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reflected his interview statement but that he indicated did not come across as he had intended. I removed 
the statement as he requested. 

I considered speaking to two additional colleagues of Respondent—his supervisor and the individual who 
was working with him the day he met Complainant. I ultimately determined that neither interview would 
change the outcome of my review, so I did not pursue the interviews. Neither Complainant nor 
Respondent described significant interactions between them the day they met. Respondent stated that he 
did not say anything to his colleague about Complainant. I have assumed that is true for purposes of this 
analysis. If he did make comments about Complainant to the coworker, it would not change my 
conclusions. Similarly, I would have interviewed Respondent’s supervisor if Respondent indicated there 
was a business reason for him to be in , but he did not. 

II. SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS 

Complainant alleges: 

(1) Respondent left Post-It notes on Complainant’s door on two occasions in October 2017 
(2) Respondent sent Complainant an unsolicited and unwanted friend request via Facebook 
(3) Respondent appeared in several locations in the  residence hall where 

Complainant lives. 
 

III. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

With respect to each of the alleged actions, the preponderance of the evidence supports the following 
findings of fact: 

(1) Respondent left Post-It notes on Complainant’s door on two occasions in October 2017: 
Substantiated. Respondent acknowledged leaving the Post-Its. 

(2) Respondent sent Complainant an unsolicited and unwanted friend request via Facebook: 
Substantiated. Respondent acknowledged sending the friend request, and there was documentary 
evidence that Respondent contacted Complainant over Facebook. Complainant credibly described 
being uncertain whether the message was appropriate but ultimately accepting the request after 
consulting with her mother. Complainant indicated that she “un-friended” Respondent later the 
same day when she realized that he likely was the person who had been leaving her anonymous 
Post-It messages. 

(3) Respondent appeared in several locations in the  residence hall where 
Complainant lives: Substantiated. Video evidence and door swipe records confirm that 
Respondent visited Complainant’s Residence Hall several times, including multiple times per day 
on some occasions although Respondent’s work assignment was in a different building. 

The weight of the evidence supports that Respondent’s conduct met the definition of Stalking under 
University policy. 

In addition, the same conduct was sufficiently severe or pervasive that it impacted Complainant’s benefit 
from University housing services and created an environment that a reasonable person would find to be 
intimidating or offensive.  

The preponderance of the evidence therefore supports that the conduct violated the University’s Sexual 
Violence and Sexual Harassment policy. 
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interactions between Respondent and Complainant in particular, though. Likewise, Respondent would 
occasionally comment about a student, “She’s hot” or that kind of stuff, but Respondent never made a 
statement like that about Complainant to Witness B. Other than the first time he mentioned her name, 
Respondent never talked about Complainant again. 

In response to a question about what was upstairs in , Witness B said that if there was no work 
order, they had no business going upstairs. With all his coworkers, there would be times when Witness B 
would not be sure where they went. Sometimes Respondent would tell Witness B where he was going if 
he was going to be gone for a long time, but there were times Respondent would take off and Witness B 
did not know where he was. The same would be true of any coworkers. Witness B does not think he had a 
sense that Respondent was going to . 

In response to a question about whether there was anything else I should know, Witness B said that 
Respondent is just a very outgoing person. He can be very flirtatious sometimes and may go over the top 
with saying good morning and asking students if school is going okay, that sort of thing. 

E. Interview of Witness C (November 7, 2017, in person) 

Witness C is a . He has known Respondent for approximately .  Initially the two 
of them had a strictly professional relationship but they became friends. They talked about things like 
fantasy football, prior work, and . Witness C thought Respondent was a good guy. He was 
nice and likeable. 

In response to a question about whether his impressions of Respondent ever changed, Witness C said that 
they never had any conflicts. But, around the time that they started to get more comfortable around each 
other, Witness C started seeing some things that he did not think were cool. Nothing Respondent did was 
ever crazy enough that Witness C felt he needed to say something. But Witness C had a negative response 
to some of the behaviors he saw from Respondent. 

There also came a time where Witness C heard something from Respondent that concerned him. Witness 
C did not see anything himself, but about a month before Respondent got walked out of work, 
Respondent said something about a student telling another student that Respondent was looking at her. 
Witness C does not remember the exact details, but it was something like that Respondent was  
something low to the ground, a girl in a skirt walked by, and a second student told the girl, “Hey this 
guy’s looking at your butt.” Witness C didn’t see anything himself, but he was worried about what 
Respondent told them and told Respondent he should tell their supervisor. Respondent laughed it off, and 
Witness D told Witness C that they hadn’t seen anything, and maybe Respondent had just made up the 
story. But, Witness C was concerned that something seemed wrong and that Respondent might do 
something to “shoot himself in the foot,” so Witness C told their supervisor. 

With respect to whether he saw anything personally that concerned him, Witness C noted that he thinks 
men have a natural response to seeing a beautiful woman, which he described as a short glance. With 
Respondent, it was more than that all the time. He wouldn’t just look over at a woman, it was like he 
would get really excited. Respondent did not say things about women that upset Witness C. Witness C 
noted that all of them have  and that stuff does not fly around most of them. But, Respondent 
did not need to say anything because of how he acted. His outward physical appearance was almost like 
words. He did not touch anyone or even talk to them that Witness C saw, but where other people might 
just quickly note that a beautiful woman had walked by and go about their business, Respondent often 
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 had been told not to use it. Witness E noted that other  likely were using the office as 
well.  

Even if Respondent had a business reason to be in , he did not have a reason to go upstairs 
without work orders sending him there. Witness E confirmed that there were no such orders. The only 
thing upstairs is dorm rooms. Likewise, there is video of Respondent walking into the back of the  

 and looking around the corner, but the only thing back there is .  

Respondent’s supervisor and second-level supervisor suggested some witnesses to Witness E: Witness B 
is Complainant’s current  partner. They have worked together since Respondent started working 
at UC Davis. For a while they were very close, and they are usually protective of each other. Witness E 
heard from the supervisor that Witness B would be willing to talk about some of the things that 
Respondent had said. Witness C and Witness D also have said they would be willing to talk. 

Witness E participated in the meeting where Respondent was placed on leave. The meeting was unusual. 
Respondent did not seem surprised at all. He said, “This is about that girl in , isn’t it?” He said 
that he did not think it was a problem to talk to her. He mentioned having  and that one 
had the same name as Complainant. One of the supervisors asked Respondent how he would feel if a 

 started talking to his  and Respondent said he would be furious and he 
understood why they needed to do what they were doing.  

H.  Video 

I showed both parties video of the  to ask if it refreshed their recollections regarding the 
interaction. 

Complainant’s Observations of the September , 2017  Video 

Complainant noted that she had been and that 
Respondent could see her from the door. She noted that the video showed he was looking over at her 
multiple times before they started talking. They were pointing out the window talking about some work 
being done on the buildings. Watching the video, Complainant noted that she thought Respondent closed 
the space gap between them really fast at the beginning of the conversation. He introduced himself by 
name and Complainant responded by saying her name. Respondent commented that his  had the 
same name, and he showed Complainant a tattoo on his leg. 

Complainant had drawing supplies with her, and she wanted to start coloring, so she was standing close to 
her things, but Respondent kept talking. He said that he had gone to  They also talked about a trip 
to  and he told her to wait until she was  because  is more fun then. They also 
talked about  and a trip Complainant had taken to . 

Respondent did not initially say anything about his  but Complainant asked what had taken him to 
 and he said that he was visiting his . Complainant thinks that might have sparked his 

later action in coming back to ask if he could talk to her even though he was  

Toward the end of the conversation, Complainant pointed up at the clock and asked if she was keeping 
him. He said no, that he liked talking to her because she had such a nice smile. She realized how long they 
had been talking so she kept looking at the clock. They shook hands and he walked out, but he turned 
around and came back in and asked if he could talk to her even though he had a  
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weekend and his placement on leave. In fact, Respondent often went to the building multiple times in a 
single day. 

In his interview with me and in his meeting with his supervisors, Respondent acknowledged that he 
would be upset if a man were behaving toward his  as he behaved. That statement supports that 
he understood his behavior reasonably appeared romantic or sexual in motivation. Finally, each of his 
coworkers that I interviewed credibly described Respondent going out of his way to check out women 
that he thought were attractive, which is in line with his apparent conduct in repeatedly returning to  

 and looking around the building for Complainant.  Although Respondent denied engaging in such 
conduct, I do not find that the witnesses who reported this conduct had a motive to be dishonest. 

d. Conduct Would Cause a Reasonable Person Fear or Substantial Emotional Distress 

Complainant expressed that she was not concerned about Respondent’s conduct throughout most of their 
interactions. However, the weight of the evidence supports that Respondent’s conduct would cause a 
reasonable person to fear for their safety and/or would cause them substantial emotional distress. Notably, 
Complainant was not aware of the extent of Respondent’s conduct at the time that she interacted with him 
or initially accepted his Facebook request. When she realized that Respondent had left Post-It notes on 
her door, she described crying and feeling concerned that he might have access to her room as a result of 
her job.  

Moreover, Complainant did not have access to the swipe records and video that I was able to access in the 
context of the present investigation. As a result, she was not aware of how frequently Respondent was 
visiting her building and looking for her throughout the first floor and even up on her floor. A reasonable 
person with knowledge of that conduct and awareness that Respondent had access to her dorm building 
would reasonably experience significant emotional distress, including fearing for their safety.  

Based on Respondent’s interview, I did not believe that Respondent intended to hurt or frighten 
Complainant. Respondent’s coworkers described an impression that Respondent was generally a friendly 
person who went too far in pursuing his efforts to check out women he thought were attractive. However, 
Respondent’s persistence in visiting areas of Complainant’s dormitory—her home—when he had no 
business reason to be there would cause a reasonable person in Complainant’s position to fear for her 
safety and to experience substantial emotional distress.  

2. Sexual Harassment 

Conduct qualifies as sexual harassment in violation of University policy when the conduct (1) constitutes 
unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature and (2) creates a hostile environment.6 In the present case, the 
preponderance of the evidence supports that Respondent’s conduct constituted sexual harassment in 
violation of the Sexual Violence and Sexual Harassment policy. 

a. Respondent engaged in sexual conduct as defined by University policy. 

University policy defines sexual harassment to include “unwelcome sexual advances, unwelcome requests 
for sexual favors, and other unwelcome verbal, nonverbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature.”  

                                                           
6 The present case does not raise issues of quid pro quo harassment. 








