
THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS ARE VERIFIED AS COMPLETE.  THESE DOCUMENTS 
WERE NOT SUBMITTED DIRECTLY BY DR. ELISON TO WATCHING ADAMS BUT 
VERIFIED BY DR. ELISON UPON THEIR REVIEW.

Dr. Elison has since stated, “As these documents make clear, I recanted my statements about
Dr. Gilmer's intentions regarding the Board of Trustees.  I was trying to read between the 
lines.”

I. JEFF ELISON'S 12/11/16 EMAIL TO PERSONAL FRIENDS AND FAMILY:
(sent from personal email address @msn.com)

Hey friends and family,

I know this is out of the blue, but this is serious business. PLEASE take a minute to vote - 
YES for the vote of no confidence. Vote early, vote often - from as many devices as you have:
https://watchingadams.org/polls/

Share with anyone you think might be interested. Our new Provost is amazing - so 
experienced, visionary, and caring. He's from a HBCU (Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities) and was a first-gen student from a very poor family in Mississippi. And he's gay, 
having moved here with his husband of 20 years. So, of course our president hates him. I met
with him for 40 minutes last week and he said he will speak to the Board of Trustees this 
week about removing the president. She has been a disaster. He is filing an EEO complaint 
against her. The Board meets Friday, the day before graduation. So, this is it, this is the week,
this is the perfect storm that he was hoping for. This poll was opened this morning and has 
seen over 125 votes, mostly against the president. Tomorrow afternoon in Senate, we will 
vote on a resolution in support of the Provost that I drafted. The classified staff will do the 
same at 8:00am and student signatures will be collected throughout the week.

Plus everyone will wake up to an article tomorrow morning about her fat-suit plumber 
Halloween costume and how it shows her disdain for the working class, our students, and 
their families. https://watchingadams.org/commentary/president-mcclures-lack-of-empathy-is-
undermining-asus-historic-mission/ It will be a nuclear strike. I really think we have a shot at 
getting rid of her. With our new provost and a new president, ASU just might be saved from 
loss of national accreditation (we are on probation) and financial ruin (Moody's dropped us to 
the lowest of nine A-levels). If we fail, it will devastate the economy of the entire San Luis 
Valley - no joke.

And yes, that article contains two references to me: one of the sexist profs who stood up for 
the Constitution and the bit about activists on campus.

https://watchingadams.org/polls/
https://watchingadams.org/commentary/president-mcclures-lack-of-empathy-is-undermining-asus-historic-mission/
https://watchingadams.org/commentary/president-mcclures-lack-of-empathy-is-undermining-asus-historic-mission/


II. JEFF ELISON'S 1/25/17 EMAIL TO FACULTY SENATE
(sent from work email address @adams.edu)

Dear Colleagues,

I have not yet had a chance to listen to Monday’s Senate meeting, but it appears it – and the 
events leading up to it – were a model of fairness and critical inquiry.  It’s always a proud 
moment when we, as faculty, can model what we teach.  

Don’t blame my wife for my impression of the meeting or for my actions.  She actually 
described the meeting as fair and apparently never said a word in my defense and did not 
vote in my favor.  I certainly can’t blame her.

I apologize for contracting the flu, running a 102-degree fever, and thinking it was best to keep
my germs at home.  So inconsiderate of me.  That must have really taken some of the fun out
of the discussion for several of you.

In spite of the flu, I’ll be in my office today if anyone wants to actually discuss these issues 
with me.

I realize Senate is not a court; that much is glaringly obvious.  Nonetheless due process 
typically includes several rights of the accused: adequate notice of charges, an opportunity to 
present one’s own evidence, time to prepare that evidence, a fair and impartial fact-finding, 
and a fair and impartial hearing.  

With that in mind, why couldn’t the discussion of my personal email have waited until I could 
be present?  Why did not a single senator or senate president once ask me about my email 
and its relation to the senate resolution in the 42 days that passed from the time it was mis-
characterized by Dr. Crowther in our December Senate meeting?  I even offered that directly 
to some of you (Ed, Beez).  How much “pre-trial” discussion went on behind closed doors 
prior to Senate?  Why was this discussion not on the agenda?  

Most importantly, why was I not informed about the resolution in advance?  I’m certain such a 
well-researched, well-crafted piece of writing wasn’t a spur-of-the-moment-slapped-together 
product.  It clearly reveals forethought.  Perhaps the courtesy of giving me advance notice, of 
transparency, would have spoiled the ambush?

Not that anyone is likely to look past personal feelings to bother with facts, but here is the 
short story behind the proposed Senate Resolution.

Due to the several rumors about the friction between Dr. McClure and Dr. Gilmer interfering 
with performance of his job, and the fear that that interference would jeopardize HLC 
accreditation, a faculty member suggested writing a “letter of support” and getting faculty 
signatures.  (This is a faculty member who supports the president, hates WatchingAdams, 
and very much dislikes Danny Ledonne, so not a Danny-follower or dissident.) Senator Duran
was present for that discussion and was supportive of those ideas.



I said I should not be the one to write it.  I was pushed to do so because I am a senator.
I went to Dr. Crowther, as Senate President, to discuss these concerns.

Dr. Crowther suggested a Senate Resolution, outlined its possible content, and agreed about 
getting faculty signatures.

I was transparent with my department, sharing the gist of these discussions, a draft, and 
encouraging them to attend Senate.

The number one motive was always to facilitate HLC accreditation.

The fact that I am not impressed with President McClure’s performance is just an unavoidable
distraction, but one seized upon in this case.  Indeed, the major reason I did not want to write 
the “letter of support” was fear this would happen.

With regard to the Senate Resolution, I was doing my job as a senator.

With regard to my personal email, it was to “friends and family” (no one with an ASU address),
written from my personal account, from my personal laptop, from my personal home, during 
non-working hours.  In other words, it was personal and not part of my work activities.

For anyone actually interested in all the facts and details, I have attached the long version.  
Had I been informed that I would be on trial this past Monday, this is what I would have said.  
Feel free to share as widely and with as much glee as my personal email was shared.

Perhaps, we could add to our agenda for our next meeting a resolution to nullify Monday’s 
resolution?  Or at least have a fair discussion with all parties present and informed.

Hoping your worlds are splendid,
Senator Elison



---(attached as a .docx file)---

Imagine I sent a private email to a friend in Australia describing what’s going on in America 
with opposition to the presidential election results, including Jill Stein’s efforts at a recount, the
SLV Women’s March, and news covering reactions to Trump’s outrageous behavior. Would 
this be unethical? And if I donated to Stein’s efforts would that donation and my sharing of this
information with a friend constitute collusion? Would I be conspiring with Jill Stein? Of course 
not. It would be democracy in action and me exercising my First Amendment Rights. 

There are direct parallels between this example and my personal email, which I sent on 
December 11, 2016 and which Dr. Crowther misrepresented in Faculty Senate on December 
12th. [My email appears in its entirety at the end of this document.] To understand Dr. 
Crowther’s misrepresentation, one must first understand my email, something Dr. Crowther 
never attempted to do, as he has never spoken to me about it. That email was prompted by 
several events, to which I was merely an observer, two of them occurred that very day. My 
email was a news update for “friends and family” who care about my job, higher education, 
and/or the health of the San Luis Valley. Those events were:

- the vote-of-no-confidence poll on WatchingAdams.org
- rumors that Dr. Gilmer was not being supported by President McClure in making the 
changes necessary for the HLC accreditation
- and the WatchingAdams.org “fat suit article” in which the author or authors criticized 
President McClure for dressing as an obese plumber with horrible teeth for Halloween.

Dr. Crowther mis-read / mis-paraphrased from my email and made unwarranted and incorrect
assertions about my motives for supporting Dr. Gilmer. Many senators appear to have 
embraced those assertions. He mischaracterized the proposed Senate Resolution as “a multi-
pronged effort aimed at the Board of Trustees on Friday, this coming week, to remove 
President McClure.” First, I had nothing to do with the poll to which I referred in my email. I 
wasn’t following WatchingAdams at the time, so I was unaware of the poll. An ASU employee 
sent me an email Sunday morning, 12/11, mentioning the poll. That was the first I was aware 
of it. So the characterization that I conspired in this effort is flat out false. I assume Danny 
Ledonne created the poll since he owns WatchingAdams, but he never communicated his 
plan to post the poll at that time.

Similarly, I did not author the fat suit article. The link to the fat suit article was sent to me early 
Sunday evening. As I don’t have a Facebook account, I’d never seen the pictures of President
McClure in her fat-suit. I was appalled when I read the article and expected others might be 
as well. Thus, my use of the word “nuclear” was hyperbole to convey my emotional reaction 
and the reaction I expected from others, yet Dr. Crowther repeatedly associated it with the 
Senate Resolution. Again, I did not write that article, so no collusion or conspiracy on my part,
just information sharing, a First Amendment freedom.

Similarly, I was not the one who proposed a document in support of Dr. Gilmer in response to 
the rumors that President McClure wasn’t supporting Dr. Gilmer. Many people, myself 
included, feared that if these rumors were true, we might not survive HLC’s accreditation visit. 
A faculty member who supports President McClure, hates WatchingAdams, and dislikes 
Danny Ledonne proposed a “letter of support” for Dr. Gilmer to be signed by as many faculty 
as possible. Senator Kristy Duran was present when this suggestion was first made. As a 



senator, I took these concerns to Senate President Crowther. During our conversation, it was 
he who proposed a “senate resolution,” outlined its possible content, and agreed that many 
signatures would be a good thing. So the implication that the senate resolution was my 
brainchild is just flat out false. I was doing my job as a senator by representing faculty 
concerns. 

I’ll return to these facts in more detail later.

But first I will address Dr. Crowther’s implications of collusion or conspiracy in more detail – 
what he referred to in Senate as “a multi-pronged effort … to remove President McClure.” I 
never shared any information about the resolution with Danny Ledonne. Nor did I write the fat-
suit article. Nor did I know that Dr. Ben Waddell approached Dr. Crowther the same day Dr. 
Crowther and I discussed the resolution. So, if I didn’t know that Danny was going to post a 
vote-of-no-confidence poll, and he didn’t know about the resolution, and I didn’t know what 
Ben had done, then we were a pretty sad group of conspirators, or at least I was not part of 
such a group. And the characterization of collusion or conspiracy isn’t accurate. It makes for 
an easily understandable and emotionally provocative Trump-esque narrative, but a false 
narrative.

I realize some of the language in my poorly written email provided fodder for the conspiracy 
theory. When I wrote “I really think we have a shot at getting rid of her,” I was using “we” in a 
very inclusive way – meaning dozens, if not hundreds of people – not some small group of 
conspirators in an organized “multi-pronged effort.” Nor was I referring to some organized 
cabal. Just like people get together and complain about Trump, share stories about his 
outrageous actions, and march on ASU’s campus, I have participated in similar conversations
about President McClure. Again, not a cabal, just First Amendment rights and Academic 
Freedom, a freedom that is protected by our Faculty Handbook, Section III: “When they speak
or write as citizens, they should be free from institutional censorship or discipline.”

Other examples of the poorly written statements in my email were the hyperbolic wishful 
summary statements regarding my meeting with Dr. Gilmer. I will return to those as well, but 
that meeting involved no collusion or conspiracy, just two employees doing their jobs.

Now the details: 

I have never hidden my concerns about several of President McClure’s decisions:

I am not a fan of guaranteed tuition for the same reasons Moody’s listed it as a reason for 
lowering our credit rating. At a time when ASU is not doing well financially and enrollment 
continues to decline, GT ties our hands to manage fluctuations in tuition received.

I am not a fan of how our President replied to HLC. I think it was dangerous and 
unprofessional to insult them.

I did not believe President McClure when she told us last spring that everything was fixed with
Extended Studies, we didn’t deserve probation. It is dangerous when leaders ignore 
problems. To fix problems, you must acknowledge them.



I still believe the way in which she banned Danny Ledonne from campus was unconstitutional,
a violation of his First and Fourteenth Amendment rights, rights I believe are crucial to the 
functioning of a healthy country and a healthy university. A university cannot function optimally
without freedom of speech and due process.

I believe President McClure impedes shared governance, acknowledgement of problems 
(Extended Studies), and the healthy growth of ASU by attacking those who raise issues (HLC,
me), or driving them away (employee turnover) in attempts to silence dissent. Unfortunately, 
that tactic is like Whack-A-Mole; dissent pops up elsewhere: behind closed doors and online.
And more.

I think these are all things that hurt our students’ futures, hurt ASU, and ultimately have hurt 
the San Luis Valley economy. Fewer students mean fewer dollars spent in Alamosa and the 
San Luis Valley. From our high of 2,225 undergraduates in 2011 we have dropped to 1,861 in 
fall of 2016, a 16.4% decline. This year’s was the lowest undergraduate enrollment since at 
least 2007, probably more like 2003 or earlier. 16% fewer students mean approximately 16% 
less being spent in restaurants and at retailers. And now we are looking at downsizing. Fewer 
students mean fewer employees, which mean the same for restaurants and retailers, but also 
real estate, banks, etc. The valley’s economy is already suffering due to ASU’s performance, 
but it will suffer for many, many years should we fail financially or due to an angered HLC. As 
Dr. Gilmer has pointed out, a generation of students will suffer, as many are unlikely to travel 
elsewhere for a college degree. I believe these are legitimate concerns for any citizen of the 
San Luis Valley and every employee of ASU.

So, I’ve tried to do what I thought was best for our students, ASU, and the San Luis Valley. In 
Senate, I objected to actions I thought were unconstitutional, something we all took an oath to
do. And I believed those actions might tarnish the reputation of ASU and draw a lawsuit. I co-
authored an “op-ed” (never published in the Valley Courier as intended) expressing my 
viewpoint based on research I’ve published on humiliation and violence, this being a body of 
literature I’ve summarized for scholarly works. In contrast to the readily digestible narrative 
that Danny Ledonne was my friend, I barely knew him at the time – but I knew the research 
on school shootings, including the FBI’s report on school shootings, and the fact that 
ostracizing people is more likely to provoke violence than prevent it. Thus, I believed that the 
PNG was not only unconstitutional (based on the Colorado Supreme Court’s ruling in an 
extremely similar case: Watson v. Board of Regents of University of Colorado), but I also 
believed that if it did anything, it was to put students and employees at greater risk of harm. 

Also in Senate, I expressed concerns about guaranteed tuition, after doing research and 
finding many institutions, even entire state systems, had abandoned it. I discussed my 
concerns about HLC accreditation and Extended Studies with many colleagues here. I was an
engineer for many years at two very successful computer companies, Intel and Hewlett-
Packard, so my attitude is: find problems, acknowledge them, fix them, and move on to more 
productive things, like inspiring our students.

Some people on campus may disagree with my concerns. Some of them may disagree with 
my actions. That’s fair, that’s what the First Amendment is all about. It protects them; it 
protects me.

Others have similar concerns, so it is not a surprise that we talk, share information, and share



research. This is healthy. This is not a conspiracy. If I were a conspirator, I would not have 
sent the “op-ed” to Kurt Cary or put my name on it. If I didn’t want the best for ASU, I would 
not have spent many hours meeting with Kurt Cary to resolve the ban issue (as 
acknowledged by President McClure), nor would I have lost so many hours of sleep over 
trying to negotiate a win-win outcome. I saw these as the duty of a concerned employee.

As a concerned employee, it is my duty to speak up. Unfortunately, like many others, I was 
shut down, or implied to be a sexist by President McClure, when I took the risk of speaking 
my mind. When I thought I’d try again with Dr. Gilmer, he did his duty by agreeing to listen to 
my concerns. He patiently listened and did what good administrators are supposed to do: 
made me feel heard, validated my concerns in a general manner by acknowledging that other
employees were concerned about accreditation, and reassuring me that he truly felt it would 
work out. I left that meeting talking about the progress in the Nursing Department and shared 
that impression the very next day with my pre-Nursing students in an attempt to allay their 
fears and retain them.

I had no idea the poll would run online, but when I was told about it, I checked it out. Due to 
my concerns about our students, the economic future of the San Luis Valley, and the 
economic future of my family, I shared that information with “friends and family.” Some of them
live in the Valley, or have visited the Valley, or are involved in education, and they share my 
concerns – for ASU and higher education nationwide. 

I am very worried about our students, ASU, and the citizens of the San Luis Valley. I’m even 
more worried after seeing how my email was handled. Dr. Crowther seized this as an 
opportunity to silence my concerns. Dr. Crowther selectively read from my email for maximal 
negative impact, much like Dr. McClure did a year ago in another Senate meeting. Both of 
them strategically held my email where others could see my name. That didn’t satisfy either of
them, so they both made statements to “out me” as the author. Dr. McClure said “you should 
know, you wrote it.” In both cases, I felt intimidated and threatened. Nevertheless, both emails
were attempts to open conversations and nudge ASU in what I think is the right direction, to 
do the right thing. 

Let me be clear. By doing the right thing, in this case, I mean the right thing for our students 
and all of us: maintain accreditation by working with the HLC and making the needed 
changes. As I stated several times in December’s senate meeting, I believe faculty own the 
curriculum, including academic quality. I believe it is the Chief Academic Officer’s job to work 
with and guide the faculty, no matter who the CAO may be. The fact that we haven’t done this 
in the past, the fact that Extended Studies operated outside the domain of the rest of the 
faculty, is one of the things that led to our current probation. People may be uncomfortable 
with change, may not want to take on the extra work, and may hate to lose the profits, but 
academic integrity is key to our success and accreditation.

That being said, I and many others have been very concerned about Administration’s 
response to the HLC probation and the problems identified in Extended Studies. After 
President McClure denied having serious problems and insulted HLC in her response, not 
much happened until Dr. Gilmer arrived. Within weeks, he ordered the Mathieu report. 
Identifying the problems and encouraging campus input seemed like wonderful leadership 
and shared governance to me. Almost everyone on campus has been waiting to hear what 
changes would be made, how problems would be fixed, what changes might appease HLC, 



how we might provide a better education to our students. Three months later, we have heard 
very little. Other senators, in particular Dr. Manzaneres, repeatedly brought this up in the 
December Senate meeting. 

That meeting also exposed the alarming fact that Dr. Gilmer doesn’t know the plan. That 
worries me and many others on campus. I don’t believe it’s because he doesn’t have ideas. I 
haven’t heard a single bad comment about Dr. Gilmer and I’ve talked to many fellow 
employees and students who share concerns. Rumors have been spreading because so 
many of us are worried. What will happen? Why is it taking so long? It’s mid-January, and until
recently, we were expecting the HLC visit in April. How could we possibly be ready? These 
questions led to more rumors, some of which seemed to be acknowledged in December’s 
meeting: discord between President McClure and VPAA Gilmer, responsibilities being 
reassigned, an Extended Studies planning meeting to which our VPAA was not invited, 
waiting until January for details. 

Why are these rumors, or possibly facts, so worrisome? As I said several times at 
December’s senate meeting, the faculty and the Chief Academic Officer should own these 
particular issues. President McClure wasn’t hired to fix them; we weren’t on probation then 
and few were willing to acknowledge the problems with Extended Studies. President McClure 
was hired despite objections and concerns from faculty. When HLC raised their concerns, she
denied some, claimed others were already fixed, insulted the HLC, and pushed for an early 
re-evaluation. Margaret Doell is assistant VPAA, not VPAA. She was awarded that position 
without faculty support or a shared governance process. At that time, we were not on 
probation and the problems in Extended Studies existed prior to her appointment and 
continued afterward, unaddressed. She went along with the denial. In contrast, Dr. Gilmer 
was hired as the result of a national search. When the president announced Dr. Gilmer had 
accepted the VPAA position, she wrote: “He was the top recommendation from all constituent 
groups and the search committee.” He has overseen a successful accreditation and a 
successful extended studies program and much more. He is extremely qualified to serve as 
VPAA, reorganize Extended Studies, and lead our re-accreditation process.

Furthermore, I hear almost no support for Ms. Doell on campus. My own experiences with her
have been largely negative. When she once visited my office, I asked her about an issue on 
campus that has existed for years, and she answered with a question: “tell me how you fix a 
problem like that?” First, that’s in her job description, not mine. Second, I and a colleague 
were able to immediately offer two suggestions. Too many other times, I’ve heard her exhibit a
similar lack of imagination / vision / leadership, or simply defend the status quo. Her faculty 
forums during the interview process were dismal. Her one answer was to repeatedly say: “I 
hate to beat a dead horse, but ‘communication’.” On another occasion, she made accusations
about me based on non-existent student complaints right after I raised the issue of the 
President’s Constitutional violations in issuing the PNG against Mr. Ledonne (emails 
available). This threatening tactic seemed to originate at the top, as Dr. Novotny revealed the 
issue had been discussed in Executive Council (emails available), in spite of there being no 
documented complaints, and President McClure was cc’ed on the emails. I believe I was 
being threatened to intimidate me into silence. 

In contrast, Dr. Gilmer has widespread campus approval, real vision, a real understanding of 
our students, and a real commitment to them. 



--------------------

So, how did the Senate Resolution really come about?

The first rumor of discord I heard was when a non-faculty employee with responsibility for a 
great deal of money on campus expressed concerns about Dr. McClure not supporting Dr. 
Gilmer. That employee inquired of faculty whether Dr. Gilmer had faculty support, implying he 
might need it. And if he didn’t have it, it might put ASU at risk.

Similar rumors spread after the big event to launch the National Center for Historically 
Underserved Students. The fat suit article explains the same rumors I had heard:
“Such behaviors [referring to her fat plumber costume] help to explain President McClure’s 
general level of disengagement during the forums for the National Center for Historically 
Underserved Students, held at ASU on November 13-15th. Several members of the think 
tank, all of whom are nationally renowned, commented to faculty and staff members about the
president’s apparent lack of commitment to underserved students. Another individual close to 
the event’s organization said, ‘To be honest, she just doesn’t seem to get our students.’ 
Participants said actions speak louder than words, and her public comments were not in 
keeping with her behavior.”

Third, someone in Richardson Hall said they wouldn’t be surprised if Dr. Gilmer left because 
“they,” referring to President McClure and AVPAA Doell, had treated him horribly.

Thus, many of us were left wondering what was going on between President McClure and 
VPAA Gilmer. Was she putting her personal agenda before HLC accreditation and the well-
being of ASU and our students?

I had planned to meet with Dr. Gilmer on Dec 7th to discuss the need to share plans 
regarding changes to the Nursing Program with our pre-Nursing students to allay their fears. I 
also decided to communicate to him the high level of support for him that I perceived among 
faculty, students, and staff. 

On Dec 7th, around 8:00am, I mentioned the first rumor of non-support to a faculty member 
and to Senator Duran. Like this faculty member, I believe Dr. Duran supports President 
McClure and I know she dislikes Watching Adams. Dr. Duran said she had heard basically the
same rumor. I mentioned the National Center example. She said she had not heard that one. 
At some point, Senator Duran said “I hope he [Dr. Gilmer] knows how much support he has.” I
pointed out that it was my intent to communicate that to him that very day and that I would 
use her statement as an example. The faculty member then suggested drafting a letter of 
support for Dr. Gilmer, realizing the Board of Trustees meeting was a week away. The three of
us discussed the idea, including the faculty member’s suggestion to get lots of signatures to 
show strength of support. I don’t remember anyone mentioning signatures from anyone other 
than faculty.

As planned, I met with Dr. Gilmer at 9:00am. He acknowledged my concerns about Extended 
Studies and HLC accreditation. He also said others had similar concerns. He felt confident 
about accreditation, but acknowledged that he wasn’t fully informed about plans. I took that as
confirmation, at least in part, of the rumors I had heard. I conveyed the support from myself, 
the faculty member, Dr. Duran, and many other unnamed people. I also mentioned the faculty 



member’s suggestion to circulate a letter of support. He thanked me and seemed to be 
touched by the message. 

I spoke with the faculty member again shortly after my meeting with Dr. Gilmer and relayed 
some of what he had said. She expressed urgency for writing the letter of support. I 
suggested she write it, but she felt a senator should do it. I was uncertain how to approach 
writing the letter and I was extremely concerned about Dr. Gilmer’s situation, so I went to 
speak with Dr. Crowther, as Senate President. I wanted to know if he was aware of Dr. 
Gilmer’s situation or rumors about the situation. I expressed my concern that we might lose 
Dr. Gilmer, and if we did, it would put HLC accreditation at risk. 

We discussed a variety of issues, including Dr. Crowther’s marriage analogy – Dr. Gilmer and 
President McClure may not be a perfect pair, but they need to work together. I shared the 
faculty member’s idea about a letter of support and obtaining signatures. In response, Dr. 
Crowther proposed a “senate resolution.” Those words had never been spoken by any of us 
prior to this. He outlined its possible content, throwing out a series of possible whereas-
statements followed by possible resolution-statements and agreed that many signatures 
would be a good thing. With regard to signatures he used a dance metaphor – if many people
attend the dance (express support), it makes the dance more attractive to others (support 
from Administration). (I documented his suggestion and dance analogy in an email an hour or 
two later.) Dr. Crowther said he would add it the resolution to the agenda for Monday’s Senate
meeting. So the implication that the senate resolution was my brainchild is just flat out false.

That same day, still Wednesday 12/7, I informed the Psychology Department about the idea 
of a Senate resolution at our department meeting. I discussed the rumors, my meeting with 
Dr. Gilmer, and my fears regarding HLC accreditation. Others had heard some of the rumors. 
I encouraged everyone to attend the Senate meeting.

On Saturday morning, 12/10, fearing that Dr. Crowther might run short on time or dilute the 
content we had discussed, I decided to sketch out a first draft. Having never written a 
resolution or even voted on a resolution such as the one he described, I had to go to Google 
to find examples. I did my best to capture the content Dr. Crowther and I had discussed and 
sent it to him:

“Happy Weekend Ed, I thought it might speed things up and smooth the process on Monday if
there was some discussion regarding the content of the resolution. Based on conversations 
with other staff and faculty, I threw together a rough draft so we could compare notes. Is this 
the type of thing you had in mind (attached)? Is the idea to propose and pass this on Monday,
so that we can gather more signatures prior to the BoT meeting? Thanks for your efforts on 
this! I really believe accreditation could be at stake.” 

Note my reference to “other staff and faculty.” I believed it was my job as a senator to 
represent faculty by seeking their input.

Dr. Crowther responded: “Thanks, Jeff. I'll tweak this a bit but the general tenor is to have Rob
take this to the BoT., It's enough to have the Senate endorsement for Rob.” As feared, he 
appeared to be backing off on the idea of getting signatures and I was concerned about how 
he might “tweak” it.



Being a senator and a member of ASU-AAUP, I also sent it to everyone in my department and
all the ASU-AAUP members requesting feedback. Again, I believed and still believe this is 
what senators are supposed to do.

In the morning, I wrote to the Psychology Department: 

“As I mentioned in our meeting, Ed said he would draft a resolution regarding HLC, OES, 
support for Chris. He said he would add it to Monday's agenda. I firmly believe we need to 
support Chris immediately if we want the best outcomes for ASU, our jobs, our students, and 
the economic health of the SLV. So, I'm strongly encouraging everyone I run into between 
now and Monday to attend Monday's faculty senate meeting: 3:30, Richardson Hall, 3rd floor, 
Boardroom.” 

This was honest and straightforward. I conveyed my concerns and actions, my primary 
concern being HLC accreditation.

In the afternoon, I wrote to the Psychology Department: 

“Here is a draft of the resolution. Ed said ‘I'll tweak this a bit but the general tenor is to have 
Rob take this to the BoT.’ I just hope he doesn't water it down too much. See what you think. I 
think the more people who attend to support Chris, the more likely we will pass something 
that can help him and ASU.”

The faculty member who originally suggested the letter of support had only one minor edit, no
one else had any. Quite a few people expressed support, even “full support,” “appropriate and
positive thing,” and “proud to sign.” Another wrote: “Not sure what could be tweaked here...are
we not trying to adhere to HLC guidelines? Is Gilmer not chief academic officer?! etc. etc.”

In sum, I did my job as an ASU faculty member and senator. I was doing what others asked 
me to do, including those who support President McClure. Perhaps most importantly, I would 
have done exactly same thing if I supported President McClure. I’ve never hidden my 
criticisms of the President, so if a show-down between the President and VPAA was in the 
cards, everyone should have known how I felt. Removing President McClure was never the 
intent of the resolution, not mine, not Dr. Crowther’s, and certainly not Dr. Duran’s nor the 
faculty member’s who originally suggested the letter of support. I was transparent in dealing 
with others. If the resolution might be insurance for Dr. Gilmer, so be it. As senators should 
do, I kept my department informed and sought feedback.

No manipulation, no unethical behavior, no collusion, and no conspiracy. I intentionally kept 
Danny Ledonne out of the loop, not that I talk to him on a regular basis.

What I most regret about my email is the opening it gave President McClure and Dr. Crowther
to denigrate Dr. Gilmer. If talk of discord among upper administration had been rumors, they 
were certainly substantiated in December’s Senate meeting. Although it had been rumored 
that the President had not treated our VPAA well, it was apparent in December when Dr. 
Crowther theatrically read a letter from President McClure into the record, a letter critical of 
some of his work. If it had been rumored that Dr. Gilmer was being blocked from making 
changes to Extended Studies, it was substantiated by his and Dr. Crowther’s 
acknowledgment that our VPAA had not been invited to the December 12th meeting about 



Extended Studies. These things concerned me and many others, as they clearly did in our 
December Senate meeting.

Even more worrisome is the way my email was used to spin a narrative of a “conspiracy” of 
which Dr. Gilmer was supposed to be a part. That’s just not a valid conclusion, and certainly 
couldn’t be made from an informal personal email. My only interactions with Dr. Gilmer have 
involved a Chief Academic Officer doing his job by listening to faculty concerns and promising
they’d be considered.

Just as President McClure selectively paraphrased from my email to her last year (email and 
transcript of her statements available), Dr. Crowther did the same in the Senate meeting, but 
without the implications of sexism our President leveled. I have provided the email Dr. 
Crowther “summarized” in its entirety below. It’s not pretty, but at least others can judge for 
themselves, as opposed to listening to Dr. Crowther’s theatrical performance. Note, he 
repeatedly used the word “nuclear” in relation to the senate resolution, something I never did. 
Those phrases don’t even appear in the same paragraph, yet Dr. Crowther neatly and 
repeatedly juxtaposed them for his desired effect. In fact, I used “nuclear” to refer to the 
impact of an article I did not author, but to which I pointed my friends, the one about Dr. 
McClure’s fat-suit-plumber costume and how it shows her lack of empathy and understanding 
for our student body, consistent with several documented instances with staff and faculty, 
including myself. I used “nuclear” because that’s the impact the article, and especially the 
accompanying pictures, had on me. 

Although some have defended President McClure’s choice of Halloween costume, I and 
others were appalled at the message it sends to the public and in particular, our students. I’ve
taught Adolescent and Adult Development where we discuss the impacts of the obesity 
epidemic in America. “An estimated 300,000 deaths per year are due to the obesity epidemic”
(nih.gov). “Obesity-related conditions include heart disease, stroke, type 2 diabetes and 
certain types of cancer, some of the leading causes of preventable death” (cdc.gov). “The 
estimated annual medical cost of obesity in the U.S. was $147 billion in 2008 U.S. dollars; the
medical costs for people who are obese were $1,429 higher than those of normal weight” 
(cdc.gov). The Centers for Disease Control also states that over one-third of adults suffer from
obesity. Obviously ASU has many employees and students who struggle with obesity. After 
finally seeing the pictures of Dr. McClure in her fat-suit, it pained me to walk into class the 
next day and face my students struggling with weight problems. I hoped they had not seen 
the pictures. I honestly thought the article might bring national attention, more bad press for 
ASU, like Halloween costumes and comments had to other university presidents. In sum, I 
thought the reaction might be “nuclear,” to use hyperbole.

My sentence “It will be a nuclear strike.” appears immediately after the URL for the fat-suit 
article. Note also, the reference to this article was never mentioned by Dr. Crowther, who 
chose to skip over it – it would have diminished his goal. Instead, he used “nuclear” out of 
context at least twice:

“I am concerned that the whole reason for the issue regarding Dr. Gilmer, support for Dr. 
Gilmer, seems pretty clearly linked to this ‘nuclear strike’ about getting rid of President 
McClure.”

And even more misleading:



“Tomorrow afternoon in the Senate we will vote on a resolution in support of the Provost that I 
drafted.” This is part of a document that explains how the effort underway is to remove 
President McClure in what’s called a ‘nuclear strike.’”

Dr. Crowther’s other dishonest rhetorical device is to repeatedly (six times by my count) 
dismiss the real reason for the Senate Resolution, which was to express employee’s 
concerns about lack of support for VPAA Gilmer so that he could address issues in Extended 
Studies and HLC accreditation, instead claiming the only reason for the resolution was to get 
rid of President McClure:

“in fact the whole rationale of supporting Dr. Gilmer is that we need to support Dr. Gilmer 
because President McClure is going to fire him”

“the whole reason for the issue regarding Dr. Gilmer, support for Dr. Gilmer, seems pretty 
clearly linked to this “nuclear strike” about getting rid of President McClure”

“the genesis of the ??? resolution for Gilmer referenced in this document as being a part of 
this strategy”

“the reason this resolution was coming to me for this body to consider was that this was part 
of a larger strategy that is all about getting rid of her, being President McClure.”

“this body now knows why the request was made to support Dr. Gilmer.”

His assertion is just not true. I was not the one who suggested a “letter of support.” I was not 
the one who suggested a “senate resolution”; Dr. Crowther suggested that. I was representing
the concerns of quite a few faculty, most of whom support Dr. McClure. The number one 
concern in everyone’s mind right now, including my own, is HLC accreditation. Dr. Crowther 
was dismissing valid concerns of faculty in order to advance his own agenda. He wanted to 
silence people’s concerns, silence me, make me look bad, and make Dr. Gilmer look bad.

If Dr. Crowther’s creative interpretation of my email were an academic presentation, it would 
certainly have been unethical to misrepresent another’s writing so badly and to present one’s 
unverified interpretations as facts. 

Even accounting for the fact that I was acting as a senator in representing others, my primary 
motive was HLC accreditation. Unless Dr. Crowther is telepathic, there is no way he can know
what is in the mind of others. My email never says removing President McClure is the reason,
much less the ONLY reason, for the resolution. Even a little Einstein-style thought experiment 
shows his assertion makes no sense: which would I choose between 1) Losing accreditation 
and replacing the President or 2) Saving accreditation and working under Dr. McClure. 
Obviously, I would choose #2 because I suspect ASU will close if we lose accreditation. At the
very least, we will probably be out of jobs for a year before ASU is absorbed by some other 
institution. Selfishly, this would be devastating for me. Selflessly, this would be devastating to 
our students, Alamosa, and the San Luis Valley. No matter how critical I have been of 
President McClure’s decisions, I still put our students and the health of the SLV above any of 
those concerns. In fact, it’s because students and the SLV are my priority, that I have 
criticized Dr. McClure’s decisions.



During the Senate meeting, Dr. Crowther also acted in ways I perceived as threatening and 
intimidating, my perception being to silence me. Three excerpts follow.

After Dr. Crowther revealed the existence of my email and some of its content, but without 
identifying me, he recommended scrapping the portions of the resolution about faculty owning
curriculum and the statements of support for Dr. Gilmer. When I try to defend those aspects of
the resolution, he upped the ante by once again connecting the resolution with the term 
“nuclear strike” and incorrectly claiming its whole purpose was to remove the President. In 
addition, he threateningly described the situation as a “trustee-level personnel issue” and 
turned to Faculty Trustee Benson for backup: 

Jeff: “Ed, we discussed some of this ??? and this resolution is very close to the one we 
discussed, and I really appreciate that. One of the things that I had mentioned in a draft to you
was … the faculty should own curriculum and I think in the past we’ve fallen short on that. And
maybe Extended Studies was a good example. It seemed that E.S. was outside the purview 
of Faculty Senate … rest of faculty on campus. And I think the situation we’re in is in part a 
result of that, so we’ve suffered for not owning the curriculum, including quality control. So, 
that was one of the things that I thought was important to mention, that is our position. And 
then Dr. Gilmer as VPAA is our Chief Academic Officer, so the ultimate owner of the 
curriculum would be Dr. Gilmer, who hopefully consults with us. The fact that there has been 
no recommendation that we’ve seen about E.S. is concerning to myself and to our 
department … one of the reasons for rumors on campus. So, I do appreciate what you wrote 
up here, but I would also ask that it be considered that we make the statement about faculty 
owning curriculum and Dr. Gilmer, being the Chief Academic Officer.”

Dr. Crowther: “I am concerned that the whole reason for the issue regarding Dr. Gilmer, 
support for Dr. Gilmer, seems pretty clearly linked to this “nuclear strike” about getting rid of 
President McClure. I’m not sure, especially given where things are now, that Faculty Senate 
weighing in on a now Trustee-level personal issue, is that a fair characterization Trustee 
Benson? This is at the Board of Trustees?
Rob: Yes.”

When others tried to sort out what was going on and it sounded like they were focusing on 
their concerns over what’s going on with Extended Studies, Dr. Crowther returned to his 
spurious “only motive” argument and threatened to share more of my email, which he 
eventually did (later):

“There are things that if I have to share, I will share, but this body now knows why the request
was made to support Dr. Gilmer.”

At first, he read from the email without identifying me, but when I tried to explain that my 
criticisms of the President’s decisions were separate from the resolution, he threatened to 
share more of my email and eventually “outed” me:

Jeff: “I think it’s unfortunate there’s this association between the resolution and removing the 
President. I think the two are independent issues or can be independent issues for most of us.
I think the resolution, in terms of the faculty owning the curriculum, I think is just a general fact
that I think we can all agree upon. [Note that Dr. Crowther later stated the same thing 



explicitly when Senator Neilsen asked about Senate’s role.] And if Dr. Gilmer’s name was 
removed from the resolution, in terms of us seeing the role of the Vice President of Academic 
Affairs as the chief academic officer who oversees these efforts, um, I think it still holds water 
without the personnel issues. You know, I think it’s, we’re making a statement about our role 
as faculty and about the VPAA’s role here. And then I think that the other unfortunate issue is 
that I think there is a great deal of support for Dr. Gilmer on this campus. I think he’s done a 
great job and that wouldn’t be recognized. I think the ?? issue is alarming that we haven’t 
heard anything about Extended Studies, and that Dr. Gilmer just said he can’t update us 
because he doesn’t know. Until recently, we were expecting an HLC visit in April and here we 
sit, mid-December, with no even proposal to be discussed by faculty, much less implemented.
And so, I think there are concerns on campus about progress being made toward HLC 
accreditation and how that can be hastened.”

Senator Buser spoke, followed immediately by Dr. Crowther:

“I have to say that I’ve seen a lot of things in my time, but um, for the person talking about 
separating the issue is kind of an interesting thing, don’t you think Trustee Benson, since in 
this document he’s the one connecting the issue. ”

Furthermore, the audio recording doesn’t capture Dr. Crowther’s theatrical behaviors. 
Although he was speaking as though he were trying to conceal the author’s identity, he threw 
the printed copy of my email on the table where others could see it. He picked it up and 
waved it around several times, placing it back on the table in different positions. I watched in 
horror as Senator Milner twisted her head and scanned the page for over a minute. I believe 
Dr. Weathers was able to see some of it as well. Dr. Crowther also placed it on his other side, 
where Dr. Backen could see it. 

According to the Faculty Handbook, policy indicates he should have come to me first. “The 
Handbook encourages professionals to resolve grievances, complaints and other intra-
professional disputes informally.” “The most satisfactory method for resolving complaints and 
grievances is by informal discussions between the parties and other personnel/university 
committees who may be of assistance in resolving the matter.” All of these misunderstandings
and wasted time could have been avoided if Dr. Crowther had honestly cared about the truth 
and had acted with due diligence. Had he come to me prior to the meeting to check his 
“facts,” impressions, and interpretations, I would have tried to explain all of this. Note that he 
appears to have had plenty of time to share it with others (Rob Benson, the Board of 
Trustees), but never let me know about it and never allowed VPAA Gilmer to see it. By 
keeping us in the dark, it feels like I was ambushed. 

In contrast, I suggested to Dr. Crowther that he should check his impressions with me prior to 
this past Monday’s meeting, a suggestion he conveniently ignored. From my January 18th 
email: “Do you think it might be worthwhile checking some of your assumptions and 
interpretations, or is due process just something people like MLK made a fuss about?” As I’ve 
sworn off Watching Adams, someone told me of a similar MLK comment on there. That was 
not mine. I guess the hypocrisy is just so obvious. 

Unfortunately and admittedly, my email was written late at night, in a very informal / joking / 
sarcastic tone that was meant for a particular audience of friends, one’s that would appreciate
my reference to our recent presidential election. After sharing it with a few people who have 



followed our problems, I chose to send it to a few more. Perhaps most unfortunately, that 
required more detail which I hastily added and presented as a bit of a caricature (“she hates 
him”), rather than facts. It contains my perceptions (“she has been a disaster”) and 
abbreviated paraphrasing (“he said” rather than “I hoped, based on rumor”), as I was 
exhausted and wanted to get to bed. I was sharing perspectives and concerns with friends; 
personal perspectives that certainly do not qualify as “allegations,” the term Dr. Crowther 
strategically chose. 

These journalistic weaknesses provided more fodder for the narrative that Dr. Crowther spun 
and apparently continues to spin. I feel horribly guilty for the potential impact on Dr. Gilmer, 
our students, and the San Luis Valley. Dr. Gilmer never said he would speak to the Board of 
Trustees “about removing the president.” He said many of my concerns about accreditation 
and Extended Studies would likely be discussed, but never specified which ones. It was I who
hoped the issues between President McClure and Dr. Gilmer would draw their attention to her
performance. Nor did I mean to imply President McClure disapproves of Dr. Gilmer because 
he is gay. The “of course she hates him” sentence should have followed the sentences about 
how competent he is. In my mind, I imagined friction based on her jealousy of his successes. 

Furthermore, as I am extremely unimpressed with President McClure’s response to HLC and 
the lack of a response to the Extended Studies problem, and given the rumors of friction in 
Administration, I exaggerated my hopes to my friends. Perhaps, the most important 
clarification is that Dr. Gilmer certainly never said “I am filing an EEO complaint.” I believe 
there have been three filed against President McClure (based on rumors) in the last year, I 
had heard a new rumor that another was coming from someone, and of course I had just read
about President McClure wearing the fat-suit to Dr. Gilmer’s home. So, I do not know if that 
rumor is true, but after being labeled sexist by President McClure, and again based on rumors
of friction, I expressed my hopes to my friends. 

----------------------------------------------------

In summary, Dr. Crowther insistently spun his narrative of a plot by associating the Senate 
resolution with my hopes that Dr. McClure will someday be replaced. As the rumor of friction 
spread, most people expressed their approval of Dr. Gilmer’s performance, none expressed 
disapproval, and several said to me, “I hope he knows how much support he has across 
campus.” Faculty who are not on Senate urged me to draft a letter of support and urged me to
talk to Dr. Crowther about it, at which point he suggested the resolution. Quite a few people 
approved of the wording in my draft. I did my job as a senator by representing other ASU 
employees. Unfortunately, my poorly-worded email provided ammunition for Dr. Crowther’s 
attack. Nevertheless, I thought every word of the resolution was for the best and I still believe 
that. 

Another point related to my email is my call for votes. People routinely dismiss Watching 
Adams as a joke, a website that nobody reads. Moreover, the site acknowledges that its polls 
are not scientific with minimal controls on voting. Finally, I don’t believe requesting friends to 
vote on such a site rises to the level of what ASU did multiple times by asking employees and 
students to vote multiple times for “Top Adventure School of the Year,” something we proudly 
display on our homepage to attract students.

An ambiguous reference in my email is “this is the perfect storm that he was hoping for.” 



During our conversation, Dr. Gilmer and I joked about how a university is like an aircraft 
carrier, both change direction very slowly. Just as a perfect storm at sea will force the aircraft 
carrier to turn, ASU might not bounce back until a number of factors came together. So, Dr. 
Gilmer’s perfect storm reference was to the health of the university, not to removing the 
president. Nonetheless, I must admit that a new president might be a quicker captain in terms
of changing our direction.

Also related to my email, colleagues have suggested I was unethical in soliciting student 
signatures. That never happened. I was not the one who suggested approaching students, 
and I never did approach them. Even with the “op-ed” from November 2015, I only talked to 
students who asked about the PNG and I don’t believe I obtained signatures from any 
students. (I’d have to check our record of signatories to be sure.) The only student signatures 
I logged were from students who voluntarily contacted me via my personal email. So, those 
colleagues are either mistaken – you know how rumors can be – or purposely using that 
misinformation against me.

I also thought the unnamed faculty member’s suggestion to allow other faculty to decide if 
they wanted to sign a letter of support or resolution was shared governance, as opposed to 
the “plot” portrayed by Dr. Crowther. Dr. Nehring told me that he and other faculty drew up a 
much more forceful document to oppose the choice of Dr. Svaldi for president. Quite a risk 
they took, but he didn’t mention efforts to discredit or censure him. 

I assume Dr. Crowther’s statements about these issues rising to be “trustee-level personnel 
issues” are true. I hope the Board of Trustees investigated them thoroughly and they 
appreciate what is happening at ASU. I also hope they continue to monitor the situation 
closely. I offered, via James Trujillo, to discuss my email with Trustee Salazar.

In the end, I truly hope we can serve our students well, improve Extended Studies, survive 
HLC’s scrutiny, maintain solvency, increase enrollment, improve our Moody’s rating, and 
enjoy the Academic Freedom to have honest and open discussions without fear of retaliation. 
Trustee Salazar wondered why faculty do not speak freely and openly. This set of events 
should make that clear.

As I wrote to my friends, “If we [ASU] fail, it will devastate the economy of the entire San Luis 
Valley - no joke.”


