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In Strict Confidence 

TO:  Wendi Delmendo, Chief Compliance Officer, UC Davis 
FROM: Wendy Lilliedoll, University Investigator, UC Davis 
DATE:  May 14, 2017 
RE: Report of Investigation,  Case # HDAC170141 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The University of California is committed to creating and maintaining a community where all individuals 
who participate in University programs and activities can work and learn together in an atmosphere free 
of sexual violence and sexual harassment. When such allegations are brought to the University’s 
attention, the University reviews them under the system-wide and campus policies on sexual harassment 
and sexual violence.  

In the instant matter, Complainant, an employee, alleges that on Sunday, April 2, 2017 Respondent, an 
employee, placed his hand on Complainant’s knee on top of her pants and slid it up her leg and under her 

 to her thigh; exposed his penis to Complainant; and grabbed Complainant’s hand and pulled it 
toward his penis. Complainant also alleges that Respondent sent unwelcome text messages to 
Complainant’s personal cell phone. 

The alleged actions, if substantiated, may violate the local and system-wide policies on sexual harassment 
and sexual violence in effect at the time. On or about April 13, 2017, you charged me in your capacity as 
UC Davis Chief Compliance Officer and Title IX Compliance Officer to act as University investigator to 
review the above allegations.  

Brief Summary of How Case Came to Title IX Office: 
On April 10, 2017, Complainant met with an official from the Harassment & Discrimination Assistance 
and Prevention Program (HDAPP) and signed a statement regarding the allegations at issue here. 

 Complainant received written notice of the present investigation by electronic mail on 
April 13, 2017. The notice letter to Complainant is attached here as  

Written Notice of Charges to Respondent: 
Respondent was notified of the allegations against him by electronic mail on April 13, 2017. The notice 
letter to Respondent is attached here as  

Summary of Investigation Structure 
I interviewed each party in person. One witness was interviewed over the telephone due to availability. 
On May 2, 2017, I received access to a series of documents I had requested and to available video footage 
from the date of the incident. 

II. SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS 

Complainant alleges: 

(1)  Respondent touched Complainant’s thigh over her pants and under her work  
 

(2) Respondent exposed his penis to Complainant. 
 

(3) Respondent took Complainant’s hand and pulled it toward his exposed penis. 
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IV. INVESTIGATIVE BACKGROUND 
 

A. Relevant Policy Provision: UC Sexual Violence and Sexual Harassment policy (Effective 
January 1, 2016 to present) 

 
The UC system-wide Sexual Violence and Sexual Harassment policy prohibits “sexual harassment,” 
which the policy defines as follows: 
 

2.  Sexual Harassment:  

a.  Sexual Harassment is unwelcome sexual advances, unwelcome requests for sexual 
favors, and other unwelcome verbal, nonverbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature 
when:  

i.  Quid Pro Quo: a person’s submission to such conduct is implicitly or explicitly made 
the basis for employment decisions, academic evaluation, grades or advancement, or 
other decisions affecting participation in a University program; or  

ii.  Hostile Environment: such conduct is sufficiently severe or pervasive that it 
unreasonably denies, adversely limits, or interferes with a person’s participation in or 
benefit from the education, employment or other programs and services of the 
University and creates an environment that a reasonable person would find to be 
intimidating or offensive.  

b.  Consideration is given to the totality of the circumstances in which the conduct occurred. 
Sexual harassment may include incidents:  

i.  between any members of the University community, including faculty and other 
academic appointees, staff, student employees, students, coaches, residents, interns, 
and non-student or non-employee participants in University programs (e.g., vendors, 
contractors, visitors, and patients);  

ii.  in hierarchical relationships and between peers; and  

iii.  between individuals of any gender or gender identity.  

B. Witnesses 

All interviewed witnesses were advised of the confidential nature of the investigation, the expectation of 
honest responses to all questions, and the University’s prohibition of retaliation for cooperating with an 
official investigation. 

Name Title Date Interviewed 
Complainant 

 
 Employee April 21, 2017, in person 

Respondent 
 

 Supervisor April 25, 2017, in person 

Supervisor A 
 

Supervisor April 21, 2017, by telephone 













Hannah Holzer


Hannah Holzer



































