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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 
PROVIDENCE COUNTY 

JOHN DOE, : 

Plaintiff, : 

-against- ; 

BROWN UNIVERSITY : 
in Providence in the State of Rhode Island : 
and Providence Plantations, : 

MARIA SUAREZ, in her individual capacity, : 
MARGARET KLAWUNN, in her individual : 
capacity and : 
YOLANDA CASTILLO-APPOLLONIO, in her: 
Individual capacity,, : 

Defendants. : 
x 

I. The Nature Of This Action 

1. Plaintiff John Doe seeks relief against Defendant Brown University ("Brown"), 

Maria Suarez, Margaret Klawurm and Yolanda Castillo-Appollonid (collectively "Individual 

Defendants") following Brown's threat to investigate and sanction John Doe for an alleged 

incident of sexual misconduct that did not occur, causing him severe emotional distress. 

2. Brown's precipitous and unjustified actions violated its contract with John Doe, the 

applicable standard of care under State law and the requirements of Title DC of the Education 

Amendments of 1972. 

3. Individual defendants' actions interfered with his contract with Brown University 

and caused him emotional distress. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

PC 2017-

COMPLAINT 

JURY TRIAL 
DEMANDED 
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II. Parties 

4. Plaintiff John Doe ("John Doe") is a natural person residing in California currently 

enrolled at Brown University. During the events described herein, John Doe was a student at 

Brown University and resided on the Brown University campus in Providence, Rhode Island. 

5. Upon information and belief, Defendant Brown University is a non-profit 

corporation organized under the laws of the State of Rhode Island operating as a private liberal 

arts university located in Providence, Rhode Island. 

6. At all relevant times, Defendant Maria Suarez (referred to below as "Dean Suarez") 

held the position of Associate Dean and Director of Student Support Services for Brown 

University's Office of Student Life. On information and belief, she is currently Associate Dean 

and Director of Student Support Services of the Graduate School. On information and belief, she 

is a resident of Rhode Island. 

7. At all relevant times, Defendant Margaret Klawunn (referred to below as "Vice 

President Klawunn") held the position of Associate Dean and Director of Student Support 

Services for Brown University's Office of Student Life. On information and belief, she is 

currently Associate Dean and Director of Student Support Services of the Graduate School. On 

information and belief, she is a resident of Rhode Island. 

8.' At all relevant times, Defendant Yolanda Castillo-Appollonio (referred to below as 

"Dean Castillo") held the position of Associate Dean of Student Life and Director of Student 

Conduct at Brown University. 

9. Defendants Margaret Klawunn, Maria Suarez and Yolanda Castillo-Appollonio will 

be referred to below collectively as "Individual Defendants." 
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III. Jurisdiction and Venue 

10. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action R.I.G.L. §§8-2-13 and 8-2

14. 

11. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Brown on the grounds that 

Defendant Brown is conducting business within the State of Rhode Island. 

12. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants Suarez and Castillo-Appollonio 

because they have sufficient minimum contacts with the State of Rhode Island and because it is 

alleged they committed a tort in Rhode Island. 

13. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Klawunn because it arises from 

an allegation of an intentional tort committed in Rhode Island. 

14. Venue for this action properly lies in Providence County as the primary alleged 

actions took place here. 

IV. Factual Allegations 

15. John Doe was a high school All-American athlete, recruited by many colleges and 

universities, including Brown University. 

16. In high school, John Doe was well-known for his noble character, winning his 

school's Good Sportsmanship award. 

17. In September, 2013, John Doe enrolled as a freshman at Brown University. At the 

time he enrolled, he .was 19 years old. 

18. He was a recruited athlete, selecting Brown University from a group of competing 

offers. • 
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19. On or around the night of September 20, 2013, John Doe had an encounter with a 

female classmate, who will be referred to below as Student #1. 

20. That night, John Doe and Student #1 spoke to each other at a bar. They stepped 

outside, sat at picnic table, and chatted and flirted for around 20 minutes. 

21. John Doe then nodded at Student #1, walked out to an alley behind the bar, and she 

followed him'. 

22. They began kissing and engaging in some "kinky" behavior, initiated by Student #1. 

23. At one point, Student #1 wrapped her legs around John Doe's waist. As he raised 

her up with his free' hand, she put her hand on his throat to cut off his breath He responded to 

some of her actions, largely to defend himself. 

24. After she told him words to the effect of "I make the rules", John Doe told Student 

#1 he was going to leave. 

25. Although Student #1 said he did not have her permission to leave, John Doe left 

anyway. 

26. In or around December, 2013, Brown University informed John Doe that a 

complaint had been filed against him by Student #1 containing the following charges: Level 1 -

sexual misconduct (a nonconsensual contact involving violence or intimidation) (she claimed he 

hit her) Level 3 sexual misconduct (a nonconsensual contact) and Underage Drinking. 

27. Student #1 presented Brown University with accounts of what happened during the 

encounter. Contrary to the facts, her accounts painted, John Doe as the aggressor, and Student 

#1 as a victim. 

28. A Student Conduct Board hearing took place in February 2014. The testimony was 

mixed, as other witnesses contradicted elements of Student #Vs description of the encounter that 
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night. Also, the description of the encounter that Student #1 provided to the Student Conduct 

Board at the hearing diverged from her previous descriptions. 

29. The Student Conduct Board panel found John Doe "not responsible" for the offenses 

involving violent physical force, penetration or injury. 

30. The Student Conduct Board panel found John Doe "responsible" for nonconsensual 

contact and underage drinking. 

31. The Student Conduct Board imposed a sanction of a one-year deferred suspension. 

32. Student #1 appealed the sanction, arguing that John Doe should be expelled. The 

appeal was denied. 

33. On or around May 7, John Doe received two letters from Brown University 

regarding, another alleged violation of the University's sexual misconduct policies. 

34. In the first letter, the Office of Student Life notified John Doe that the office "had 

information" of his possible involvement in a different incident of sexual misconduct involving 

another female student (Student #2). ' 

35. According to the first letter, Student #2 alleged she was "the victim of conduct by 

John Doe that would constitute violations of Offense III.a (Sexual misconduct that involves 

nonconsensual physical contact) and Offense IV (Subjecting another person ... to abusive, 

threatening, intimidating or harassing actions, including..'those based on race, religion, gender, 

disability, age, ...). 
£ 

36. The second letter was signed by J. Allen Ward, Senior Associate Dean for Student 

Life. In that letter, he stated that "effective immediately [John Doe] was separated and barred 

from the Brown University campus on an interim basis." It was for an indefinite period pending 

the outcome of the school's investigation. 
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37. The letter identified Student #2, but provided little information about the nature of 

the accusations. 

38. Though John Doe did not learn of it until later, the these two letters were preceded 

the day before by a telephone call Dean Suarez placed to John Doe's Brown University varsity 

coach. In that call, Dean Suarez said words to John Doe's coach to the effect of "We .got your 

boy now. He is out of here." 

39. On information and belief, and unbeknownst to John Doe at the time, Student #1 and 

Student #2 became close friends in April, 2014 when Student #2 pledged to become a member of 

the sorority in which Student #1 -was a member. 

40. On information and belief, and unbeknownst to John Doe at the time, during the 

Spring of 2014, Student #1 and Student #2 also became involved together in protests oh the 

Brown University campus by. students supporting Lena Sclove, a classmate who claimed that 

Brown University failed to handle her sexual misconduct complaint properly. 

41. On information and belief, and unbeknownst to John Doe at the time, during the 

Spring of 2014, Student #1 and Student #2 joined their classmates who advocated on behalf of 
r 

Ms, Sclove, organizing protests and forming groups called "Justice for Lena Sclove" and 

"Imagine Rape Zero." 

42. Brown University took the complaints of its female students seriously. President 

Christina Paxson discussed the issue in a series of University-wide emails, culminating in the 

announcement of the formation of a task force to review sexual assault issues at the University. 

43. During this time, John Doe met to receive the May 7 letters and discuss them with 

Defendant Dean Suarez. 
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44. In their conversation, John Doe had a strong emotional reaction, collapsing to the 

floor and crying uncontrollably. Dean Suarez comforted him, but at the same time told him 

words to-the effect that unless he could prove he wasn't even present, he-would pretty much be 

determined to be guilty and expulsion would follow, since he already was serving a deferred 

suspension. 

45. Brown University informed John Doe he could remain on campus for the sole 

purpose of taking his exams but had to vacate by 5 p.m. following his last exam, and that he had 

to respond to the charges in writing within five days. He later received an extension of five 

additional days. 

46. Due to 'his distress John Doe failed his final exams and therefore the class in two 

courses. 

- 47. In response, Brown University placed John Doe on "academic warning." 

48. John Doe submitted a written response to the charges in the May 7 letters. He 

recalled meeting Student #2 at a party in October, 2013. They ended up "making out" in a 

bathroom (as John Doe's roommate was in his room). At the end of 10-15 minutes of kissing, 

they left the bathroom. They returned to the quad, where Student #2 met her friends, and they 

parted. John Doe does not recall any further contact with Student #2 until receiving the May 7 

letters from Brown University. 

49. John Doe returned to his home. Over the summer, he and his parents asked Brown 

University several times to clarify the nature of the charges, and to explain the basis for the order 

of immediate removal, given that more than six months had elapsed between the alleged event 

and the issuance of the letters. 

7 

Case 1:17-cv-00191-M-LDA   Document 1-1   Filed 05/05/17   Page 8 of 28 PageID #: 10



50. Brown University refused to explain the nature of the charges, saying the matter was 

under investigation and couldn't be divulged until formal charges were made. 

51. Brown University stated that the removal order was authorized 

52. With regard to the separation order, Brown stated it properly exercised its authority 

under the Code of Student Conduct to take this action "for matters in which individuals pose a 

"danger to themselves or the immediate well-being of the University Community." 

53. Brown University also stated that they were having difficulty contacting Student #2 

due to" her summer travel. 

54. During the summer of 2014, concerns about the future of his academic career caused 

John Doe and his family emotional trauma for which they sought and obtained psychiatric 

counseling. 

55. On or around August 7, 2014, Brown University sent John Doe an email informing 

him the investigation had concluded, and he was free to return to campus to resume his courses. 

56. The email did not explain what had happened, or why Brown University had 

ordered his removal the previous May. John Doe's nightmare appeared to be over. 

, 57. Unfortunately, the trauma from the previous semester left a residue. Upon returning 

to Brown University, John Doe suffered, from undiagnosed depression, and began acting 

differently. He started to avoid people, particularly women. He also started missing classes. 

58. One evening in October, 2014, John Doe" had an encounter with another female 

student (Student #3), who started flirting with him, climbing into Ms lap as they and a group of 

friends watched a movie. 

59.- At the end of the evening, John Doe waited for Student #3 to walk her home. She 

lingered with others for a while, leaving him uncertain about whether she viewed his waiting as 
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an intrusion. He finally left, but continued to reflect on his choice. On the one hand, he worried 

that he had acted rudely by waiting too long to walk her home when she did not want this. On 

the other hand, he" worried he had acted rudely by leaving without her, when she may have 

wanted him to trait and walk her home. 

60. Unable to resolve this question, John Doe ruminated in a cycle of self-doubt, fueled 

by worries he was perceived as a sexual predator. He began to scream, and threw himself into an 

oncoming, moving car. He landed on the windshield, cracking it, and started thrashing and 

screaming, beating his arms and crying. 

61. Somehow, John Doe came out of this encounter with only bruises and lacerations. 

He climbed off the hood, apologized to the driver, and declared that he wanted to die and kill 

himself. 

62. After a witness contacted 911, campus police arrived. John Doe was restrained and 

transported by ambulance to a hospital, where he stayed for four days. 

63. Upon discharge he was given clearance to return to class and to participate in a week 

of intensive therapy. However, his academic performance had suffered terribly as result of his 

depression. As a result, John Doe's doctors recommend he take a medical leave of absence from 

school so he could clear the failures from his transcript, overcome the trauma of the incident and 

return fresh in the Fall. 

64. While John Doe, who was on a varsity team, was reluctant to leave and interrupt his 

athletic career, he ultimately decided, shortly after his discharge from the hospital, to withdraw 

his enrollment. 

65. Unaware of John Doe's decision to withdraw, Vice President Klawunn and Dean 

Suarez summoned John Doe and his mother to an "urgent" meeting. The two Brown officials 
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informed John Doe that if he chose not to leave, he could expect to face hearings on several 

matters, including:- the damage sustained by the vehicle that he threw himself into when he 

attempted to harm himself (it would be regarded as vandalism), and -an 'allegation he had 

violated his "no contact" order with Student #1. 

66. Ms. Klawunn and Dean Suarez also informed John Doe they would seek to remove 

him from his dormitory that day because of the claimed violation of his no-contact order. 

67. Finally, Vice President Klawunn informed John Doe that the sexual misconduct 

complaint from the previous Spring (Student #2) could still be revived. It would be several 

months before John Doe learned this was an idle threat, because Student #2 had informed Vice 

President Klawunn she did not wish to pursue a complaint against John Doe. 

68. John Doe stayed on campus a few days longer but only to allow him to attend his 

intensive therapy sessions (voluntarily) and to clear out his dorm but he returned home within the 

week. 

69. During the following months, John Doe complied with the program Brown 

University required for him to be eligible to resume his education the following Fall. He 

attended therapy, worked as a fellow at a local medical center, coached sports and stayed 

healthy, active and fit. 

70. When he initially applied to return to Brown for the Fall, 2015 semester, the 

University denied his application. This caused John Doe great distress. When John Doe 

appealed, the appeal was granted. 

71. In or around late October, 2015, Student #2 approached John Doe and flirted with 

him. She teased him, stating words to the effect of "what's the matter; why are you being so 

cold with me?" 
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72. John Doe responded that he was cautious because she had'filed a complaint of sexual 

misconduct against him. Student #2 replied in words to the-effect that Student #1 had a major 

role in Student #2's complaint against him without elaborating further. 

73. In the Spring of 2016, Student #2 and John Doe chatted on Facebook about the prior 

incident. She said that Dean Suarez and Ms. Klawunn had summoned her to their office and 

interviewed her about whether she had ever had any interaction with John Doe. They asked her a 

series of leading questions about the nature of her encounter with him. 

74. Student #2 also told John Doe that after she joined Student #rs sorority, they shared 

stories about guys, at which time they learned they each knew John Doe. 

75. Student #2 informed John Doe that her friend (Student #1) told Brown University 

officials she could produce another 'victim' of John Doe. 

76. In Student #2!s account. Brown University officials generated the claim against John 

Doe, as Student #2 herself did not feel anything "bad" had happened during her previous 

encounter with him and she did not seek to file a complaint against him. 

77. Student #2 apologized to John Doe for the grief she had caused him, stating that the 

University's "no contact" order had prevented her from telling him sooner. 

78. Upon information and belief, numerous past and present employees of Brown, 

including professors, administrators and coaches, perceive an inherent and systematic gender 

bias against male students accused of sexual misconduct at Brown which prevents male students 

from a receiving fair and impartial hearing when a complaint of sexual assault is made against 

them by a female student. 

79. Upon information and belief, the student conduct board hearing process is dominated 

by female administrators, and is, undoubtedly, in favor of female students. 
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80. Upon information -and belief, Brown promotes an institutional "regime of fear" 

surrounding the issue of sexual assault, in which administrators and employees are deterred from 

advocating on behalf of male accused students out of concern for their job security, as reported 

in the May 26, 2012 issue of the Brown Spectator. 

81. Upon information and belief, Brown promotes an atmosphere of bias against male 

students accused of sexual misconduct, including the" common notion that any male athlete 

accused of sexual misconduct will be found responsible and thrown out of school. 

82. Upon information and belief, one former Brown employee stated that Brown treats 

male students as "guilty, until-proven innocent," that Brown has "loaded the dice against the 

boys" and that the fact-finding process in cases of sexual misconduct at Brown operates under 

the assumption that it's always the "hoy's fault." 

83. Upon information and belief. Brown treats male students as "adults" who have a 

"choice" and, thus, are the "responsible" party in sexual encounters, yet, they treat female 

students as "children" who "never have a choice" in sexual encounters so "they are never 

responsible" in sexual encounters. 

84. Upon information and belief, one Brown professor stated that "there is gender bias 

that is overwhelming at Brown" when referencing sexual misconduct cases at Brown. 

85. Upon information and belief, in December 2014, a Brown professor held a debate to 

discuss rape issues on campus. During the debate, one female debater remarked that males are 

"bad" and females are "victims" when it comes to sexual misconduct. The Brown professor 

stated that these remarks are consonant with the culture of thinking on Brown's campus. 
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V. Causes of Action 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION (against Brown University) 
Violation of Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 

(Erroneous Outcome)' 

86. John Doe repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully 

set forth herein, 

87. Title DC of the Education Amendments of 1972 provides, in relevant part, that: 

No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under 
any education program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance. 

88. Upon information and belief. Brown receives federal funding for research and 

development. 

89. Both the Department of Education and the Department of Justice have 

promulgated regulations under Title IX that require a school to "adopt and publish grievance 

procedures providing for the prompt and equitable resolution of student... complaints alleging 

any action which would be" prohibited, by" Title DC or regulations thereunder. 34 C.F.R. § 

106.8(b) (Dept. of Education); 28 C.F.R. § 54.135(b) (Dept. of Justice). Such prohibited actions 

include all forms of sexual harassment, including sexual intercourse, sexual assault, and rape. 

90. In January, 2001, the United States Department of Education, Office for Civil 

Rights, published a set of compliance standards for Title DC educational institutions to apply in 

sexual harassment matters, including standards for "Prompt and Equitable Grievance 

•Procedures" and "Due Process Rights of the Accused." 66 F.R. 5512 (referred to below as 

"OCR Standards"). 

91. The OCR Standards require schools not only to "ensure the Title IX rights of the 

complainant," but also to "accord . . . due process to both parties involved." 
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92, The OCR Standards require schools to adopt "prompt and equitable" procedures 

that "accord due process to both parties involved" including, at a minimum: 

• "Notice ... of the procedure, including where complaints may be filed"; 

" "Application of the procedure to complaints alleging [sexual] harassment.. 

•• "Adequate, reliable, and impartial investigation of complaints, including the 
opportunity to present witnesses and other evidence"; 

• "Designated and reasonably prompt timeffames for the major stages of the 
complaint process"; and 

• "Notice to the parties of the outcome of the complaint..." 

93. The OCR Standards require Title IX schools to ensure that all employees involved 

in the conduct of the procedures have "adequate training as to what conduct constitutes sexual 

harassment, which includes "alleged sexual assaults." 

94. Brown's overall, sexual misconduct complaint program fails to comply with the 

OCR standards in several ways, including (but not limited to): * 

a. Adopting procedures that afforded greater prerogatives and protections to 
the (female) accuser than to the (male) accused 

b. Failing to include a meaningful definition of the term "consent." 

c. Failing to provide adequate training, but instead conducting group 
meetings for staff in which they participate in "academic exercises" to 
discuss hypothetical scenarios involving student misconduct 

95, In its pre-hearing investigation of the complaint against John Doe, Brown 

University failed to comply with Title EX's due process standards generally, and the OCR 

Standards in multiple ways, including without limitation: 

a.- Imposing the interim remedy of removing John Doe from campus as a 
"safety threat" before obtaining even a minimum amount of evidence from 
both sides. 
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b, Informing John Doe that the investigation against him was concluded, and 
then threatening to resume it as a way to persuade him not to return to 
school. 

c. Failing to perform a thorough and impartial investigation of all evidence 
from both parties. 

96. On information and belief, Brown's flawed program and mishandling of John 

Doe's case were symptomatic of a broader culture of inherent, systematic and intentional gender 

bias against male students accused of sexual misconduct, through which male students are unable 

to receive a fair and impartial student conduct process when a complaint of sexual assault is 

made against them by a female student. 

97. On information and belief,"Brown sacrificed John Doe's rights to the expediency 

of accommodating institutional pressures. During the pendency of John Doe's case, Brown was 

under investigation by the Department of Education Office of Civil Rights for its handling of 

sexual misconduct cases under Title IX, and faces severe financial consequences if the 

Department determines that Brown does not deal with sexual assault in a way the Department 

feels is appropriate 

98. Brown has created an, environment where an accused male student is 

fundamentally denied due process by being prosecuted through the conduct process under a 

presumption of guilt. Such a one-sided process deprived John Doe, as a male student, of 

educational opportunities at Brown on the basis of his sex. 

99. Upon information and belief, Brown's handing of John Doe's case fits within a 

pattern of showing gender bias toward female students in cases of sexual misconduct, including 

its conduct in: (i) supra, McCormick v. Dresdale: (ii) a sexual misconduct case against former 
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Brown student Adam Lack (Class of 1997); and (iii) other instances documented in the Brown 

Daily Herald (April 29, 203 0) and the Brown Spectator (May 26, 2012). 

100. Upon information and belief, former and present Brown employees and/or 

administrators 

a. recognize the great miscarriage of justice to the male accused students in 
sexual misconduct cases at Brown, but are unable to change things 
because they are fearful of losing their jobs. 

b. recognize that Brown treats males as "guilty until proven innocent" in 
cases of sexual misconduct and have a pattern and practice of taking the 
female student's allegations at face value and banishing male students 
from campus without first hearing the male student's version of the story. 

101. Brown's-policies effectuate a failure of due process for the student population, 

especially the male student population, in their current state because they encourage and 

facilitate the reporting of potentially false reports of sexual misconduct and/or other grievances 

without any recourse for those who may be falsely accused. 

102. Because of the persistent pro-complainant and anti-respondent bias that permeates 

Brown's sexual misconduct procedures and practices, Brown University's program 

disproportionately affects the male student population of the Brown community as a result of the 

higher incidence of female complainants of sexual misconduct against male complainants of 

sexual misconduct. , 

103. Male, respondents in sexual misconduct cases at Brown are discriminated against 

solely on the basis of sex. They are invariably found guilty, regardless of the evidence, or lack 

thereof. 
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104. Brown's pro-complainant bias also suits its institutional convenience, 

accommodating pressures imposed upon it by the recent national media focus on campus sexual 

misconduct and Brown's investigation by the Department of Education Office of Civil Rights. 

105. Based on the foregoing, Brown engaged in a series of actions that ultimately 

resulted in a separation order based on a manufactured complaint from a student who did not 

wish to pursue the matter. 

106. The erroneous outcome of the Deans in ordering John Doe's separation from 

campus was caused in substantial part'by gender bias against males in cases involving allegations 

of sexual misconduct. This bias is reflected in the patterns of decision making and procedural 

missteps demonstrated by Brown throughout the entire investigative process. 

107. Moreover, upon information and. belief, in virtually all cases of campus sexual 

misconduct at Brown, the accused student is male and the accusing student is female. Brown has 

created an environment in which it is impossible for a male student accused of sexual 

misconduct to receive the due process guaranteed by Title DC. This significant gender-based 

disparity demonstrates discrimination against male students on the basis of their sex. In fact, 

Brown treats male students accused of sexual misconduct as "guilty until proven innocent" based 

on invidious gender stereotypes. 

108. Brown is primarily concerned with its image and reputation to potential incoming 

students, rather than its obligations to provide a faif and equitable investigative process. 

109. Therefore, John Doe suffered an erroneous outcome when the University officials 

issued a- separation order and commenced a formal investigation arising from nonexistent 

circumstances. The separation order was the result of disparate treatment of John Doe on the 

basis of his male gender. 
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110. Brown's violations of its obligations under Title IX proximately caused John Doe 

to sustain tremendous damages, including, without limitation, emotional distress, economic 

injuries, reputational damages, and the loss of educational and post-graduate opportunities and 

other direct and consequential damages. 

111. John Doe is entitled to compensatory damages for the harm he suffered as a result 

of Brown's violation of its Title IX obligations. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION (against Brown University) 
Breach of Contract 

112. John Doe repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully 

set forth herein. 

113. Brown's Code represents a contractual commitment to John Doe. 

A. Breach of Covenant to Uphold Individual Integrity 

114. Brown's policy on individual integrity requires that members of the Brown 

community will be truthful and forthright. See Code, p. 1. Brown expects that community 

members will not engage in' behavior that has serious ramifications for the safety, welfare, 

academic well-being, or professional obligations of others. Id. 

115. Brown has failed to hold Dean Suarez and Vice President Klawunn accountable for 

individual integrity, which has caused serious ramifications for the welfare and academic well-

being of John Doe in violation of Brown's guidelines and regulations. 

116. In committing egregious violations of John Doe's rights during the issuance of a 

separation order and a threat to revive a nonexistent sexual misconduct case, Brown University 

violated the policies of the Code of Conduct. 
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117.Brown's failure to hold Jane Doe, Dean Castillo or Dean Klawunn accountable for 

individual integrity breached its own policies, the guarantees of due process and fundamental 

fairness, and the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing, 

B, Breach of Covenant Not to Discriminate Against John Doe 

118. -Brown agreed to allow its community members to live in a discrimination- and 

harassment-free environment. See Code, p. 3. 

119. On Brown committed numerous investigative and procedural missteps and harbored 

an overall-institutional gender bias against John Doe as the male student accused of sexual 

misconduct during his student conduct proceeding, all of which led to the erroneous separation 

order. 

120. Brown's discrirnination of John Doe on the basis of his male gender breached, its 

own policies, the guarantees of due process and fundamental fairness, and the implied covenant 

of good faith and fair dealing. -

C. Breach of Procedural Rights 

121. According,to the Code, Brown University's authority to separate a student from 

the University is limited to instances where the student "pose[s] a danger to themselves or the 

immediate well-being of the University community." 

122. Brown University's May 7 separation order to John Doe was not based on an 

actual allegation, but instead on a manufactured one from a student who was unwilling to press 

charges. 

123. Brown University had no reasonable basis on which to order John Doe's 

separation from campus on or around May 7, 2017. 
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124. Brown has deprived John Doe, of his contractual rights to due process and equal 

protection through the improper administration of the student separation order process in 

violation of Brown's guidelines and regulations. 

125. The Brown University Code of Conduct, at p. 7, Paragraphs A-K, sets forth 

eleven "Student Rights and Responsibilities." 

126. Paragraph I of that list confers upon students the right "[t]o have a timely 

determination of the charges." 

127. In the case of Student #2's alleged complaint, Brown University first presented 

the charges to John Doe in a May 7,2014 letter. 

128. At the end of the summer, 2014, Brown University informed John Doe that the 

investigation into Student #2's charges had concluded and he would not be investigated. 

129. In October, 2014, Brown University informed John Doe that if he did not leave 

campus, the charges that had been advanced in May and dropped in August could be revived. 

130. By threatening to revive charges it had previously dropped, Brown University 

violated John Doe's right, under Paragraph I of the Student Rights and Responsibilities, to have a 

timely determination of those charges. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION (against Brown University) 
Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing 

131. John Doe repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully 

set forth herein. 

132. Based on the aforementioned facts and circumstances, Brown breached and 

violated a covenant of good faith and fair dealing implied in the agreement(s) with John Doe by 
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ordering his separation from the University based on a nonexistent complaint, and by threatening 

to revive the charges after having told him their investigation was concluded. 

133. As a direct and foreseeable consequence of these breaches, John Doe sustained 

tremendous damages, including, without limitation, emotional distress, economic injuries, and 

other direct and consequential damages. 

134. John Doe is entitled to recover damages for Brown's breach of the express and/or 

implied contractual obligations described above, 

135. As a result of the foregoing, John Doe is entitled to damages in an amount to be 

determined at trial, plus prejudgment interest, attorneys' fees, expenses, costs and disbursements. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION (against Brown University) 
Promissory Estoppel 

136. John Doe repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully 

set forth herem. 

137. Brown's various policies constitute representations and promises that Brown 

should have reasonably expected to induce action or forbearance by John Doe. 

138. Brown expected or should have expected John Doe to accept its offer of 

admission, incur tuition and fees expenses, and choose not to attend other colleges based on its 

express and implied promises that Brown would not tolerate, and John Doe would not suffer, 

harassment by fellow students and would not deny John Doe his procedural rights should he be 

accused of a violation of Brown's Regulations. 

139. John Doe relied to his detriment on these express and implied promises and 

representations made by Brown. 

140. Based on the foregoing, Brown is liable to John Doe based on Estoppel. 
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141. As a direct and foreseeable consequence of these breaches, John Doe sustained 

tremendous damages, including, .without limitation, emotional distress, economic injuries, and 

other direct and consequential damages. 

142. As a result of the foregoing, John Doe is entitled to damages in an amount to be 

determined at trial, plus prejudgment interest, attorneys' fees, expenses, costs and disbursements. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(against Individual Defendants) 

Tortious Interference with Contract 

143. John Doe repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully 

set forth herein. 

144. As an enrolled student at Brown University, John Doe had a contractual 

relationship which allowed him to pursue an education free of official persecution and 

harassment. 

145. As part of his rights and privileges-as a student at Brown University, John Doe 

pursued an academic education and a fulfilling career as a varsity athlete. 

146. The May 7 letters were based on an encounter John Doe had with Student #2, who 

later related to him that she had not asked to file a complaint and did not wish the University to 

issue a "no contact" order. 

147. On information and belief, Vice President Klawunn and Dean Castillo 

participated in the drafting of the May 7 letter stating charges against John Doe. 

148. Because of John Doe's previous deferred suspension, the violations alleged in the 

May 7 letters could have resulted in his expulsion from the University. 

149.- Each of the Individual Defendants was aware of John Doe's contractual 

relationship with Brown University. 
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150, By contacting John Doe's varsity coach and informing him "We got your boy 

now. He is out of here," Dean Suarez knew or should have known she was interfering with John 

Doe's varsity athletic career. 

151. Dean Suarez knew or should have known that there was not a reasonable basis to 

issue a "no contact" order against John Doe based on his encounter with Student #2. 

' 152. By supporting a decision to issue a "no contact" order during exam week, the 

Individual Defendants knew or should have known that the timing of the order could have a 

devastating effect. 

153. In August, 2015, Brown University sent John Doe an email informing him that 

the investigation concerning Student #2 was concluded and he was free to re-enroll. 

154. As John Doe later learned from Student #2, she had told Brown from the 

beginning that she did not want to press charges against John Doe. 

155. When John Doe resumed his enrollment at Brown University in the fall of 2015 

he had a panic attack, which led to a hospitalization for depression. 

156. When he was discharged from the hospital, he was undecided about whether to 

resume his enrollment or to take a leave of absence. 

157. In discussing John Doe's options with him, Vice President Klawunn informed 

John Doe that if he chose to're-enroll, Brown may consider reviving Student #2's charges against 

him. 

158. Brown University did not have probable cause for reviving those charges. 

159. Vice President Klawunn knew or should have known that her threat was an idle 

one, which could have devastating consequences on a student who was in a fragile emotional 

state. 
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160. As a direct and foreseeable consequence of Individual Defendants' interference 

with Defendant's contract with Brown University, John Doe sustained damages, including, 

without limitation, emotional distress, economic injuries, and other direct and consequential 

damages. 

161. As a result of the foregoing, John Doe is entitled to damages in an amount to be 

determined at trial, plus prejudgment interest, attorneys' fees, expenses, costs and disbursements. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(against Defendants Suarez and Klawunn) 
Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 

162. John Doe repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully 

set forth herein. 

163. The May 7 letters were based on an encounter John Doe had with Student #2, who 

later related to him that she had not asked to file a complaint and did not wish the University to 

issue a "no contact" order. 

164. By contacting John Doe's varsity coach and informing him "We got your boy 

now. He is out of here," Dean Suarez knew or should have known she was interfering with John 

Doe's varsity athletic career. 

165. Dean Suarez knew or should have known that there was not a reasonable basis to 

issue a "no contact" order against John Doe based on his encounter with Student #2. 

166. Dean Suarez's conduct, including her telephone call to John Doe's coach, was-

extreme and outrageous. 

167. Her telephone call contributed to John Doe's emotional distress, 

168. John Doe's emotional distress was severe. 
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169. John Doe exhibited physical symptomatology of the emotional distress he 

sustained as a result of Dean Suarez's conduct. 

170. In August, 2015, Brown University sent John Doe an1 email informing him that 

the investigation concerning Student #2 was concluded and he was free to re-enroll. 

171. As John Doe later learned from Student #2, she had told Brown from the 

beginning that she did not want to press charges against John Doe. 

172. When John Doe resumed his enrollment at Brown University in the fall of 2015 

he had a panic attack, which led to a hospitalization for depression. 

173. When he was discharged from the hospital, he was undecided about whether to 

resume his enrollment or to take a leave of absence. . 

174. In discussing John Doe's options with him, Vice President Klawunn informed 

John Doe that if he chose to re-enroll, Brown may consider reviving Student #2's charges against 

him. . 

175. Brown University did not have probable cause for reviving those charges. 

176. Vice President Klawunn knew or should have known that her threat was ah idle 

one, which could have devastating consequences on a student who was in a fragile emotional 

state. 

177. Vice President Klawunn acted recklessly, knowingly and/or intentionally in 

threatening John Doe with an investigation that could not take place, while knowing his fragile 

emotional state and the likely impact of her threat upon his well being. 

178. Vice President Klawunn's threat to John Doe was extreme and outrageous. 

179. Vice President Klawunn issued her threat to John Doe intentionally and/or in 

reckless disregard of causing him emotional distress. 
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180.There was a causal connection between Vice President Klawunh's threat and the 

emotional distress John Doe suffered. 

181. The emotional distress John Doe suffered was extreme and resulted in medically 

established symptomatology. 

182. As a direct and foreseeable consequence of the intentional infliction of emotional 

distress by Defendants Suarez and Klawunn, John Doe sustained damages, including, without 

limitation, emotional distress, economic injuries, and other direct and consequential damages. 

VI. Prayer for Relief 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, John Doe demands the following relief 

from defendant Brown University: 

(i) An award of compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at 
trial, including, without limitation, damages to physical well-being, 
emotional distress, economic injuries, and other direct and consequential 
damages, -plus prejudgment interest, attorneys' fees, expenses, costs and 
disbursements; 

(ii) If warranted by the evidence, punitive damages; 

(iii) A declaratory judgment that no probable cause exists to support an 
investigation of the incident referred to in the May 7,2014 letters; 

(iv) An injunction prohibiting Brown University from taking any further action 
against John Doe with regard to the events described in the May 7, 2014 
letters; 

(v) An award of the costs and expenses of suit; . 

(vi) Attorney's fees; and 

(vii) Such other and further relief as the Court deems just, equitable and proper. 

iflohn Doe (pro se) 
May 4, 2017 
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JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury on all matters for which there is a right to a jury 
trial. 

Pursuant to Rule 1.2 of the Rules of Professional Conduct and the Rhode Island Supreme 
Court's opinion in FIA Card Services v. Pichetie, 116 A.3d 770 (R.I. 2015), I hereby.notify the 
Court that I have assisted John Doe in drafting this complaint. The limited purpose of the 
representation was to file a complaint with the Court to preserve a timely cause of action in light 
of the application of the statute of limitations to some of the potential claims, The factual 
allegations set forth in this document are based upon the client's representation without further 
investigation by counsel as would be required under Super.Ct.Civ.P. Rule 11. The undersigned 
has advised the client that this draft complaint is not in appropriate form either to serve on the 
defendant or present to the defendant for the purpose of settlement negotiations. The 
undersigned has advised the client that he has the right to amend this Complaint without leave of 
court if he amends prior to serving this original Complaint on the Defendants, and that the client 
has 120 days from the date of filing this Complaint to complete service upon the Defendants. 

I am not entering an appearance on behalf of this pro se litigant. 

I have reviewed the terms of the limited representation stated above. I have discussed 
them with Mr. Zurier, and had the opportunity to get answers to my questions. I now understand 
those terms and accept them. 

NOTICE OF LIMITED REPRESENTATION 

Samuel D. Zurier, Esq. (Bar No. 3576) 
55 Dorrance Street, Suite 400 
Providence, RI02903 
(401) 861-0200 
sdz@zurierlaw.com 
May 4, 2017 " ' 

JgAnDoe 
May 4, 2017 
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