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To: Chancellor Schmidt, UW Eau Claire 
Dan Chanen, Associate Vice President for Human Resources, UW System 

From: Christine Buswell and Kelly Cook, UW System Investigator 
Re:  Investigation Report – EDISA 
Date:  October 26, 2022 

 

INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 
 

I. Background and Reported Conduct:  
 

Hoffman alleged she was discriminated against based on her race after she was named the 
Interim Director of Multicultural Student Services (MSS). 

Blugold Beginnings (BB) and the Office of Multicultural Affairs (OMA) were merged into 
Multicultural Student Services (MSS) in late January 2022.  Rochelle Hoffman (Hoffman) was 
named the interim Director of MSS by Vice Chancellor Olga Diaz (Diaz). After the merger, 
MSS held open house forums to address concerns and questions of students and staff.   

2/14/2022 – During an open house forum with approximately 50 attendees, including students 
and staff of color, Hoffman heard comments such as ‘they didn’t want any white people in the 
office’, ‘our heritage months are not for the campus, they are for us only’, will you hire white 
people’, and ‘can white people be effective in this office’.  

6/14/2022 – Heather Ann Moody (Moody), Rose-Marie Avin (Avin), and David Shih (Shih) 
crafted a letter to faculty who support Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) work on campus.1  
The letter was emailed to individuals asking for faculty to consider support as they advocate for 
greater transparency and accountability from Diaz and Chancellor Schmidt.  

7/25/2022 – Avin, as a union representative, convened a union/workers’ rights meeting with 
MSS Coordinators. The meeting was to provide Academic Staff employees in MSS with 
information regarding their work rights.  The work environment was also discussed. Notes from 
the meeting were shared back with the Union President.2 Hoffman characterized the meeting as a 
“secret” meeting with staff that she was not invited to. 

II. Policy Statement:  

The complaint involves allegations regarding conduct that (if found to be factual) may violate the 
following policies:   
 

 
1 Copy attached hereto as Appendix B. 
2 Copy attached hereto as Appendix B. 
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UWEC Non-Discrimination Statement:  - It is the policy of UW-Eau Claire (UWEC) to 
maintain an academic and work environment free of discrimination, discriminatory 
harassment, and retaliation for all students and employees. 
 
UWEC Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation Policy: No employee may be 
discriminated against on the basis of race, color, creed, religion, age, sex, sexual orientation, 
gender identity or expression, national origin, ancestry, disability, pregnancy, marital or 
parental status, genetic information, arrest record, conviction record, military service, veteran 
status, use or nonuse of lawful products off the employer's premises during nonworking 
hours, declining to attend a meeting or participate in any communication about religious 
matters or political matters, or any other category protected by law.   

 
Discrimination – Conduct that adversely affects any aspect of an individuals’ 
employment, education, or participation in an institution’s activities or programs, or 
has the effect of denying equal privileges or treatment to an individual on the basis of 
one or more characteristics of that individual’s protected status.  

 
UW-System Workplace Conduct Expectations:  

 
4(a): Be Fair and Respectful to Others – Avoid all forms of harassment, abuse, illegal 
discrimination, threats, or violence; treat others with fairness and impartiality; promote 
conflict resolution. 

 
4(c): Act Ethically and with Integrity – All UW System employees shall act according to 
the highest ethical and professional standards of conduct. 
 

III. Summary of Findings and Analysis: 
 

UWS investigator Christine Buswell investigated Hoffman’s allegations of discrimination and 
creation of a hostile work environment.  Kelly Cook finalized the investigation and report due to 
Christine Buswell’s retirement.  During the investigation, in addition to interviewing Hoffman, 
Jensen, Avin, Moody, and Shih, the investigator interviewed the following three employees, 
Vice Chancellor Olga Diaz, Union President Peter Hart-Brinson, and Director of Affirmative 
Action Teresa O’Halloran. Documentary evidence was also reviewed.  

Based on the information obtained during the investigation, there is insufficient evidence to show 
that Jensen, Avin, Moody, and Shih violated UWEC’s Discrimination Harassment and 
Retaliation Policy.   

Hoffman alleged that Jensen, Avin, Moody and Shih discriminated against her and created a 
hostile work environment after Hoffman was named the Interim Director of MSS in January 
2022. Avin, Moody and Shih did craft a letter to Colleagues, dated June 14, 2022, the letter 
asked for “attention to a serious matter.”  The letter cited three areas of concern, with an 
overarching desire to “ensure that EDISA operations are as rigorous and student-centered as the 
finest learning in our classrooms.” The letter wrote about the need for recruitment and retention 
of diverse members of the campus community, and cited the following concerns: 

https://www.uwec.edu/kb/article/policies-nondiscrimination-statement/
https://www.uwec.edu/kb/article/policies-discrimination-harassment-and-retaliation-policy/
https://www.wisconsin.edu/uw-policies/uw-system-administrative-policies/workplace-conduct-expectations/
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“(1) the marginalization of our students served by EDISA, especially our students of 
Color; (2) the resignations of multiple EDISA staff members, especially colleagues of 
color; (3) the disregard for collaboration and shared governance in EDISA decision 
making”.  

There is no mention of Hoffman in the letter, nor Hoffman’s appointment as Interim Director of 
MSS.  Hoffman highlighted #3 as evidence of discrimination, which in the letter continues as 
follows: 

(3) We believe that EDISA is a unit whose outreach should extend to every part of our 
university, but this charge requires a respect for shared governance and an authentic 
desire for relationship-building.  We have witnessed neither… 

Hoffman alleged that Jensen created a hostile work environment when she declined lunch 
requests and team building options. Jensen shared that trying to meet Hoffman for lunch or 
meetings was a challenge as Hoffman worked remotely and was not readily available.  
Hoffman’s example that Jensen declined her meeting invitations was denied by Jensen, who 
provided evidence that she did attend a June 24 meeting with Hoffman, the time was just 
changed. Hoffman characterized Jensen as “incredibly aggressive”, telling Hoffman that race is 
an issue in OMA and that Hoffman’s identity was a huge issue for Jensen, which Jensen also 
denied.    
 
As further evidence of discrimination, Hoffman shared that students made comments at the Open 
House such as: “they don’t want any white people in the office”, “our heritage months are not for 
the campus, they are for us only”, and asked if “white people would be allowed in” and “would 
white people be making decisions?”  Hoffman didn’t identify specific students, nor was her 
complaint filed against any student.  Diaz who was also at the event, confirmed that she also 
heard these statements from some of the students present. 

UW Eau Claire’s policy on Discrimination, Harassment, and Retaliation states that,  

“to constitute prohibited harassment, conduct must be both objectively and subjectively 
harassing.  Whether the conduct constitutes harassment depends on the totality of the 
circumstances; including the nature, frequency, duration, location, and context of the 
conduct; as well as the status of the individuals involved”.   

None of Hoffman’s examples provide evidence of a pattern of discrimination.  The letter, which 
Hoffman alleges targeted her, discussed overarching concerns regarding staff of color and 
retention issues, and inclusion of governance and student voices.  There is no mention of 
Hoffman, nor her position, and no mention of excluding individuals from the office staff makeup 
because of their race.   

It's interesting to note that Jensen was an employee that reported to Hoffman. Jensen states that 
she never made the statements that Hoffman alleges, and there is no evidence or pattern of 
behavior from Jensen to suggest otherwise.  Furthermore, Hoffman states that Jensen refused to 
attend meetings or respond to social requests for team engagement, which is a fact of dispute by 
Jensen.  Assuming that Hoffman’s allegations are true, which there isn’t evidence to support, 
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Hoffman, as the supervisor of Jensen, failed to show why, as the supervisor she could not 
address the issue.   

Finally, Hoffman cited the Open House and the remarks from students as a contributing factor in 
her complaint of discrimination.  While the students’ comments could arguably be perceived as 
offensive, there is no evidence to substantiate that Avin, Jensen, Moody, nor Shih incited the 
students, encouraged them to make the statements, nor engaged in the statements themselves.  
Therefore, there is no nexus between the comments made by the students and actions of the 
respondents.   
 
In Hoffman’s original complaint statement, she didn’t name O’Halloran or Steinhorst as 
respondents for the basis of her complaint.  Despite that, this investigator reviewed Hoffman’s 
statements made during her interview, in which she alleged that O’Halloran and Steinhorst 
initiated the request to move her out of her Assistant Director role and into the position of 
Student Affairs Program Specialist, which Hoffman said was a demotion.   
 
Hoffman further alleged that she met multiple times with O’Halloran and Steinhorst.  During 
these meetings, Hoffman said that O’Halloran and Steinhorst threatened that if Hoffman didn’t 
withdraw her discrimination complaint, that they would move her position.  The evidence did not 
support Hoffman’s allegation.  O’Halloran and Steinhorst both stated that they met with 
Hoffman once or twice (not multiple times), and they both negated Hoffman’s allegations that 
they threatened her.  Both O’Halloran and Steinhorst said that it was Diaz that initiated the 
transaction to move Hoffman, and that it was by Hoffman’s request that this took place.  Diaz 
also confirmed in her statement as a witness that she worked to facilitate the position move 
within two weeks of Hoffman’s request. 
 
Hoffman said that she received a demotion from Assistant Director to Student Affairs Program 
Specialist.  However, Hoffman was never officially in the title of Assistant Director.  Perhaps 
Diaz told Hoffman that she was an Assistant Director, but Diaz never initiated nor requested this 
change through HR, which would have needed additional approvals beyond Diaz to take place.  
Furthermore, it was Diaz that initiated, supported, and finalized the request to move Hoffman 
into the Student Affairs Program Specialist position. It would not have made sense that 
O’Halloran or Steinhorst move Hoffman.  Diaz, who was Hoffman’s supervisor would have been 
the person that would have made sense to request and authorize the move. 
 
Hoffman said that she was discriminated against by O’Halloran and Steinhorst, but that Diaz 
supported Hoffman and didn’t discriminate against her.  However, it was Diaz that made the 
very transaction take place which Hoffman alleged was discriminatory.  It is also important to 
note that the transaction which Hoffman alleged was a demotion, included a salary increase of 
$9,160 per year, which equated to roughly 8% increase in salary.   
 
There isn’t evidence to support Hoffman’s allegations that O’Halloran and Steinhorst threatened 
her.  O’Halloran and Steinhorst both confirmed that they never threatened Hoffman.  Hoffman 
was never formally made an Assistant Director, but even if she was, the transaction that changed 
her position was initiated by Diaz, who Hoffman said didn’t discriminate against her.  Further, 
Hoffman received a substantial pay increase because of the change in title.  Because of this 
evidence, Hoffman’s allegation that she was discriminated against by O’Halloran and Steinhorst 
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due to their placement of her into the Student Affairs Program Specialist position is not 
supported by the preponderance of the evidence. 
 
Ultimately, Hoffman had no witnesses that corroborated her statements, and no factual evidence 
or documentation of key evidence was presented.  Where Hoffman made allegations that 
individuals, such as O’Halloran or Steinhorst, had made discriminatory statements to her, or 
threatened her job status, there was no evidence from witnesses or otherwise to substantiate her 
complaint.   
 
On the other hand, emails supplied by Steinhorst confirmed Hoffman had clearly worked with 
Human Resources to initiate her move to another position.  Furthermore, Hoffman’s claim that 
Diaz had nothing to do with the transaction is not a plausible statement.  As Hoffman’s 
supervisor, Diaz would have had to have been involved.  Despite Hoffman’s claim that she had 
clear evidence to support her allegation, the evidence simply didn’t corroborate Hoffman’s 
allegations. 

 
IV. Evidentiary Findings:  

 
Investigator Buswell investigated the allegations and obtained relevant evidence through 
interviews with the Complainant, Respondent, and witnesses, in addition to reviewing the 
documentation attached in the Appendices. 
 
The following is a general overview of each participant and a summary of the interviews: 
 

• General information 
o Complainant – Rochelle Hoffman 

 Hoffman was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on August 31, 2022.   
 Hoffman has been on staff with Blugold Beginnings (BB) at UWEC since 

2018. 
 Hoffman was the promoted to Assistant Director of MSS in September 

2021.  Hoffman’s previous position with BB was Student Services 
Coordinator with a working title of Assistant Director. 

o Witness – Olga Diaz 
 Diaz was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on September 19, 2022. 
 Diaz is the Vice Chancellor of Equity, Diversity, Inclusion and Student 

Affairs (EDISA). 
 Diaz has been on staff since June 2021.  

o Witness – Peter Hart-Brinson 
 Hart-Brinson was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on September 19, 

2022. 
 Hart-Brinson has been on faculty at UWEC since 2012. 
 Hart-Brinson is a tenured Associate Professor in Sociology and 

Communications and Journalism.  
 Hart-Brinson has been the UWEC Union President for the past six years. 

o Witness – Teresa O’Halloran 
 O’Halloran was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on September 19, 2022. 
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 O’Halloran is the Director of Affirmative Action and the Title IX 
Coordinator. 

 O’Halloran has been on staff since 2006. 
o  Witness – Jen Steinhorst 

 Steinhorst was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on October 24, 2022. 
 Steinhorst is an HR Manager 
 O’Halloran has been on staff since 2016. 

 
o Named Party – Rose-Marie Avin 

 Avin was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on September 15, 2022. 
 Avin has been on faculty at UWEC for 35 years. 
 Avin is the Director of Women’s, Gender, and Sexuality Studies Program. 

o Named Party – Maggie Jensen 
 Jensen was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on September 16, 2022. 
 Jensen is an Associate Student Services Coordinator in MSS, formerly 

OMA. 
 Jensen has been with UWEC since 2018. 

o Named Party – Heather Ann Moody 
 Moody was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on September 16, 2022. 
 Moody is a tenured Associate Professor of American Indian Studies with 

UWEC. 
 Moody has been employed with UWEC for 15 years. 
 Moody was appointed the Director in May 2022.  

o Named Party – David Shih 
 Shih was interviewed via Microsoft Teams on September 15, 2022. 
 Shih is a tenured professor in English. 
 Shih has been a faculty member since 1999. 

 
• Allegation of Discrimination based on Race  

 
o Hoffman Statement 

Hoffman stated that conflict seemed to start when Diaz wanted to merge BB 
and OMA due to overlapping goals, objectives, and themes.  She shared that 
the process was not smooth because people felt there was a lot of missing 
information. 
 
Hoffman stated that as the merge unfolded, and she had been announced as 
interim Director, a Student Senate Resolution in condemnation of the OMA 
and BB merger pointed out that eleven students condemned the merger and 
were concerned with “placing white-identifying individuals in positions of 
interim leadership for major EDI offices.” The Student Senate Resolution was 
passed and signed by Chancellor Schmidt on March 10, 2022.3 Hoffman said 
that Avin, Moody and Shih are good at organizing students and getting them 

 
3 Copy of documents attached hereto as Appendix B. 
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riled with comments such as “those racist white people on campus” rather 
than telling the students their resolution was illegal. 
 
Hoffman shared that Diaz organized Open House events to allow students and 
staff to learn more about the merger and to voice possible concerns. Hoffman 
said the Open Houses were “fever pitched.” Hoffman recalled a shouting 
match during an open house session where participants voiced that they didn’t 
want a white woman in charge of the MSS office.  
 
Hoffman stated that Moody reached out to a former student, “Karen”, to learn 
what challenges Karen had experienced working with Hoffman. Hoffman also 
stated that she felt targeted the entire summer by faculty and MSS staff when 
meetings were held that she wasn’t invited to, or coordinators pushed back on 
Hoffman’s requests for the new department. Hoffman also shared that 
reporters for the Leader Telegram showed up unannounced at her office 
asking for a statement and taking pictures. Hoffman stated that she felt unsafe 
after the Leader Telegram article was published and the online UWEC 
Alumni BIPOC presence became active. Hoffman stated that she tried to 
engage Jensen and develop some team building opportunities, but that Jensen 
outright objected to anything Hoffman asked of Jensen. Hoffman shared that 
she attempted to schedule meetings with Jensen, but that Jensen deleted the 
meeting request or failed to show up for meetings. Hoffman provided an 
example of a one-on-one meeting request with Jensen for June 24, 2022, that 
Jensen declined.  Hoffman characterized Jensen’s responses as “incredibly 
aggressive”, telling Hoffman that race is an issue in OMA and that Hoffman’s 
identity was a huge issue for Jensen. Hoffman stated that Jensen 
systematically worked to undo the work that Diaz asked Hoffman to complete.  
 
Hoffman reflected that there is a level of complicity on campus that makes it 
“alright” to talk about “white staff.” Hoffman shared that the Chancellor 
signing the Student Senate Resolution reflected yet another level of 
complicity. Hoffman stated that the news article by the Leader Telegram and 
the social media posts made Hoffman feel like they were protesting her 
existence in the department.4  
 
Hoffman said that on July 12, 2022, she met with Teresa O’Halloran (the 
Affirmative Action Officer) to discuss a complaint that had been filed against 
Hoffman.  Hoffman indicated that O’Halloran told her that there “is a 
completely baseless claim against you” Hoffmans says O’Halloran told her 
that she would be closing out the case and there would be no action.  But that 
O’Halloran had concerns about actions being taken against Hoffman and 
suggested that she move into another role. 
 
Hoffman stated that Diaz asked her to be Director of MSS, but she declined 
the position due to the animosity she felt from others about having a “white 

 
4 Copy of documents attached hereto as Appendix B. 
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woman” in charge. Hoffman shared that due to the conflict, Diaz assumed the 
Director position and named Hoffman as the Assistant Director of MSS.  
Hoffman said that she didn’t accept the Director position, and instead opted 
for the Assistant Director role because she knew that there would be animosity 
directed toward her if that happened.  She didn’t realize the animosity would 
still occur if she assumed the Assistant Director position. 
 
Hoffman said she ultimately requested a transfer from MSS because of the 
harassment she was experiencing.  Hoffman said that the choice to move into 
another position was “absolutely not hers”, but rather that Teresa O’Halloran 
(the Affirmative Action Officer), and Jen Steinhorst (the HR Director), told 
her that if she didn’t remove her complaint that they would move her into 
another position. 
 
Hoffman said that she met with Teresa O’Halloran and Jen Steinhorst multiple 
times, and it was suggested to her twice that she withdraw her complaint.  
Hoffman said that she was told “if you don’t remove this claim, we’re going 
to move you”.  Hoffman said that after that, she agreed to move and had a 
meeting with Steinhorst and O’Halloran, because they “wanted to make it 
sound like it was her choice” by meeting to discuss what the narrative would 
be if someone asked, that they knew it was Hoffman’s choice to move into a 
new position. 
 

o Diaz Statement 
Diaz stated that she had initial discussions with staff about the merger of BB 
and OMA in November and December 2021.  The merger was first publicly 
discussed in early 2022 during shared governance presentations and monthly 
Chancellor’s briefing. Open House forums began in February 2022. Diaz 
shared that she had employees help with the creation of position descriptions 
for the vacant positions. The OMA and BB directors created a plan for the 
merger prior to their departures. Diaz stated the staff worked together to create 
a merge plan.  Diaz said that she received an email from a faculty member in 
January 2022 expressing concern about the retention of faculty and staff of 
color.  Diaz affirmed the letter was about retention of faculty, not about 
Hoffman and referenced a retention plan created in 2019.5 Diaz said the letter 
inferred the staff resignations were at her direction which she denied. Diaz 
affirmed that during the meeting she believed the faculty wanted her to “do 
something about the whiteness of administration.” 
 
Diaz affirmed that at the Open House forums students spoke of wanting Diaz 
to increase the number of people of color on her staff. She stated there was an 
absolute sense that a person of color needed to be replaced by a person of 
color. Diaz shared that after the resignation of the directors of BB and OMA, 
Hoffman was named Interim Director and then Assistant Director of MSS 
because she was the coordinator with the highest retention rate and the 

 
5 Copy of documents attached hereto as Appendix C. 
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highest-ranking person in the merged departments.  Diaz stated, “it was 
exclusively her white identity that was the issue, criticism was her race, not 
her ability.”  Diaz stated that Jensen’s concerns were about Hoffman and not 
just because Hoffman was white. Diaz confirmed that by merging BB and 
OMA, nothing was taken away from students, rather the best of both BB and 
OMA were merged and renamed. Diaz felt that there was no 
acknowledgement for the positive changes the merger created.   
 
Diaz confirmed that Hoffman made the decision to transfer from MSS and 
Diaz worked to facilitate the move within two weeks of Hoffman’s request. 

 
o Hart-Brinson Statement 

Hart-Brinson stated that he was unaware of issues within MSS until a concern 
was voiced at a January 2022 Union board meeting regarding the resignation 
of a couple of staff of color.  He suggested the board members “keep an eye 
on things.” Hart-Brinson stated that later he also became aware of some 
complaints during the Spring semester. Hart-Brinson recalled that it wasn’t 
until the end of the Spring semester that staff came to him asking for the 
Union to become involved. Hart-Brinson stated that he became more aware of 
the issues after speaking with two employees from the MSS office in May or 
June 2022.  Hart-Brinson stated these employees had been through the merger 
and he listened to their concerns. He shared with the employees their right to 
participate in a Unit Academic Staff Committee as noted in the UWEC 
handbook. Hart-Brinson affirmed that Avin scheduled a meeting with MSS 
Coordinators at his request to inform them of their rights.  Avin took notes 
from the meeting and shared them with Hart-Brinson but he shared that no 
action was taken by the union.  Hart-Brinson said that there were no flags 
regarding racism from his perspective, rather the concerns were structural in 
nature. He stated that decisions were being made at the highest level, which 
staff viewed as being harmful to their mission as a program. Hart-Brinson felt 
that outside groups were creating pressure on employees within MSS. Hart-
Brinson stated that he reached out to Hoffman after the meeting to hear her 
side of the concerns but did not receive a response. 
 

o O’Halloran Statement 
O’Halloran confirmed she attended the Union meeting with the MSS 
Coordinators at the request of Chancellor Schmidt.  O’Halloran stated that 
nothing said during the meeting was “out of line.”  O’Halloran said that Avin 
talked about the employee handbook and provided attendees a page from the 
handbook regarding the Academic Unit committee rights to the employees.  
O’Halloran shared that after the union information was shared the topic 
pivoted to what employees were worried about and what they felt would make 
a good employment environment.  O’Halloran stated that since she is 
management, she excused herself from the rest of the conversation. 
O’Halloran affirmed that during the time she was in the meeting there were no 
comments made about Hoffman. 
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O’Halloran confirmed that she initially met with Hoffman on July 12, 2022, to 
discuss the complaint that had been filed against Hoffman.  O’Halloran also 
confirmed that she told Hoffman that she planned to take no additional action 
regarding the complaint.  However, O’Halloran said that the primary reason 
was that the complaint that was filed was anonymous and there were 
insufficient details to open an investigation.  O’Halloran said she didn’t tell 
Hoffman that it was a baseless claim; the primary reason why she didn’t 
pursue the allegation was that it was anonymous, and there was very little 
information included for O’Halloran to investigate.   
 
O’Halloran said she suggested to Hoffman that she consider applying for 
another position at UW Eau Claire if she was unhappy where she was at.  
O’Halloran said she only met with Hoffman once, not multiple times as 
Hoffman had alleged.  O’Halloran absolutely denied the allegation that she 
threatened Hoffman to remove her complaint, or she would need to move her 
position, and said that she never met with Hoffman to discuss what narrative 
should be used if someone asked Hoffman why she moved positions. 
 
O’Halloran said that ultimately it was Diaz that made Hoffman’s move a 
possibility; Diaz requested the move with HR and authorized it. 
 

o Steinhorst Statement 
Steinhorst said that she only had two meetings with Hoffman, not several 
meetings, as Hoffman alleged.  Steinhorst also said that she never met with 
Hoffman to discuss the messaging about Hoffman’s taking a new role in 
August 2022.  Steinhorst suspected that Diaz promised staff promotions that 
they believed but were things that Diaz didn’t have the ability to ensure took 
place.   
For example, Steinhorst said that it was clear that Diaz had communicated 
something to Hoffman about being the Assistant Director, because Steinhorst 
noticed that Hoffman used the ‘Assistant Director’ title in her email signature.  
However, an HR transaction request to move Hoffman from her original 
position of Diversity and Inclusion Specialist to Assistant Director never took 
place.  No formal paperwork was ever submitted to Human Resources to 
make a title change to Assistant Director by Diaz for Hoffman. 
Steinhorst said that later, they approved an overload for Hoffman for the 
duties that she temporarily assumed of supervising employees, but Steinhorst 
confirmed that Hoffman was never formally assigned the title of Assistant 
Director. 
Steinhorst also stated that placing Hoffman in her new title of Student Affairs 
Program Specialist was due to an internal reorganization, and because the 
position Hoffman was in was not a good fit for her.  Steinhorst said that she 
never threatened Hoffman that she needed to withdraw her complaint, or she 
would change her position.  Steinhorst said that the request to move Hoffman 
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was initiated from Hoffman and the change was put through by Diaz who 
ultimately requested, signed for, and approved, the change. 6 
 

o Avin Statement 
Avin stated that she had no prior interactions with OMA or BB and did not 
know Hoffman.  She stated her decision to become involved in the letter to the 
faculty was due to her concern about the number of staff of color that were 
resigning.  Avin noted there has been a lot of turnovers at the Vice Chancellor 
level in the last five years.  Avin stated that there were no secret meetings with  

_______________________________________ 
6 A copy of the email is hereto attached as Appendix D. 

 
Diaz. Avin shared that Diaz was new to campus so six faculty of color met  
with Diaz in February 2022 to discuss the letter sent to Diaz in January 2022  
talking about retention of staff of color. Avin stated that the focus of the 
meetings with Diaz were regarding the retention of faculty and staff of color.  
She shared that she knew nothing of the merger of BB and OMA so that was 
not the focus of the conversations. Avin stated the group asked Diaz to create 
a retention plan. Avin recalled telling Diaz the January 2022 letter was not 
about her as the resignations listed started prior to Diaz’s arrival. Avin 
recalled that Diaz told the group it appeared they seemed to have issues with 
white people. Avin affirmed that she never said Hoffman shouldn’t be the 
Director of MSS because she was a white woman. 
 
Avin affirmed she met with the Coordinators from MSS amid concerns of 
what was happening within the EDI unit. There were rumors the working 
conditions in MSS were not good. Avin stated that she did not know who the 
Coordinators in MSS were, so she reached out to Moody to assist in 
coordinating the meeting. Avin said she met with the MSS Coordinators at the 
request of the Union President to discuss the Faculty and Academic Staff 
Rules and Procedures (FASRP) and to ask them what they want to see to have 
good working conditions. Avin stated she did receive an email from Hoffman 
prior to the scheduled meeting and that she did not know who Hoffman was or 
what role she played in MSS. Avin stated that Hoffman called her prior to the 
union meeting scheduled with the MSS coordinators and asked to be included 
in the meeting.  Avin explained the meeting was for staff and not management 
but that she would be happy to meet with Hoffman separately.  Avin recalled 
that contrary to Hoffman’s assertion in the complaint, Avin did not hang up on 
Hoffman; rather both parties terminated Hoffman’s call regarding the Union 
meeting at the same time. Avin stated that after Hoffman’s call to Avin, 
Hoffman contacted Diaz regarding her exclusion from the union organized 
meeting and Diaz requested that Teresa O’Halloran be present at the union 
organized meeting. Avin stated that O’Halloran was present during the 
FASRP portion of the meeting and then excused herself (because she was 
management) when Avin asked staff what they would like to see changed in 
their working conditions. Avin stated that she listened and took notes which 
she shared with the Union President. Avin stated that after the meeting she 

https://www.uwec.edu/kb/article/policies-faculty-academic-staff-rules-procedures/
https://www.uwec.edu/kb/article/policies-faculty-academic-staff-rules-procedures/
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sent an email to Hoffman offering to go over the FASRP, but that Hoffman 
never responded. 
 
Avin stated that the June 14, 2022, letter was crafted and circulated to faculty 
who did EDI work on campus.  The letter was to help inform faculty of what 
EDISA units do which impact the students. The letter was not meant to be 
leaked to the press and that action has added to the tension rather than being 
helpful. 
 

o Jensen Statement 
Jensen stated that BB and OMA served many of the same students but with 
different missions. As the departments did not intersect, Jensen stated she had 
only met Hoffman once prior to the merger. Jensen stated that she learned of 
the merger from OMA Director Dang Yang (Yang).  Yang told OMA staff 
that he was told the merger was happening without input from the current 
staff. Jensen stated that the original proposal presented by Yang listed 
Hoffman as an Academic Coordinator. With the departure of the Directors of 
both OMA and BB, a new path was crafted by Diaz without OMA staff input. 
With the merger, Hoffman was placed as interim Director and given 
supervision over the coordinators. Jensen stated that shortly after, she and 
another employee were moved to Diaz for supervision. 
 
Jensen stated that during the time the two departments functioned separately, 
her working relationship with Hoffman was fine as there was not a lot of 
interaction. Jensen stated that she and Hoffman started to meet face to face in 
February.  Jensen characterized Hoffman as having a strong personality.  She 
shared that things began to change once Hoffman was named the Assistant 
Director of MSS. Jensen stated that with the merger Hoffman became her 
supervisor. Hoffman would schedule meetings with Jensen even when 
Jensen’s calendar showed she was unavailable. On February 8, 2022, Jensen 
declined Hoffman’s meeting request noting that she was covering the front 
desk.6 Rather than reschedule the meeting, Hoffman conducted the meeting at 
the front counter. Jensen affirmed she did not delete but did change her 
calendar permissions for Hoffman to match the calendar permissions Hoffman 
provided to Jensen.  Jensen stated at the time she changed the calendar 
permissions to view only she was no longer reporting to Hoffman. Hoffman 
had provided an example of a one-on-one meeting request with Jensen for 
June 24, 2022, that Jensen declined.  Jensen said that she responded to 
Hoffman that she “may be a few minutes late” and suggested to reschedule to 
2:30pm.  Jensen said that Hoffman accepted the revised time and Hoffman 
and Jensen met at 2:30pm.  Additionally, Jensen stated she did not tell 
Hoffman that Hoffman’s “identity was a huge problem.” 
 
Jensen stated that she was concerned with what she perceived as Hoffman’s 
attempt to discredit her.  Jensen shared that contrary to Hoffman’s claim, she 

 
7 A copy of the email is hereto attached as Appendix C. 
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and Hoffman did meet on June 24, 2022, but at a rescheduled time.7 Jensen 
shared that trying to meet Hoffman for lunch or meetings was a challenge as 
Hoffman worked remotely and was not readily available. 
 
Jensen confirmed that she and the other Coordinators met with Avin about 
Union rights and the work environment.  Jensen shared that is was not a bash 
session against Hoffman. Jensen stated that the new coordinators were feeling 
isolated and that this meeting was the first time they were together as a group. 
 

o Moody Statement 
Moody stated that she had no prior interactions with BB but did have strong 
interaction with OMA as the co-advisor of inter-tribal students. Moody stated 
that she had not met Hoffman until one of the Open Houses organized by 
Diaz.  Moody recalled that she asked another attendee who Hoffman was 
during a presentation.  Moody affirmed the faculty letter was never meant to 
be distributed and concerns within the letter went well beyond the merger. 
Moody shared that organizers of the letter were reaching out to faculty that do 
EDI work in their classrooms to support the advocacy. Moody assured there 
were no secret meetings to gain support from faculty, rather an email was sent 
to faculty asking for support. Moody shared that support for their concerns 
grew more than they expected. 
 
Moody shared that she did reach out to “Karen” at the advice of a colleague 
who knew that Karen and Hoffman were close and had worked together in 
BB. 8  Moody stated that she inquired of Karen regarding how best to work 
with Hoffman, hoping for an unbiased alternative perspective. Moody shared 
that she was trying to understand what was happening in the merge in an 
effort to support students and staff. 
 
Moody stated Avin asked for her assistance in organizing the Union meeting 
because of Moody’s prior contact with OMA. Moody shared that the meeting 
was to help the employees, many of them new, to understand their rights.  The 
employees were also asked “what could make your time here a good place?” 
Moody shared that the question wasn’t meant to mean they had a bad working 
environment but rather to glean what they felt made a warm, welcoming 
environment. Moody recalled that this meeting was the first time many of 
these coordinators had been in the same room.  Many of them felt they were 
the only ones experiencing these concerns until talking with the other 
coordinators. Moody affirmed this meeting was not unique to MSS but rather 
is offered to all departments and academic staff. Moody stated that she does 
not believe that ethnicity is the critical concern regarding direction of MSS, 
rather transparency, training, and background of the person. 
 

 
8 Copy of message attached hereto in Appendix C. 
9 Copy of message attached hereto in Appendix C. 
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Moody stated that she found the allegation that she, Avin and Shih were racist 
against white people ludicrous as all three of them are married to white 
people. Moody stated that she is a white presenting Native American. 
 

o Shih Statement 
Shih stated that when he and others heard that BB and OMA were going to be 
eliminated and the personnel and resources merged, they were concerned. 
Shih said there was a strong connection between OMA, faculty and the 
students served.  He shared that faculty were interested in what happens in 
that office and how it serves students.  Shih said that faculty were concerned 
with the serial departure of staff of color.  He stated the concern with the 
merge was the uncertainty about whether the mission of OMA would be 
compromised. Shih stated that the faculty letter listed long-term qualified 
employees who had departed the program, but it did not list the race of the 
individuals. He shared that the letter was meant to highlight the exits and 
concerns with retention.  Shih confirmed that Hoffman is not mentioned in the 
letter and that the letter was never meant to be made public. Shih stated that he 
felt the complaint was retaliation for organizing to advocate for OMA.  He 
affirmed “this is not about race.” Shih stated that he first met Hoffman in 
August 2022 when he attended candidate interviews. Shih said that he felt the 
complaint was racist in that it links him with others who may have made 
comments to Hoffman but none of those comments or bullying came from 
Shih.  
 
In response to the allegations, Shih stated that he felt falsely accused. 
 
 

Materials Reviewed: 
 

Appendices  Material  

Appendix A   Complaint 

Appendix B Documents provided by complainant 

Appendix C Documents from responding parties 

Appendix D Documents provided by witness 

 
 

V. Procedural Next Steps: This report will be forwarded to Director off Affirmative 
Action and Title IX Coordinator Teresa O’Halloran to determine next steps. 

 


