
Notes in Response to the Attachments to the Complaint 

As you review this, you may note that Mertens does not claim anywhere that anything contained in my 

communications is untrue. So what, exactly, is the purpose of including them as “evidence”? 

 

Page 4 of 75 (page numbers refer to the page of the pdf) 

It cannot be more clear in this email that the position of Provost Elrod and Interim Dean Mertens (to 

whom the email is copied) is that they have the authority to dictate with whom an employee can 

communicate inside or outside the workplace. It also demonstrates their position that they have the 

authority and the willingness to censor free speech. 

Pages 6-7 

This is included I suppose to demonstrate that I had contacted Dr. Cook without allowing that 

communication to be censored by Mertens. Perhaps he fears directness and honesty. 

Pages 8-14 

This is the rationale I read verbatim at a department in support of my proposal to eliminate the art 

history major, a position that has not changed. The only inaccuracy in this document is that UW-Eau 

Claire also has an art history major. 

Pages 15-16 

I sent this to former Chair Melton, who claimed at a hearing later that she investigated it to the best of 

her ability, but never spoke to me about either my concerns or the results of her alleged allegations. The 

text in red indicates where the substantiation can be found, either in WINS or it was witnessed by those 

named. Nothing in this document is untrue. Nothing has changed since, because no one seems to be 

willing to address this with Dr. Wilk, and as you will see, Dr. Wilk will not be “provoked” into defending 

her actions. 

Pages 17-18 

This speaks for itself. 

Pages 20 

The rule in question (under the rules that were in place when the complaint was filed) states that “The 

Chancellor shall not impose penalty(ies) or remedy(ies) more severe than the penalty(ies) or remedy(ies) 

proposed by the Chancellor at the time the charge was issued.” This seems very clear. And yet while 

Telfer imposed a two semester penalty, Kopper increased that to three, plus a summer. This makes no 

difference to Kopper, or anyone else in the administration. Rules are made to be broken, even when 

they are represented to us as “rights and protections”, and even when we are expected to follow them 

while the administration is not. 

Pages 22-34 

This also speaks for itself. 



Pages 36-38 

I gave the Executive Committee the opportunity to step up and show some leadership. They chose to do 

nothing. 

Pages 38-39 

Then don’t open them, Ms. Frame. “How can we all move on and get to work?” I strongly suspect that if 

a few individuals were removed from the equation, the department would have no problem conducting 

its business. The department seems unwilling to demand that, and so, it will never be able to “move on 

and get to work”. 

Pages 41-43 

Mr. Flanagan fails to acknowledge that it was he who originated the communication with me, on April 6, 

2016. His claims now are entirely disingenuous. 

Pages 44-45 

Dr. Wilk claims she will “not be provoked into defending herself”. Given the concerns I raised in pages 

15-16 of the exhibits (see above) perhaps it’s time Dr. Wilk stopped avoiding accountability and started 

providing some. I, for one, would be keenly interested in hearing it. Despite this document having been 

distributed to Melton and Cook as chair, McPhail as Dean, Mertens as Interim Dean, Kopper, Telfer and 

former HR Director Trampf, not one of them ever contacted me to discuss it. Not one.  

Wilk’s claim that the legal recording of meetings is “meant to intimidate and harass” is a clear attempt 

to quash Mr. Porcaro’s legal rights. If Dr. Wilk had been more circumspect before making defamatory 

allegations about my conduct, caught on tape, the recording of meetings would not concern her. Her 

motivations are transparent.  

Page 47 

Mertens reiterates the position of the administration that they can censor our communications and limit 

our right to freely associate. He characterizes this as an “agreement”. I challenge him to produce any 

negotiations that might have led to an “agreement”. I filed a “Disability Accommodations Request” with 

the University, which included limits on my “responsibilities” on campus. That language does not imply 

consent to allow the administration to compel me to maintain no presence on campus, nor to give up 

my right to attend meetings of the government body of which I am a member should I choose to do so. 

You may notice that Mertens did not include his response to my last email in the thread. There was 

none. 

I have made multiple requests for the administration to provide me with legal support for their position 

that, despite clear legal language in the statutes that I cannot be excluded, they can do so anyway. They 

have not responded. If there was actual legal support for their position, then why would they not simply 

end all conversation on the issue by providing it? 

Pages 51-53 

This only demonstrates how underserved our students are. While historically, up until six years ago, 

three different upper-level art history courses were offered every semester, PLUS Art Theory every 



Spring, (taught by an artist and not an art historian) this semester only one upper-level course is being 

offered (ARTHIST 317) plus Art Theory. Art Theory is a requirement for BSE and BFA students, has a cap 

which is half what the upper-level art history courses have, and requires senior standing. So, instead of 

3+ options for students each semester, we are apparently down to 1+. 

It should also be noted that despite my reservations, I accepted these students into the course because 

they had no other options, and there are others whose letters are not included by Mertens. 

Pages 55-56 

Obviously, I eventually decided I had no choice but to provide the students with what the administration 

will not, a clearer and shorter path to their degree. I still believe being forced to do so by admitting 

students who do not have the prerequisites is inappropriate. 

Pages 58-61 

This speaks for itself. Perhaps Mertens objects to the tone. Perhaps he objects to the fact that 

everything I’ve said here is accurate and true, and he simply chooses to ignore it. Whatever the case, he 

did not respond. We will never see any legal support for the administration’s position, because I believe 

there is none. If there were, that conversation would have ended a long time ago. 

Pages 63-64 

Again, you’ll note that my request for legal substantiation for their position, relative to the statute, goes 

unanswered. As a taxpayer of the State of Wisconsin, am I not entitled to be able to read the statutes of 

that state, provided online for all to see, and have some expectation that if conduct runs contrary to the 

explicit language of those statutes, some explanation is given?  

Pages 66-67 

Again this speaks for itself. The administration, and certain of my colleagues, don’t seem to embrace 

directness and honesty. By the way, 110 days after the complaint mentioned in the email was filed, I 

received a report telling me it had been dismissed, because it was “untimely”.  

Pages 69 

I have no idea why this is included. Perhaps Mertens believes I am not entitled to legal representation. 

Pages 71-75 

By now it should be painfully obvious that Mertens believes that we should all just do what the 

administration says, and if their directives violate internal policy, state law, or our individual rights, 

that’s just too bad. They are the “administration”, and it is our duty to respect their wishes, whatever 

they are. I’m reminded of how that worked out during the Nuremberg Trials. I also direct you to the 

center of page 30 of the exhibits. I stand by everything I’ve said. 

Conspicuously Absent from the Exhibits 

Where’s is the Chancellor’s Letter of July 13, 2016, upon which this entire complaint of 

“insubordination” is based?  


