
My Response to Grievance Committee findings of April 19, 2013 (exhibit ZA) of the hearing on April 12, 2013 (4 pm to 5:45 pm)  
Concerning the Grievance Committee findings:  

The findings state that “there is not sufficient support for the charges of sexual discrimination.”   I believe there is sufficient evidence.  Perhaps the grievance commission was not aware of the state statutes concerning sexual discrimination.  Wisconsin State Statute Chapter 111, Employment Relations,  Subchapter II, Fair Employment, section 111 paragraph 36 (appendix I) states very clearly the criteria that constitutes sex discrimination and what Dr. Caywood has been doing is clearly sex discrimination by the definition of this statute.  

The statutes can be viewed at:  https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/111/II/36
When this statute is applied as a basis to determine the validity of my claim of sexual discrimination combined with the evidence I have provided, it is clear that Dr. Caywood has engaged in sexual discrimination practices.

The grievance committee findings state: “Dr. Burton believes that Dr. Caywood has discriminated against her on the basis of her sex.”  I believe Dr. Caywood practices sexual discrimination, not just against me but also against the innocent student who came to me for help and that he poses a serious threat to other students and employees.  Students and employees deserve protection from sexual predators and Dr. Caywood will not do his job in this area.  He fights for his freedom to excuse inexcusable sexual harassment and retaliates against me for protecting an innocent young woman.   He made up his own rules for reporting student complaints that are not in keeping with established university bylaws or state laws and attempted to enforce them by using his position as chair to humiliate, intimidate and belittle me while condoning and protecting the male faculty member whose inappropriate actions have left a young woman feeling insecure and uncomfortable, and catalyzed a whirlwind of retaliation against me.   Dr. Caywood is a menace to women’s rights and should not be in a position to make decisions that will affect any women, not just me.

The grievance committee findings state that Dr. Caywood admitted that he “poorly handled the student complaint.”  I would like to point out that Dr. Caywood admitted that he probably handled the student complaint issue “very poorly.” (exhibit ZM)  Yet he offered no apology to me.

July 10, 2013: The Complaints and Grievances Commission issued a second letter of findings concerning my grievance against Dr. Caywood.  (exhibit ZA-5)  In this letter they wrote: 

“Jennifer Sloan Lattis, Senior System Legal Counsel, recently advised our committee to narrow the Burton grievance to the following three issues: 

1) Whether Dr. Caywood withdrew support for Burton's AT&T grant by a letter dated 1/24/13, and whether, if he did so, his action was unreasonable or because of Dr. Burton's sex.

2) Whether Dr. Caywood improperly maintains a policy requiring that Dr. Burton's “cyber-crime efforts” receive department approval, but does not follow such a policy for similar efforts by male faculty members in their areas of academic interests.

3) Whether Dr. Caywood maintains a practice of assigning Dr. Burton to teach lower level courses while giving higher level courses to less qualified instructors, and whether he has done so unreasonably or because of Dr. Burton's sex.”

These re-written grievance points should have been given to me first so I could verify that they are a good representation of the issues at hand.  They are not. I did not see the list of issues until I received the grievance committee’s findings.  The re-written issues are oversimplified 

1) The first issue:

1. The wording makes it sound like the only way for Dr. Caywood to be guilty of sex discrimination is by his action being due to my sex.  The wording does not allow the grievance committee to consider that Dr. Caywood is guilty of sex discrimination if he retaliates against an employee (male or female) if the retaliation is due to that employee's protected actions in reporting a sex harassment issue concerning a female student.  Ms. Lattis improperly mislead the committee to believe that the discrimination could not be attributable to the sex of the student, who Dr. Burton referred to Student Affairs for sexual harassment.  

2. Dr. Caywood unfairly and unreasonably withdrew support for my efforts in creating a cyber-crime program not just for my AT&T grant.  His withdrawal of support was much broader than just for the grant.

2) The second issue:

1. The wording of this issue seems pretty good.  There should be many more than three issues, however.

3) The third issue:

1. The wording makes it sound like the only way for Dr. Caywood to be guilty of sex discrimination is by his action being due to my sex.  The wording does not allow the grievance committee to consider that Dr. Caywood is guilty of sex discrimination if he retaliates against an employee (male or female) if the retaliation is due to that employee's protected actions in reporting a sex harassment issue concerning a female student.

The grievance committee wrote:

“Based on the evidence already presented to us by Dr. Burton and Dr. Caywood:

1) The withdrawal of support for Burton's AT&T grant was not because Dr. Burton is female. However, because Dr. Caywood signed off on the grant proposal, he should have communicated more clearly to Dr. Burton that his endorsement of her grant proposal does not imply that the Criminal Justice department approves a cyber-security curriculum, for such a curriculum requires formal approval at the department, college, and university levels.  Moreover, Dr. Caywood previously indicated support for such a curriculum.  Consequently, his last-minute withdrawal of support was unreasonable and caused harm to Dr. Burton's professional reputation.

2) The requirement that a cyber-crime curriculum receive department approval is a standard requirement of all curriculum proposals and so is not discriminatory against Dr. Burton.

3) There is not enough evidence to show that Dr. Caywood assigns Dr. Burton lower level courses in favor of assigning higher-level courses to less qualified male colleagues because Dr. Burton is female.”

Following are some problems with the above findings:

1) Dr. Burton never made the claim that Dr. Caywood's withdrawal of support for her AT&T grant was just because she is female.   Caywood retaliated against Burton because he was retaliating for her reporting the student complaint.   The committee statement does not speak to the charges in a meaningful manner.   The committee did not consider all of the other unfair actions of Dr. Caywood against Dr. Burton to come to an informed conclusion concerning Dr. Caywood's motives for his withdrawal of support of her cyber-security efforts.  Limiting the consideration to only one act, such as withdrawal of support for the AT&T grant, does not allow the committee to consider all of Caywood's other acts, which collectively point to sex discrimination.

The grievance committees wording improperly implies that the department was never supportive of Dr. Burton's cyber-security efforts.  There is no evidence of lack of support prior to Dr. Caywood's letter of 24 Jan 2013 but there is ample evidence of support before Oct 10, 2012. Dr. Caywood did not communicate that his endorsement of her grant proposal did not imply that the Criminal Justice department approves a cyber-security curriculum because he did approve of it prior to Oct 10, 2012.  His failure to communicate lack of support before Oct 10, 2012 was not an oversight, failure or mistake on Dr. Caywood's part.   Dr. Caywood only stopped approving after the student complaint of Oct 10, 2012 but he did not communicate that withdrawal of support until Jan 24, 2013.  

The committee did get right the fact that Dr. Caywood's withdrawal of support was unreasonable and did cause harm to Dr. Burton's professional reputation. 

The committee oversimplified their answer and did not offer a reason for Dr. Caywood’s withdrawal of support.  If they were not confident enough to say what the reason was they could not be confident enough to say what it is not.

2) The committee did not answer the question that was posed.  They mixed up the receipt of the grant money with approval of a curriculum.  There is no requirement to approve a curriculum prior to receiving a grant.  The requirement is that the curriculum be approved by the department before it is sent to the College Curriculum committee.   

The committee did not consider and investigate whether the standard requirement for department approvals were enforced for Mr. Dutelle or Dr. Gibson.  They did not mention the fact that a department curriculum committee did not even exist and therefore it was impossible for Dr. Gibson and Mr. Dutelle to gain proper approvals from the department.   They did not consider that Dr. Burton had the same kind of departmental approval as Gibson and Dutelle up until Oct 10, 2012, Dr. Caywood's signature and his open endorsement.

3) The committee failed to break this issue into its three obvious parts.  

1. Is there evidence to show that Dr. Caywood assigns Dr. Burton lower level courses in favor of assigning higher-level courses to less qualified instructors?

2. Has he done so unreasonably?

3. Has he done so because of Dr. Burton's sex?


The finding mixes these points and does not answer the questions posed appropriately.  There is evidence to show that Dr. Caywood assigned courses disparately.  There is evidence to show that he did so unreasonably.  Dr. Burton did not claim that Caywood did this particular thing just because of her sex.  She claims he did so as retaliation against her primarily for having reported a student complaint of sexual harassment.

Ms. Sloan Lattis suggested to the grievance committee “that the committee meet with Dean Elizabeth Throop to discuss the AT&T grant,” but she did not suggest that the committee meet with me for clarification of any of the issues.

This list of three issues did not adequately address Dr. Burton’s grievance. 

This list of three issues was not well worded and steered the grievance committee away from some of the most important aspects of the grievance and oversimplified the issues.
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