof a Cyber & HomelandSecurity program and offered their help in pursuing this plan.


So far I have fully developed thefollowingfournew courses, completely revised two courses


and am in the process ofdeveloping another course at UWP (all unpaid)showing that I am


capable ofdevelopingand teaching top notch courses and that I have skin in this game.


1. Special Topics: BehavioralProfiling (which currently has over 40studentsenrolled with
several additional requests)


II. Special Topics: DomesticTerrorism


lll. Special Topics: Women Who Kill (who I then co-taught with DianaJohnson)
IV. UWP 3000: CJ StudyAbroad to Berlin, Germany
V. Special Topics: Cyber-Crime (inprocess)
VI. Revised: CJ Women & the Law


Vll. Revised: Psychology and the Law







Teaching and conducting research with my students are my passion. I would like to develop


courses for UWP that reflect the needs of the 21st Century and make us one of the most
progressiveCJ programs in the U.S. I have a unique and well sought after professional expertise
in homeland security. I have worked in homelandsecurity/terrorismand counter-intelligence
(which involved protecting theGerman government andbusiness/technologyagainst cyber-


attacks from theformerSovietUnion) long before many others and have an experience that is


very unique in today's academia. I am at a point where i do not want to further miss out on


applying my special skills.


I believe that we need to discuss thecyber-securityprogram plans with ourChancellor'sOffice.


It doesn't make sense to me thatCriminalJustice, one of the three strongest programs on


campus that has attracted approx. 1000 students (on campus & online), is run with such a small
faculty and full time staff. We are one of the lowest paid faculty & staff on campus with one of
the highest if not the highestworkload. I don't know of any other program that requires its


personnel to handle between 70-90advisees per semester. If CJ brings in so many students and
tuition revenueshouldn'twe qualify for moresupport in accommodating the demands of this
highly sought after field? I look forward to theopportunity to pitch my ideas to theChancellor's
Office.


Thank you,


Sabina
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Zimbra bustons@uwplatt.edu


Re: cyber crimes


Fmm : Elizabeth AThroop<throope@uwplatt.edu> Mon, Nov 19, 2012 10:37 AM


Subject : Re: cyber crimes
To : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu>


Terrific! This sounds like progress. I'm pleased for you.


Liz


Sent from my iPad


On Nov 19, 2012, at 9:59 AM, Sabina Burton<burtons@uwplatt.edu>wrote:


> This is just FYI.


> I like Tom's idea as it is something that we can do quickly and inexpensively. I shared a
course selection for ahomeland/cyber-securityfocus with him on Friday.
> Have a meeting with Aric Dutelle on it today and after that will put together a proposal
for the CJ dept.


> Sabina


> ----- Forwarded Message -----
> From: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
> To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
> Sent: Monday, November 19, 2012 9:36:59 AM
> Subject: cyber crimes


> I've though about this over the weekend. For all our emphases the 15-16 credits were in


criminal justice.
> 15 credits are required and the theory and research would bring it to 21 and the
emphasis would
> bring the total cj credits to 36. Adding outside courses to an emphasis would fall short of
the 36 required credits.
> A certificate may be theappropriateway to go.


> Tom Caywood, Ph.D.
> Chairman, Criminal Justice Department
> UW-Platteville


, LTD.
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Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Re: Applied Research-WiSysTechnologyAdvancementGrantPre-pmposal
Feedback


Fmm : Thomas E Caywood<caywood@uwplatt.edu> Wed, Dec 12, 2012 08:56 AM


Subject : Re: Applied Research-WiSys Technology
AdvancementGrant Pre-proposal Feedback


To : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
looks like you are one step closer to getting a system grant. Congrats.
Tom E2


----- Original Message ----- e
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplattedu>, "Robert W Roberts"
<robertsro@uwplatt.edu>,"Michael Gay(newventures@uwplattedu)"
<newventures@uwplattedu>
Cc: "Elizabeth A Throop" <throope@uwplattedu>
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 9:39:20 PM


Subject: Fwd: Applied Research-WiSys Technology Advancement GrantPre-proposal
Feedback


----- FonNarded Message -----
From: "Erin Gill" <EGill@wisys.org>
To: "burtons@uwplatt.edu"<burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Cc: lomax@uwplatt.edu, "PHILLIP MAKURAT(pmakurat@uwsa.edu)"
<pmakurat@uwsa.edu>,afisher@uwsa.edu, "Lisa Murray" <lmurray@warf.org>
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 12:08:58 PM
Subject:AppliedResearch-WiSysTechnology Advancement Grant Pre-proposalFeedback


Dear Sabina,


Thank you for submitting a pre-proposal for an AppliedResearch-WisysTechnology
Advancement Grant Your pre-proposal titled "Cyber-Security Program at UW-Platteville" has
been reviewed. A PDF version including comments from our review, as well as the
pre-proposal assistance you requested are attached.


The pre-proposal review is meant to provide feedback from a general reviewer perspective
and to point out areas that may need more emphasis or explaining to meet the criteria in
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the evaluation guidelines. It is not a technical review of the science or technology. We
encourage all applications to the ARG and AR-WiTAG programs.


We look forward to receiving your full proposal no later than January 14, 2013. More
informationcan be found at www.wisys.ora/arants/ . Feel fræ to contact me with
questions.


Regards,


Erin M. Gill, PhD


TechnologyManager


WiSysTechnology Foundation


401 Charmany Drive, Suite 205


Madison, WI 53707


p 608.316.4035


f 608.262.6104


www.wisys.org


Disclaimer: This message and any attachments are for the designated recipient only and
may contain privileged, proprietary or otherwise private information. If you have received
this in error, please notify the sender and delete the original. Thank you.
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EXNIBIT Z
REVIEW ena


CRIMINALJUSTICE & FORENSIC INVESTIGATION
DEGREE PROGRAMS


UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - PLATTEVILLE


The followingobservations,opinions and suggestions were formulated after interviewing the
interim chair of the department, twelve facultymembers,students from three classes
containing C and FI majors, and a cursoryreview of curriculum and program content from each
Degree program. I also visited the "Crime Scene Home" and the "Learning-Living Center."


I have made every effort to make this report succinct.


CriminalJusticeProgram:


1. There has not been any new O Curriculumdeveloped since 1_990. A lack of productive
departmentalcommunications,a missing research component, the absence of effective
leadership, and various personalityconflicts have all contributed to a chasm between
some elements of the faculty. These factors have combined to create a stagnant
program which is not meetingsome pertinent needs of the students or the professions
for which they are being prepared. There are some very excellent faculty members in


the Departmentwho with leadership,appropriate motivation, and support could make
a much greater contribution to the Department'ssuccess.


2. Several students, especially the militaryveterans, stated that many of the current
programs were borino, outdated and irrelevant. Theyunderstood the need for theory,
but they felt they would also need some hands-on practical instruction to develop the
skill sets they would need immediately upon employmentwith a CriminalJustice
Agency. To be employed by a Wisconsin agency they will need to obtain 706 hours of
"Academy Law EnforcementTraining"followinggraduation, at a cost of approximately
$3,500. With more appropriate curricula as recommended below, a large portion of the
Academy's new subject requirementscould be fulfilled while completing the O degree


program(s). Some of the requirements,however, would be pure hands-on practical
training and probably would not be appropriate for granting academic credit hours.
The interim Chair and some members of the faculty are attempting to reach an


agreement with the state's trainingstandardsofficials but are finding a great deal of
resistance. A faculty member has been assigned to review current curriculums and
determine what modifications are needed to satisfy the new law enforcement training
standards.


Recommendations: With the new effective leadership at the College and
Department level, initiate a series of facilitated C program meetings with the
facultyand selected students to develop new goals and learningoutcomesfor
theDepartment.This process would necessarily need to consider the advances







or at least changes in the CriminalJustice field in the past 24 years and also the
new law enforcement trainingstandards recentlypromulgated by the state's
legal entity for setting such standards. It is also strongly recommended that the
program develop a series of courses that develop the students' problem solving
and communication skills since these are the essential skills for success in the
field ofCriminalJustice.


Following the establishment of new "draft" learning outcomes, invite members
ofagencies in which CJ graduates could find employment and the state training
standardsgroup to review the proposal and provide feedback and input.
Followingadjustmentsand the formal adoption of learning outcomes, begin the
peer review of all current coursecurricula in order to develop the necessary
modificationsand/orcreation of new courses that will be congruent with the
new direction of the program.


For those law enforcement trainingrequirements notappropriate to academia,
it is recommendedthat the College or Department consider the development of
a Training unit that could providenon-academictraining through fees and/or
grants.


Attached is a link to a 20 minutepresentation to the Eastern Kentucky University
Board of Regents which explains all elements of the College ofJustice and Safety
including its three training units:


http://training.eku.edu/videofiles/CJSBoRvideo.html


I assume it will take some political intervention to have the training standards
entity to seriouslycome to the table, but an increased probability ofsuccess


might be enhanced if they were made aware of an impending major change in
the CJ program that would include their welcomed input. A cautionary note is


that I am sure that the College and Department leadership would insure that
giving up the "academicsoul" would not be the price ofsuccessfulnegotiations.


ForensicsInvestigationProgram:


1. I was asked to assess the "Fl" program for Academic Integrity. The Program was
initiated by an individual with a Master's degree from National University, who had
some "crime scene investigation" experience in a Colorado law enforcement agency.
The young man obviously had excellent skills in developing and promoting the program
since the Universitydesignated it as degree grantingcourse of study. Currently, the
initiator of the program has transferred to anotheradministrative department as
Director of Sponsored Programs. At the beginning of Fall Semester2013, the only
remaining tenure track faculty member was an individual with a Master's ofScience
Degree along with past experience in a ForensicLaboratory. The students rank her
instruction as excellent. All other required courses for the degree are taught by







adjuncts. Several were hired at the last minute in the fall of 2013, when the coordinator
of the program transferred to Sponsored Programs. Dr. PatrickSolar (PhDand former
Police Chief) has subsequentlybeen appointed to coordinate the program.


2. In meetings with the students located in two differentclasses, it was stated that some
of thecourseswere veryhands-on, interesting and practical. However, theythought
that that some of the adjunct professors did not appear to be veryknowledgeableof the
subjectmatter for which they were responsible.


Several students stated that they were not initially told that the program would not
prepare individuals to work in a forensic crime lab. Some stated that they had never
wanted to work in a police agency and now they have found out that the majority of
jobs available, followingthe completion of this degree program, are only located in such
agencies. Further, they can only obtain employment, followinggraduation, by
successfully completing a Law Enforcementacademy and becoming a police officer.


Students said there was a "crime scene house" but it was put to minimal use. Another
student suggested that theyshould have been introduced to "cadavers" before their
junior year, since some could not tolerateworkingwith "dead people"


In my short time on campus, I was not able to determine the efficacy ofgranting 3 credit
hours for finger printing or 3 credit hours for crime scene photography although both
are skills needed to conduct an appropriatecrime scene investigation.


Most telling were seniors in two separate classes that I visited, who said that there was
not enough content in the program for a four year degree program. They further stated
that their senior year was comprised mostly of courses that reviewed material that they
had alreadymastered.


3. I was told by some faculty that many members of law enforcement agencies in
Wisconsin were confused about what "Forensic Investigations"meant. They, like many
ofstudents, thought it was to prepare individuals to work in "forensic labs" in which
there are very few positions available.


? Recommendations: Reformat the program and make it a degree track
compatible with the broader topic encompassing "Criminal Justice" degree


program. Rename the program to a title analogous to "Police Sciences"which
could then allow for an expanded number of relevant topics that require
scientificknowledge; i.e. Cyber Crime, Fraud Investigation, Terrorist Activity,
Use of DNA, etc. etc. Add a relevant Physicscourse to the mix, since it would
seem impossible to make sense ofcrime scenephenomena such as blood
splatter or bullet path projections without someknowledge of physics.







I would certainlyretain some of the programs relevance to "CSI" since many of
yourstudents, like ours, have been stimulated to seek a degree in this area
because of the popularity of the many CSI television series.


At the same time, it is also recommendedto make a degree track in Corrections.
Both tracts could have some of the newly revised CJ courses (recommendabove)
as part of their base format.


With the tracks, the Departmentwould have three degree formats (Criminal
Justice, Police Sciences, and Corrections)This type of degree formattingshould
meet the needs of most of the Public Safety agencies who would potentiallyhire
the Department'sgraduates.


Distance learning Programs:


Although I was impressed with the individuals coordinating both the graduate and
undergraduateCJ On-line programs, I did not find much involvement from the CJ


faculty. I believe the method developed by the Universityto administer Distant
LearningPrograms is not the most conducive to rapid growth. Since universities in
Wisconsin, as in many other states, are now much more dependenton revenue
generated from tuition,successful Distant Learningventures are critical for their future
survival.


? Recommendations:With the knowledge that Columbia Universityhad invested
$3,000,000 in Distance Learning and failed, we looked for successful programs
we could emulate. We used the Universityof Cincinnati's on-line Criminal
Justice Master's Program as a model. They initially capped their enrollment at
500 and now at 1000. We started our program eight years ago with two
programs. After 5 years, the College was able to give the University$1,300,000
and the infrastructure for a Universitywide Distance Learning Program. This


spring, EKU has 24 degree programs on-line which produced 26,660 credit hours
for the semester. The program is outlined in the link provided above. For more
detailed informationregarding this very effective e- campus structure one may
contact Mr. Tim Matthews who is the Director of EKU E-Campus.


While conducting the review, I was greeted with warmth,openness and trust by the vast
majorityof staff, faculty and students. For that I am grateful. I have attempted in every way
possible not to violate their confidences. Some expressed an interest to visit our campus to
view various elements of our program. They will be mostwelcome.


For those who requested to monitorour "Social Intelligence" on-line course incommunications,
we have already madearraignmentsto accommodatethat request.


My deepest respect to both my old and new friends at the UniversityofWisconsin at Platteville,







Report prepared and submitted by,


Allen Ault, Dean
College ofJustice and Safety
Eastern Kentucky University
859 622-3565
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Zimbra https://zimbra.uwplatt.edu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=55967


Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Wednesday


From : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu> Tue, Oct 16, 2012 04:53 PM


Subject : Wednesday


To : Thomas E Caywood<caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Tom,


I just go note that the news-team will come to campus between 12-12:30.
We'll be leaving for the Forensic House after 1 pm. Would you like to
join us?


My students are re-creating a crime scene and then we will attempt a


profile of the perpetrator. We'll get started around 2 pm.


Sabina


1 of i 10/6/2014 2:13 PM
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Introduction


The purpose of this review is to provide guidance and direction to the Dean of the


College ofLiberal Arts and Education and the interim departmentalchair of the criminaljustice


department at the University ofWisconsin-Platteville.Both Dean Elizabeth Throop and Interim


Chair Mike Dalecki contacted me regarding my availability to conduct a review in a short period


oftime and directed towardanswering a specific set ofquestions concerning the criminal justice


department at the UniversityofWisconsin-Platteville. I agreed to conduct the review, but I


suggested that an in-depth review was not possible given time constraints (forexample, very


little that follows addresses the undergraduate on-line program or the on-line master's degree


program), and that ifa more thorough review was sought, I would contact the Academyof


CriminalJusticeSciences (ACJS) to inquire about their review process and solicit them on how


best to proceed forward. The academy is the closestorganization the field ofcriminaljustice has


as a nationalaccrediting body, but it is not recognized as an accreditingbody by any educational


institution in the country.


As well as documents(coursesyllabi and faculty vitae) that were sent to me prior to my


visit, I also was able to meet individuallywith both faculty and staff. In addition, I did meet with


the faculty as a whole. Interviews were conducted with faculty and staff. These interviews, along


with supportingdocumentation,serve as the basis for the recommendations that follow. The


criminal justice department is at a crossroads,attempting to solidify its mission and vision at a


time when resources are limited and faculty and staffconsensus on matters are, in some cases,


divergent. This lattersituation may be seen as part ofa transitionalprocess from a particular way
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ofdoingbusiness to another way ofdoingbusiness. The "pains oftransition"were evident in my


discussions with faculty and staff, yet the department still has the capability to move forward.


The criminal justicedepartment at the UniversityofWisconsin-Plattevillehas a


longsuccessful history. The integrity of this storied history must be maintained and an


identitycreated that both recognizes the past but also values a future orientation that


promotes the best in criminal justice education. By addressingsome of the


recommendations provided in this report, in tandem with the dean and the interim chair, I


believe the criminal justicedepartmentcan flourishand promote an educational


experience that will continue to be valued by students. The focus ofthis report will be to


suggest a new path moving forward that recognizes the diversity offaculty and staff, and more


importantly, the benefit ofa clearmission and vision moving forward.


The relevance ofcriminaljustice education hinges on how well the academic


departmentconnects to the criminal justice field. This may mean a numberofthings to different


people. I have learned that the primary role for criminal justice education is to prepare students


for professional careers in the criminal justice system. This, too, means different things to


different people. I believe it is still commonlyaccepted in the criminaljustice field that the role


ofhigher education is to prepare people forpositions in the criminal justice system with key


skills and competencies: clear and effective writing skills, sufficient and well developed


speakingskills, and the ability to pose arguments and analyze them. These skills have been


expoundedby leamingcommissions for the past twenty years as the core ofwhat a college


educated person should possess. The Higher LeamingCommission, for example, has stressed the


importanceofwriting, speaking, andargumentativeanalysis as essentialskills collegeeducated


people should havesubsequent to graduation. I learned that the criminal justice faculty and staff
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hold these ideas as well and it is reflected in the types ofcourses offered and how they are


taught. This is an important point that must not be lostwhen deciphering some of the practical


questionsand concerns addressed later in the report.


Second, whilecriminaljustice education is not one of the traditionaldisciplines found in


the university community, it does borrow very heavily from otherdisciplines, for example,


psychology,sociology, andpoliticalscience to mention a few. In recent years, we have seen the


maturing ofcriminaljustice educationwhere there are more criminal justicedepartments and the


quality ofcriminaljusticeeducationhas improved tremendously. As such, newer faculty in


criminal justice have been trained in the importanceofbeing rigorous with students and holding


themselves to higherstandards ofteaching, scholarship, and service. In the past 20 years, the


field ofcriminal justice education has exploded, and the rapid expansion has produced greater


demands andexpectationsofboth students and faculty alike. For the most part, the reliance on


former police officers to teach a majorityofcriminaljustice courses is gone. The focus,


therefore, ofcriminaljusticeeducation is now directed towardpreparingstudents so they are


versed with modern technologies to addresscrime, but also the importanceofcritical decision


makingskills and new scholarship and thinkinganalytically when confrontingcrime. This


requires faculty who areeducated and contribute to the growing body ofknowledge about the


criminal justice system.


Finally, students are both the same and different from theirpredecessors.They require


the skills mentioned above, but in addition, they face challenges that did not exists even 10 years


ago: a rapidly competitive world, an increased debt load associated with the college experience,


more demands on their personal and family time, and rapidly changing technologies and more


competition from those providing college degrees, i.e., publics,privates, and even proprietary
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colleges. The competition is stiff, butuniversities have to be more sensitive and malleable to the


changing student and the world they face and will be facing. Educating these students will


require a university bureaucracy that is more responsive and nimble, yet focused on a clear


purpose, mission, and vision. The University ofWisconsin-Platteville values academic integrity,


excellence, and teaching, among other values, and is committed to making the educational


experience rewarding for students. The same view was espousedby faculty and staff in the


criminal justice department when I visited the university. The challenge arises and will remain


on how best to achieve thisoutcomewith limited resources and a diverse studentpopulation.


With these views as a backdrop, I will offeranswers to the questions posited to me as part


of the program review. My intention is to be prospective, and to provideanswers to specific


questions thatenable the criminal justice department to flourish and move forward. At the


conclusion ofeach section, I provide recommendations as well.


Qualityof Program and Coursework


The criminal justicedegree was initially created with the belief in a broad based liberal


arts philosophy, stressinghumanities, physical sciences, and social sciences. This seems to still


be the case. A review of the coredegreerequirements indicates an interest in maintaining the


liberal arts focus, yet there have been changes to the departmentalrequirementsover the past


four years that question the direction ofthemajor. A change in direction is not problematic by


itself, but it must beassessedwithin the context ofwhat the mission and vision of the department


is and how that comports with the practices ofcriminaljustice education nationally.


Additionally, the value ofa strong department chair cannot beunderstated. Thedepartmentchair
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will work with faculty and staffto move the department forward. Departmental leadership has


been lacking in the last few years, and this has caused major problems in thedepartment.


Most striking is the creation ofa Forensics Investigation (FI) majoralongside the


criminal justicemajor in the department. For all intents and purposes, a new majorwas created


and promoted in the forensics area, new staffwere hired, and resources were directed at the


program,with an emphasis in critically training and educating people forpositions within a


broad array ofpossible forensics careers, e.g., crime scene technician, death investigation, and


police officerposition, to mention a few. Later in this report I will respondmoredirectly


regarding the creation of the FI major, but for now, I want to place a discussion of the FI major


in the contextof the quality of the major as offered by the criminal justicedepartment.


No other topic generated so much discussion, and in somecases vitriolic discussion, than


the process used to create the FI major in the criminal justice department. Some felt the major


was pushed through with very little faculty review and input, others felt the FI major was a new


advance that offered promise and hope to students interested in pursuingsome type ofcareer in


forensics. A review of the FI curriculum reveals that it is very heavily focused on the technical


aspects of forensics, i.e., fingerprinting, photography, criminalistics, etc. A studentmajoring in


FI only has to take 3 courses in the criminal justicemajor: Introduction to Criminal Justice,


Research Methods in CriminalJustice, and Criminal Law. This limited numberofcriminal


justice core classes makes the criminal justice majorsubservient to the FI major, when in reality,


as I will explicate later, it should be the other way around.


TheAcademyofCriminal Justice Sciences has held for over 10 years that every criminal


justice major have fundamental exposure to the following courses as part of themajor:
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introduction to criminaljustice, introduction to police systems, introduction to correctional


systems, introduction to court systems, a criminological theory course, a research methods


course, all subsumed under the umbrella of a diverse liberal arts curriculum. The FI major does


address the latter concem in its degree requirements, but what is especiallyproblematic is the


idea that"technical"based courses are being offered for academic creditwhere they might be


best offered through a technical school or college, not a university setting. TheAcademyof


CriminalJustice Sciences, for example, is adamantly opposed to providing training courses


under the rubric ofauniversitydegree grantingprogram. One facultymemberstated it bluntly:


"what a police officer needs to know about fingerprintingandphotography can be learned in 2


days, not in 15 weeks and definitely not in an academiccourse at auniversity." There are two


levels ofconcern, one is substantively and the other is the academic rigor ofthese courses.


Again, later in this report I will offer suggestions on how this issue can be addressed.


In addition, there was concernexpressed by many faculty and staffthat the academic


rigor has suffered over a numberofyears. No one interviewed who suggested this as an issue


could reallypinpoint the time or event that may have precipitated the perception ofdeclining


academic rigor in the program, yet many people interviewed felt that the courses are either "too


easy" or not rigorous enough to develop skills required ofa college-educatedpersonentering a


criminal justice career. This position was echoed byboth full time faculty and academic staff


and is reflected in the SWOTanalysis. In particular, the SWOT analysis revealed concerns, for


example, over the quality of the on-lineundergraduateprogram and its reliance on adjunct


faculty.


Faculty are never really satisfied with student performance, a common lament offaculty


everywhere, but what is problematic is ifstudents are deprived ofthe courses necessary to
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develop skills required ofcriminaljusticeprofessions and tied ultimately to the mission and


vision of the department. The current missionstatement indicates the importanceof


"....preparingour students to move successfully into criminaljusticecareers..." Yet, there seems


to be adisjuncturebetween this goal and how courses are structured andoffered in the


curriculum. So, for example, ifwritingproficiency is an issue for criminal justicestudents what


is being done to address this problem? How do we know there is aproblem with student


writing? Are there courses and resources to improve student writingperformance? Do our


courses demand writing as part ofthe assessment procedure ofstudentperformance? The latter


point is very important for the criminal justicedepartment, since my review ofcourse syllabi


reveals a very limited writing expectation (most paperassignmentswere under 3pages)and in


some courses there was no writing expectation at all. In terms ofacademic rigor, ifyou really do


not have the resources orwherewithal to demand more rigorous writing expectations ofstudents,


then simply do not state this as one ofyourprofessed expectations for them. It is often times


stated thatstudents cannot writeeffectively,but do we place thatexpectationon them when they


are in our courses? The lack ofwriting skills amongstudents was apparent to everyone I


interviewed,but addressing thisdeficiency was notevident in the syllabi that I reviewed, as it


seemed, at best, that most instructors and faculty in the department demand very little writing


among students in their courses. This is obviously not true for all faculty and staff, but a general


practice is that not muchwriting is actuallyexpected ofstudents through the courses in the


department.


A concem regarding the degree to which the curriculum reflects current issues and trends


was express by a numberoffaculty and staff. One interviewee suggested that the curriculum has


not been updated in over 2 decades. Anotherperson felt the curriculum has failed to seize on
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some new topics that would be of interest to students. A course oncyber-crime, for example, was


suggested by one person as a topic that could be offered to students to up-date thecurriculum.


There may be other courses as well that could be added to the curriculum, such as human


trafficking, white collar crime, to mention a few. Faculty and staffwill have to address this


concem, as saliency is an importantconsideration forstudents. The students expect a curriculum


that will both prepare them for careers in criminaljustice, but in addition, will be cutting edge


and reflect conditions and events in the real world that impact them and society at large.


Another concem expressed by some faculty and staffdeal with adherence to policies and


procedures, both departmental police and procedures and university wide policies and


procedures. Some faculty and staffexpressed the point ofview that while there are current


universitypolicies and policies regarding a host of issues andactivities, e.g., personnel policies,


disciplinary policies, anddesignated roles and responsibilities, with attendant levels ofauthority,


many of the policies and procedures are not followed or simply dismissed. This is a theme raised


by faculty and staffconcerning a numberof issues. In fact, many of the problems that have been


generated in recent times can be traced back to a lack ofadherence to extantpolicies and


procedures. In addition,oftentimes departmentsinappmpriatelybelieve they may enact any


policies orprocedures without first seeing how a proposed policies or procedures fit into current


university policies orprocedures orsystem widepolicies orprocedures. System widepolicies


and procedures trump university policies and procedures and university policies and procedures


trump departmentalpolicies and procedures. An awareness of this fundamental truth is lost on


many faculty and staff, butmore importantly, faculty and staffneed to know their own policies


andprocedures.
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Recommendations


(1) The criminaljustice department should hire an outside facilitator to direct a strategic planning


session with the faculty. The department is having an identity crisis right now and given the


recent history of disagreement and rancor over how things have been addressed and what the


criminal justice department is really trying to accomplishand what it envisions its future to be it


is necessary that a facilitator work with the department faculty and staffto clearlydelineate


largerdepartmentalgoals, strategic initiatives, strategic tasks, and links budgetary decisions to


these tasks along with a timeline ofdeliverables. This planningeffort will allow the air to clear in


the department, as well as instill clearaccountabilitystandards for faculty and staff.


(2) There should be an active search for a permanentchair in the department. Thedepartment is


currently being led by an interim chair. This was a necessity given problems and concems raised


over the past 2 years. It is time, now, for the department to conduct a national search for a


department chair who can work with faculty and staffto move forward.


(3) Serious consideration should be given to remove Forensics Investigation (FI) as a major. As


stated, no other issue has generated a separation between faculty and staffthan the process used


to create the FI major. Given some ofmy comments regarding academic rigor, as well as the


process for creating the FI major, and how the Academy ofCriminal Justice Sciences views


fundamentally "training"courseswithin an academiccurriculum, the status ofmajor is not


warranted for FI. This is not to suggest that FI has no role within a university setting, but how it


is structured requires further examination. I will have anotherrecommendation for how FI should


be structured later in the report.
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(4) The criminal justice department should begin an evaluationand review of its courses to


guarantee that academic rigor is provided. There needs to be greater involvement and review of


courses by faculty and staffacross the curriculum thatmaintainsacademic rigor both with


reference to the quality ofinstruction but also the pedagogicalsoundnessofcourses.This can


only be accomplished through theparticipation of faculty and staffworkingtogether to create a


structure that views academic rigor as aprimaryresponsibilityofall parties in the department.


An appeal may be made to campus resources to see what can beprovided to the department


regardingstudent assessment and theapplicationofmodem assessment techniques to all courses.


(5) The criminal justice department should constitute acommitteeor empower a current


committee to examineand review its policies andprocedures. This review should be placed in


the contextofwider university widepolicies and procedures and system wide policies and


procedures.


Forensic InvestigationProgram


The Forensic Investigation (FI) program was given approval in 2010 by the central


administration.Many faculty and staffhavedivergentpoints ofview regarding the FI program.


For all intents and purposes, the curriculum is managed and taught for the most part by 2 faculty


members, bothofwhom have a master's degreequalification as their final degrees. The program


has a wide array ofcourses and the connection to other campusdepartments seems tentative at


best. This latterpoint is probably the most serious concern I have regarding the FI program.


Otherconcerns and problems were noted by faculty and staffregarding the FI program, but


fundamentally, the concerns among both faculty and staff in the department center on two issues.
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First, the process and implementationof the FI program was done in a unilateral way and


involved very few faculty and staffmembers. In fact, I was not able to discem exactly how the FI


program actually started, except to say it was something that the campusadministrationwanted


to seehappen. This created theperceptionamong faculty and staffthat they had no choice in


determining ifFI was a good idea, and even if it was a good idea, there was no clear faculty


involvement in program development and implementation.As a result, the dramatic appeal of the


programbecame a nightmare to manage, especially when the department experienced


unprecedentedgrowth with no concomitant increase in resources,either faculty resources or


other resources. The criminal justice department grew from roughly 400majors in 2006 to 950


majorsby 2014, with most of this growthattributable to the FI program, causing a division in the


department amongnot only faculty and recently staff, but more importantly,confusion on the


connection between the criminal justice majorand thedevelopingFImajor. The creation ofa


separate FI major, exacerbating an already rancorous division between some faculty and staff


and the attendantproblems ofattention to curriculumdevelopment, the advising ofstudents, and


the devotion offaculty to research and scholarly efforts, created a difficultworkingenvironment


for all parties. This situation still exists today in the department.


You coulddescribe this situation as a "perfect storm," with disastrousconsequences and


divisions between some faculty and staff. Moreover, the attendant problems associated with the


FI program onlybecameworse as a result ofa perception ofpoor leadership or limited


leadership in the department. Many interviewees expressed the concern over the quality of


leadership in the department when the FI program was suggested and during its framingand


reframing from the time period of2006-to the present day. To suggest the sole source of


difficulty with the FI program and the criminal justice department in general lies in departmental
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leadership,however,misses the larger point that the FI major should not have been evercreated


in the firstplace.Departmental leadership is important to addressingtheproblematicnatureof


the FImajor, but theconsequentialproblems as a result of the creation and perpetuation ofthe FI


program goes wellbeyonddepartmental leadership. Campusadministrationand the dean'soffice


must shoulder someresponsibility for the train wreck that occurred much later.


Second, there is a huge concern amongboth facultymembers and staffabout the


employment ofstudents who major in FI. One staffmemberfelt that there are a numberofcareer


options available for students in the FI field, but at best, this is an assertion with limited


empiricalsupport. Many faculty members expressed concern over how the FI program not only


diverts resources from the criminal justice department, but that it does a disservice to students


who believe there are many careeropportunities upon graduation from the FI degree when in


reality there may be limited careeropportunities for graduates. This is a legitimateconcem, as


many criminal justice departments across the country wrestle with how best to situate forensics


within theirdepartments.


For some, there is no integration offorensics into theirdepartments, and at best there may


be some courseofferings,but clearly no major in it. This is done, in part, because there is a belief


that careeropportunities within the forensics field are limited. Forothers, forensics is viewed as


a minoror a certificate program within the criminal justicemajor. In the latterapproach, the


issue ofcareer aspirations is set during an initial introductorycourse in the certificate program.


This courseserves as a screenercourse for subsequent courses in the forensicsprogram. Most


importantly, the integrity of the certificateprogram and courses in is guaranteed by a campus


wide effort that involvesmultipleacademicdepartments. Under this approach, a forensics


program has buy in from otheracademicdepartments, such as chemistry, biology, clinical lab
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sciences,anthropology,and health sciences. This broad based support for forensics not only


guaranteesacademic integrity but also allows the benefits and costsof the program to be spread


out amongdepartmentson campus.


In the not too distant future, the criminaljusticedepartmentwill have to come to grips as


to how it wishes the forensics program to proceed. The subsequentrecommendations will offer


some guidance in this regard. It is clear that the FI program has brought with it many students


over a short period oftime, but the increase in the numberofstudents has also produced


attendantproblems and concerns that must be addressed and forces the department to ask some


serious questions about its future as currentlyorganized.


Recommendations


(1)Consistentwith an earlier recommendation remove the majordesignation from the forensics


program. Convene a group ofpotential academicpartners on campus and in the broader


community to develop a certificateprogram in forensics. Broaden it to include forensics as


structured alongcertificateconcentrations that are aligned with faculty interests in the


departments across campus. You may, for example, find there are faculty members who are


strong in forensic toxicology or forensicscience in thechemistry department. Develop courses


appropriate in numberand quality thatprovidespecific skills that would make forensics


graduates marketable forspecific career aspirations. I would recommend that you view the


website of the forensics program at the University ofWisconsin-Milwaukee


(www4.uwm.edu/cfs) as an example for how to structure thecertificateprogram.


(2) Begin conversations with campusresources to specify with greater claritycareer


opportunities for those who graduatewith a certificate in forensics. In addition, since the
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forensics investigationprogram was initially justified, in part, as an effort that would increase the


competencyofpolice recruits develop a workinggroup within the criminal justice department to


examine if thisassumption is, in fact, still tenable. The product of the group would be to see how


many current forensics courses could be better integrated into the existing curriculum within the


criminal justicemajor.Additionally,such a review might lead toward discussions with technical


schools in the region to provide some of the morepractical elements ofcourse work that does not


meet the academic rigorofcourses offered by the department.


Program Growth


As stated earlier, the program has experienced tremendous growth over the past 5 years.


Anumberofintervieweesexpressed concem over the amount ofstudent advising required as a


result ofthis growth. One interviewee felt that the advising load was too high and not everyone


pitches in equally to contribute to student advising in the department. This issue is important to


address for a numberofreasons, but most importantly, how does advising take people away from


teaching and research responsibilities? Is the time spent on advisingdetrimental to offering more


courses or a better utilization of faculty and staffto teach a wider array ofcourses? One of the


points raised in the SWOT analysis was that theadvising load was too high and the numberof


upper division courses available to students too low.


A majorconcem is how a huge advising load works against other faculty and staff


activities, such as providingmore upper division courses and the development ofmore research


among faculty members. With an estimated studentpopulation at 950 students and 16 faculty


members and academic staff, there must be a discussion regarding performance expectations and


how faculty and stafftime is best allocated. Moreover, there is a clearperceptionthat faculty


and academic staffare not treated the same, and that thecommunicationbetween the two groups
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is limited and currently strained. Much of this problem can be traced to the fractured leadership


that has occurred in the department over the past few years. What may have been a hidden


understanding of the differences betweendoctoraleducated faculty andmasters or legally trained


academicstaffhas beenheightened by some of the abrupt changes in the department and has


created a chasm between the two groups. This report willoffer recommendations later on how


this issue can be addressed.


The discussion regarding the growth in the department over the past five years centers on


the creation of the FIprogram. This growth by itself is not a bad thing, but it must be understood


that such a large growth in the number ofstudentsmay require furtherdiscussion conceming


resources. In addition,dependingupon what the future structure(seerecommendations in


previous section of the report) of the FY program will be decisions will have to be made to focus


moreactivity on the creation ofa culture ofacademic excellence and predicated on the standards


ofcriminal justiceeducation aspromulgatedby theAcademyofCriminalJustice Sciences. This


means a beliefand support fordoctoral trained faculty. Currently, the faculty is split between


academic staffand doctoral trained faculty and those on the faculty who only have attained a


master'sdegree. The division between these two groups and within the groups was noted earlier


in the report.


Both groups have a role in the criminaljustice department, but it must be reinforced


through the dean's office and the departmental chair that doctoral trained faculty members have


the guiding role in the department. This reality sets the tone for how decisions are made in the


department. This does not mean thatdoctoral faculty members dominate over theacademic


staff. Excellentcriminaljustice departments across the countryunderstand the integrationofthe


two groups into a vibrant community ofscholars and practitioners, integrating theory into
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practice as part of the educational experience ofstudents and the advancementofknowledge in


the criminal justice field.


Moreover, the SWOT analysis revealed that thecriminaljustice department has an


uneven portfolio ofcoursesbetween lowerdivisioncourses andupper division courses.


Additionally, there may be someopportunitieswith new course content to reachstudents who


are criminal justicemajors as well asnon-majorsand update the curriculum. Such courses are


cyber-crime, white collar crime, and organized crime to mention a few. The curriculum does


offer a host ofelective courses, many ofwhom are identified in the FImajor. With the structural


change in the FI major proposed and recommendedearlier in the report, there is an opportunity


to develop moreacademicallychallengingcourses,both traditionally delivered courses and on-


line courses, in the department. At the end ofthe day, the creation ofthese upper division


courses, along with the lower division courses, will define the structure of the criminal justice


major in a clearer way and provide more certainty and clarity to faculty, staff, and students on


what a criminaljusticedegree means.


Recommendations


(1)Convene a group offaculty and stafffrom across campus to determine best practices in the


advisingofstudents. The issue ofadvising in the department is not only a workload issue; it is


also an issue ofeducationalquality. The perception among many of the academic staff is that the


burden ofadvising is disproportionally covered by them. This perceptionmay or may not be


true. There needs to be a clarification ofworkload issues regarding advising, and the culture of


the department must changeconcerningthe importanceofadvising. As a campus that has a


majoremphasis on quality teachingand advisingpursuant to its mission, there must be a frank


17







discussion on whereadvising fits into the culture of the department. The current perceptionof


lackofimportanceofadvising in the department, especially as perceived by the academic staff


vis-à-vis the faculty, mustchange.


(2) Contact the AcademyofCriminal Justice Sciences (ACJS) to begin the process ofconducting


a programreview for the department. This type ofreview is much more exhaustive and directive


and can providesomeconcreterecommendations to the criminal justice department. The goal of


an ACJS review is not simply standards' compliance, but also program redefinition and


alignment. This alignmentcomports with thestandardspromoted by the academy and comes


closest to anaccreditationreview process in the criminal justice education field. Moreover, such


a review will gauge how the criminaljustice departmentmatches up with othercriminal justice


departments from across the country. It can be a good assessment that enables the criminal


justice department to move forward toward a plan ofaction that is consistent with academic and


professional peer institutions ascribing to similar standards as promulgated by ACJS.


(3) Consider the use ofa mediator to address climate issues within the department. It has been


noted the divisions that exist between faculty members and academic staff. Much of this division


is predicated on rumor and innuendo, with very little fact. Yet, having said this there are still


legitimateconcems between faculty members and academicstaffthatmust be addressed. Most


oftheseconcerns center on faulty or poorcommunicationamong parties and the lack ofclear


leadership in the department. In addition, there must be acknowledgement that the tension that


exists is also within the faculty ranks, i.e., FullProfessors, Associate Professors, andAssistant


Professors. A skilledmediatorcan ferret out fact from fiction and work with thedifferingparties


to guarantee a positive climate going forward.
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(4) Ifnotpresent construct a curriculumcommittee in the department. This curriculum


committeewill work toward the update of thedepartmentalcourses, which includes the deletion


ofoutdated courses and the addition ofother more relevant courses. There have been many


changes within society and responses by criminal justice agencies to crime. The curriculum


committee should work in tandem with recommendations from the ACJS review mentioned


above to make sure the course work meets minimal ACJS standards and reflects emerging trends


and themes. An update and review ofdepartmental curriculum was a major issue ofconcem


expressed among faculty members and academic staff.


New Initiatives


The department is addressing changes in state requirements regardingcertification


qualifications for new police officers. The proposed increase from 520 hours to 708 hours of


recruit schooltrainingrequired for all newlycertified police officers in the state raises concern


among some of the faculty that this changecouldpossibly affect student enrollment. In addition,


some faculty and staffhad expressed their concem over two issues: the redundancy ofthe newly


proposed recruit training school with current criminaljustice course work and the cost to


students. It has been suggested that the cost could rise as high as $5,000 for thestudents, and


since the proposed program cannot be accomplished in the summer and under current financial


aid packages for students, many of them will be priced out of the market.


It is definitely a benefit for some students to have access to a certification program while


still as an undergraduate, yet I am not convinced how much ofa problem this might be for the


department. I would want to know how many students actually are interested in such a program.


What do we know about numbers ofstudents who actually matriculatethrough such a program?
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More importantly, is this activity necessarily part of the mission of the department? It is clear the


department'scurrent mission statement involves thepreparationofstudents for careers in


criminaljustice, but does the departmentnecessarilyhave to integrate the law enforcement


standards forcertification into its curriculum to achieve thismission? The certification program


at my university is done in tandem with the local technicalschoolsubsequent to graduation. The


criminal justice department in my school does notengage in any programminggeared toward


law enforcementcertification, as this activity is inconsistent with ourmission which is to


educate, not train, people forcriminaljustice careers. Moreover, an argumentcan be made that


this type ofintegrationofcertification competencies into theundergraduatecurriculum is more


appropriate for the technical schools, not theuniversity. This is a similar to an earliercomment


regarding the FI courses. Auniversity is not in the businessoftraining; it is in the business of


education. Finally, such an effort might run counter to the ACJS standards mentioned earlier. As


stated earlier, ACJS is opposed to criminal justicedepartments offering training courses for


academic credit.


The Rockford Dual-EnrollmentProject is a new initiative that will begin in the fall, 2014.


A group of60 students will be enrolled for up to 8 credits for advanced standing credit. The


credits would only be transferrable to UW-Platteville, similar to otheradvancestanding


programs offered by colleges anduniversities. The goal of the program is to offer a pipeline to


the criminal justice department at UW-Platteville and ensure some steady student numbers and


diversifying thedepartmentand the university by having more students ofcolor on campus.


The program on its surface is a positive effort. Like otherefforts the program has to be


set up for the right reasons and properlyresourced to be effective. How much faculty and staff


time will be directed toward the program? Who will be in charge of the program and serve as the
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liaison to the high school? What role do officials at the high school play in the program? These


questions, along with many others, need to be fleshed out before theprogrambegins in fall,


2014. The devil is in the details! My sense is that the department has alreadyansweredsomeof


these questions. Such an effort can be very successful, but it will be important to discuss and


determineappropriateselection criteria for students interested in theprogram,concerns over


studentpreparedness for admission to the university require attention, mentoringofstudents


must exist, and an assessmentprocess that monitors student success whileenrolled at the


university should be put into place prior to the program beginning in fall, 2014. Too often such


novel programs are created in haste, only to failbecause they were not totally thought out and/or


an appropriateimplementationplan and evaluation plan were not put into place at the inception


of the program.


Recommendations


(1) The criminaljustice faculty and staffre-evaluate the importanceand relevance of the


proposed change in lawenforcementrecruitmentcertification to the mission ofthe department. I


know there has already been much discussion about this proposed change in state police officer


certification requirements and the impact on criminal justice students and the criminal justice


degree. The department should begin data collection on the numbers ofstudents who actually


pursue such an option and how many are likely to enroll in such a program going forward. Most


importantly, the department needs to discuss and seriously consider the importance of the


proposed change in state police certification standardsrelative to the mission ofthedepartment.


The integration of largely training competencies into an academic curriculum is very problematic


given the academicmission of the department and the nationalstandardsoftheAcademyof


Criminal Justice Sciences.
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(2) The criminaljustice department should pursue theRockford-DualEnrollmentProject.The


program has the potential to be a pipeline forstudents who might nototherwisehave an


opportunity to attend a university. As suggested earlier, consideration should be given to


determinepurposeand scope of the program, issues ofauthority and responsibility for the


program, and appropriate resources for the program. This effort has the potential to be a major


contributor to the department and theuniversity. Both the department and the university must be


prepared to address problems and concerns as they arise in the program, e.g., student preparation


for college.


Accreditation


The university will beentering into a re-accreditation process in 2016. The criminal


justice department will have to begin to collectdata for the accreditation review. Most ofthis


review will involve the production of responses to specific questions and concems. Most notable


is the issue ofstudent assessment and performance. In addition, theaccreditation agency will


want to know explicit activities of faculty regarding their teaching,scholarshipand research, and


serviceactivities. This all must be documented.


The majorconcern that I have with the department with the upcoming accreditation is the


systematic collection ofdata and leadership in the department. These two issues are intertwined.


Good leadership requires good data. Mechanisms must be put into place that allow for the


collection ofdata on student performance, teaching, faculty and staffscholarship and research,


and service. Thedepartmentmust improve its data collection efforts and integrate and apply


findings to itsdecision-makingprocesses on all relevant dimensions ofactivity directly related to
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its mission. This will improve the leadership functionsof thosedesignated with authority to


make decisions on behalfof the faculty and staff, most directly the department chair.


There is no nationally recognizedaccreditationbody in the criminal justice education


field. The importance ofcriminaljustice education standards rests solely with the Academy of


CriminalJustice Sciences. I have referred to some of theirstandardsearlier in this report. I have


already recommended they be contacted to set up a review of the criminaljustice department. I


believe this review will provide a baseline from which the criminaljustice department can move


forward.


Recommendations


(1) Begin aconversation with university officials to understand the re-accreditation process that


will take place in 2016. Determineuniversitywide expectations for the department regarding


accreditation. Convene a committeeoffaculty and staffto begin a discussion on what data


sources will be needed for theaccreditationreview and initiate a process to collect data


necessary to address questions and concems regarding thedepartmentalresponse to the


accreditation review.


Conclusion


The criminaljustice department at the University ofWisconsin-Plattevillehas a long


history ofproducingqualitygraduates,many ofwhom go onto successfulcareers both in the


criminal justice system and outside the criminal justice system. The success ofgraduates has


been directly related to the type ofeducation they received whileattending the university. The


criminal justice department is at a crossroads,seeking to refine its missionconsistentwith what


has been done in the past, but more importantly, what is necessary for the future. At its core, the
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criminal justicedegree is based on a solid liberal arts education. Studentsuccess will be


much more likely if this tradition of integrating the liberal arts into the criminal justice


major is maintained.Additionally, the department requires an on-going assessment on how it


can best proceed forward within this liberal arts context: what updates to curriculum are


required,what new courses should be added, what courses should be dropped, and what type of


faculty are needed to move forward. This latter point is significant, since the criminal justice


field requires a balancebetween faculty and staffthat are academically educated and those who


have had practical experience in the criminaljustice system. The best faculty members are those


who have both qualities to some degree.


Departmental leadership is paramount at this point in time within the department. This


means not only having a committed departmental chair, but in addition, faculty and staffwho are


able to work together and assume leadership roles whereappropriate. Leadership does not only


exist with some positions in the department; it exists in multiplepositions. Thecollective faculty


and staffhave to work together to produce a quality educational experience for students, to


produce knowledge to advance thecriminaljustice field, and to offer service to the practicing


criminal justice community. I believe the criminaljustice faculty and staffare ready to move


forward, and they should consider therecommendationsprovided in this report as a way to


structure their thinking and activitiesmovingforward.


I want to thank all the faculty and staffwho agreed to be interviewed for this review. I


especially want to thank Dean Elizabeth Throop and Interim Chair Mike Dalecki for providing


me the opportunity to conduct this review.
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Zimbra https://zimbra.uwplatt.edu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=55675


Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Fwd: Lorne


From : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 11:01 PM


Subject : Fwd: Lorne


To : Elizabeth A Throop<throope@uwplatt.edu>
Liz,


The student emailed me tonight. She is still struggling to understand the experiment and
feels violated. I think if faculty and staff would have been informed of the experiment I
could have calmed down the student right away. I must say I was worried myself.


Below the email exchange I had with Tom.


Well, at least you can't say we're boring ...


Thank you,


Sabina


----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 9:31:09 PM


Subject: Re: Lorne


Tom,


I understand what a breach experiment is. We are not a psychology department nor do I
believe the experiment was conducted well. If the committee for Human Subject approved
the experiment and the guidelines for the experiment were followed then there is no


concern. Was I part of the experiment and included in the human subject form?


Alexandra Zupec is still upset about the incident. I can understand why. Nobody likes to be


a guinea pig and sexual harassment is a very sensitive matter (perhaps not the best choice
for a breach experiment when it comes to teacher-student relations).


Sabina


----- Original Message -----
From: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 8:19:52 PM


Subject: Re: Lorne ---


Sabina:
GRAMANNREPORTING,LM.
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I would like the name of the student who came to you with the note.
So I can interview her to find out exactly what happened.
Here is a brief definition of a breach experiment. In the field of social psychology, a


breaching experiment is


an experiment that seeks to examine people's reactions to violations of commonly accepted
social rules or norms.
This sounds exactly what he did - pass a note to a student which is a violation of a


commonly accepted norm. Particularly
inappropriate behavior since we all received the warning from the Dean about student
contact.
Tom
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Fwd: press conference
From: Sabina Burton (burtons@uwplatt.edu)
Sent: Fri 1/25/13 2:32 PM


To: sabinaburton (sabinaburton@live.com)


----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Cc: "Elizabeth A Throop" <throope@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 3:45:09 PM


Subject: Re: press conference


Tom,


O


Thank you for outlining your position in detail.
Concerning your statements: "I'm not aware that the CJ Department approved a
cyber security program or the development of one." and "You are advertising in
press releases and websites that the department and university are supportive of
what you are doing. That is in error."
You officially endorsed the April 2012 NSF proposal titled "Institutionalizing
Cyber Education" that clearly outlines the plans for a cyber-security program at
UW-Platteville's Criminal Justice Program.


The proposal was also signed off by the LAE Dean's office. Kathy Lomax and Bob
Roberts were a driving force in creating the proposal. Bob also put me in touch
with the DOJ and they are very interested in seeing a cyber-security program
developed here. I have talked to and consulted with Rob Hasker (CompScience),
Dean Hudson (Engineering), Todd Carothers (Accounting) and Travis Nelson (Pol
Sci) multiple times. All were listed on the NSF proposal. In your email to me


you state that the FI program "had the overwhelming support of the department"
which was not the case. I know that Dr. Cheryl Fuller and Dr. Susan Hilal did
not fully support it. Also I doubt, as you say, that "all were involved in every
step of the process." This would be a logistical nightmare. I am doing
everything necessary to keep principle parties informed of my progress and
intentions. I did not write the offending press release but I cc'd everyone who
might need to see it before it was published.


I worked long hours yesterday and today. I did not write the press-release. It
was sent to me yesterday afternoon and I added the location for the ceremony as
requested. Again, I did not write the press release.


I approached AT&T with my original NSF proposal that you, the Dean's office and
the school signed off on for the purpose of gaining a grant. Did you ever read
the proposal? In their peer review NSF reported that their reason for not
funding the proposal titled "Institutionalizing Cyber Education" was that NSF
does not fund curriculum development. So last summer I pursued other avenues of
funding especially since I thought I had your support, the Dean's support and
the school's support as indicated on the NSF proposal.


My websites, journalofcybersecurity.com and journalofcriminaljustice.com were
created in support of the proposal and clearly indicated that we are looking for
funding to create the curriculum. The wording on the websites mirrored the
wording in the proposal. I understand that you don't want the UW-Platteville
name on the websites so I have removed all reference to UW-Platteville. The url
addresses to the websites were included in the original NSF proposal so you had
a chance to review them when the proposal was first submitted and you have had
since April 2012 to tell me if you found anything in the sites offensive. Your
original response was very positive so what has changed? Is your shift in
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attitude because of the way I handled the October student complaint? The
websites did not indicate that there exists a program at UW-Platteville but that
I propose to build such a curriculum and they inform readers that we are seeking
funding for the program as spelled out in the NSF proposal that you signed.


I truly feel developing a cyber-security program would benefit our department,
our school and our region. The tone of your letter indicates that you don't
support it, or me, anymore. I have received mixed signals from you in this
regard. I have worked on cyber-security curriculum plans, teaching tools etc.
without pay. I direct student undergraduate research without getting paid for
it. I do this for our students and for UW-Platteville. I have devoted my own
time and efforts in developing a curriculum to share with the department and in
order to help gain funding for the school. How do my efforts deserve the kind of
harsh criticism you sent me?


So tell me what you want me to do. I am ready to tell AT&T to give their money
to a different school if that is what you want. This donation does not benefit
me financially and actually creates extra unpaid work for me that I am willing
to do for the benefit of our great school and students. If you are withdrawing
your support please do so in writing so I know what to tell AT&T about this
check presentation. If you have withdrawn your support for the course
development we should not accept the grant.


Sabina Burton


----- Original Message -----
From: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Cc: "Elizabeth A Throop" <throope@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 1:27:36 PM


Subject: press conference


Sabina:


Plesae see attached letter. It brings to light some of the issues about the
events of next Monday and other concerns.


Tom Caywood, Ph.D.
Chairman, Criminal Justice Department
UW-Platteville
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January 24, 2013


Sabina:


I just received the news releaseconcerningthe $7000 AT&Tgrant.


I'm not aware that the CJ Departmentapproved a cybersecurityprogram or thedevelopmentof one.


I have alwaysencouraged faculty to pursue areas of interests and current topics courses provide the


vehicle forsuch pursuits. Current topicscourses can be offered three timesbefore it must be decided


whether it becomes a permanent course offering. That decision is a departmentaldecision and it must
be approved by thedepartment.Paragraph 2 of the releasenotes "the new course will provide
specialized training..." Does this refer to the current topics courseyou are currently teaching or to some


other new course? Paragraph 5 states"UW-Platteville'sDepartmentof Criminal Justice is currently
developing the cybersecuritycurriculum in consultation with others..." I think you are using this phrase
very liberally.This is borderingon false claims when the departmentor university is doing something


when it is not.


According to the websites ofJournal of CyberSecurityand Journal of Criminal Justice which you state
you own. Both states a proposal for a cybersecurity/homelandsecurityprogram atUW-Platteville


1. Create cyber security and criminal justicejournals


2. Createan undergraduate and graduate course for cyber security


3. Create anundergraduateand graduate course in homeland security


4. Form workshops as a community outreach


5. Createmore homeland security and cyber securitycourses in the nextyears


6. Develop an emphasis in homeland & cyber security with in criminal justice


7. Turn emphasis into a major in homeland & cyber security in the next years


8. Build a UWP Cyber-Security Center.


9. Neitherwebsites darify if this is yourgoals or thedepartment's. But, I would take it to be that
thedepartment has sanctioned all of this.


As an old sayinggoes you have the cart before the horse.


The Forensic Investigation Programis the latest expansion of the criminal justiceprogram. Itstarted
with the support of the then Provost, Dr. Butts. She provided the support of thedevelopmentof the







FI programnotonly verbal support but financial support. She allocated the FTE (at that time) and


ensured funding fortextbooks,classroom equipment and supplies. It had theoverwhelmingsupport


of the department. The department chairJoe Lomax was involved in every step of the process. We


convened advisory board meetings to get input from those in the field as to the need and type of
coursesnecessaryto benefit students going into the field. We created a positiondescription,


created a search and screen committee and then conduct a nation-widesearch. We got courses


passedthrough the appropriatecurriculum committeesbeforeoffering a single course. It was a long


process. Today you see the results of all that work thatinvolved many people. The process was


supportedby the department'sfaculty, the dean, the provost and thechancellor.All were involved


in every step of the process.


You are advertising in press releasesand websites that the department and university are


supportive of what you are doing. That is in error. First, you need to gamersupport of the cj faculty.


We need todetermine if a need exists and we can meet that need. Can we get support from the
Dean and Provost foradditional personnel. You were not hired to create this program. Teaching


current topic courses, which you have taught a numberof different topics, would not besufficient to


justify new courses,newemphases or new majors. My vision of the future is exactly that my vision.


It has taken us over 8 years to get the FI program to where it is today. It has the support of the
department, the college and the university. This is theappropriate model to follow.


After you gain support of thedepartmentalfaculty, then as a department we move forward to


garner support of the dean and provost with realisticexpectationsand substantiated facts about the
need for this area. Only then would we be able to being to advertise the creation ofcourses or


otherexpansionswithin the CJ Department.


I wouldcaution you on howyou are presentingyour ideas and visions in the media or on the world
wide web as that of the Criminal Justicedepartmentor the Universityof Wisconsin- Platteville.


TomCaywood,Chairman


Criminal Justice Department












Zimbra https://zimbra.uwplatt.edu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=55675


Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Fwd: Lorne


From : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 11:01 PM


Subject : Fwd: Lorne


To : Elizabeth A Throop <throope@uwplatt.edu>


Liz,


The student emailed me tonight. She is still struggling to understand the experiment and
feels violated. I think if faculty and staff would have been informed of the experiment I
could have calmed down the student right away. I must say I was worried myself.


Below the email exchange I had with Tom.


Well, at least you can't say we're boring ...


Thank you,


Sabina


----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 9:31:09 PM


Subject: Re: Lorne


Tom,


I understand what a breach experiment is. We are not a psychology department nor do I
believe the experiment was conducted well. If the committee for Human Subject approved
the experiment and the guidelines for the experiment were followed then there is no
concern. Was I part of the experiment and included in the human subject form?


Alexandra Zupec is still upset about the incident. I can understand why. Nobody likes to be
a guinea pig and sexual harassment is a very sensitive matter (perhaps not the best choice
for a breach experiment when it comes to teacher-studentrelations).


Sabina


----- Original Message -----
From: "Thomas E Caywood" <caywood@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 8:19:52 PM W/h°d
Subject: Re: Lorne IT


Sabina:
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I would like the name of the student who came to you with the note.
So I can interview her to find out exactly what happened.
Here is a brief definition of a breach experiment. In the field of social psychology, a
breaching experiment is


an experiment that seeks to examine people's reactions to violations of commonly accepted
social rules or norms.
This sounds exactly what he did - pass a note to a student which is a violation of a


commonly accepted norm. Particularly
inappropriate behavior since we all received the warning from the Dean about student
contact.
Tom
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Zimbra https://zimbra.uwplatt.edu/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=55560


Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Fwd: Note


From : Sabina Burton <burtons@uwplatt.edu> Thu, Oct 11, 2012 08:29 AM


Subject : Fwd: Note 11 attachment
To : Thomas E Caywood <caywood@uwplatt.edu>


The note was slipped to the student in classyesterday. She now is very uncomfortable
around Dr. Gibson.


----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Alexandra B Zupec"<zupeca@uwplatt.edu>
To: "Sabina Burton" <burtons@uwplatt.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 11:28:33 PM


Subject: Fwd: Note


photo.JPG
1 MB


LTD.
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Zimbra burtons@uwplatt.edu


Re: Faculty Issue


From : Thomas E Caywood <caywood@uwplatt.edu> Wed, Oct 17, 2012 05:59 PM


Subject : Re: Faculty Issue


To : E.Jeanne Durr<durre@uwplatt.edu>
Cc : Sabina Burton<burtons@uwplatt.edu>,Mittle Den


Herder <denherderm@uwplatt.edu>, Elizabeth A
Throop <throope@uwplatt.edu>


----- Original Message ----- From: "E.Jeanne Durr" latt.edu> To: "Thomas E Caywood"
latt.edu> Cc: "Throope" latt.edu>,denherderm@uwplatt.eduSent: Wednesday, October 17,
2012 1:43:47 PM Subject: Faculty Issue Tom, it has come to my attention that you are
requesting specific information from Sabina Burton regarding the faculty issue we discussed


earlier. Please cease further communication on this topic. Our faculty and staff are under an


obligation to refer issues that provide them with pause for concern. Under the
circumstances Sabina acted quite appropriately. We are following up appropriately and
believe that the interests of both the student and the faculty member at issue are being


properly protected. I do not want there to be any perception that we are retaliating against
one of our employees for advocating for, or protecting the interests of our students. Thank


you. Jeanne. -- E. Jeanne Durr Director of Human Resources University of Wisconsin-
Platteville Ullsvik Hall, 1 University Plaza Platteville, WI 53818-3099608-342-1176
durre@uwplatt.edu


All I am trying to do is determine what transpired and who was involved. I was not made
aware of the note incident until 20 hours after it happened. I have class on Wednesdays
from 3-6PM.
Numerous others were notified well before I was. I just wanted to know what was going
on. I generally don't cc others but since everyone else is I must do so in my on defense.
Tom Caywood
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