
My Response to Chancellor’s response to the Grievance Committee findings of  July 10, 2013 (exhibit ZA-5):

The Chancellor’s response to findings dated July 26, 2013 (exhibit ZA-6) 
The Chancellor’s statement “the evidence does not support the claim that Dr. Caywood discriminated against Dr. Burton on the basis of sex” is wrong.

The Chancellor wrote: “The proposed “cyber-crime” program is appropriately subject to departmental process and review that has not yet been completed.” This vague statement seems to say that I had made a mistake but not really. It says nothing of substance but strongly implies that I somehow skirted departmental process. It is similar to a pastor standing at the pulpit, pointing at the virgin woman in the front pew and shouting: “That woman should not be sleeping with my brother!” It is an inappropriate statement for the context and an inexcusable form of harassment against me. It showed me that I cannot rely on the Chancellor for help but that I could expect more wrongly placed blame from him if I pushed the issue.   I believe he, like Dean Throop, has used similar pressure tactics on other employees that have perpetuated dysfunction not only in the CJ department but in every college of our university.

No departmental approval is needed in order to accept funding. There is no policy anywhere that I could find, or that Dean Throop or Dr. Caywood could provide, that suggests that my request for funding was wrong or inappropriate or misleading. 

The Policies and Procedures for the Criminal Justice Department states: “Proposals for curricular change must be approved by the faculty members of the Department before they are forwarded to the College Curriculum Committee.” (appendix XIII ) I was accepting a donation not proposing curricular change. 

The Chancellor said that the rest of the commission’s commentary about issues within the CJ dept. is outside the scope of the grievance and will be dealt with by the VC for Academic Affairs and Dean Throop. This is probably a reference to the Sexual harassment of a student but it is vague and non- committal.
The Chancellor’s response did nothing at all to right my wrongs but made things worse for me. He did not address, mention, comment on, remark on, reference, deal with, act on or even recognize any of my written demands in his response. Not even one.

In their findings of July 10, 2013 the grievance committee wrote: “since Dr. Caywood’s last-minute withdrawal of support for the cyber-security proposal was unreasonable, we reaffirm that some action should be taken to remedy the harm done to Dr. Burton’s professional reputation.  We leave it to the Chancellor to decide the best way to do this.”  The Chancellor decided to blame me equally with Caywood, without saying what he thought I did wrong, and further damage my reputation.
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