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From: Gloria Godinez, Title IX-DHR Investigator 

RE: Confidential Investigation Report pursuant to the CSU Nondiscrimination Policy 

I. INTRODUCTION

In or about December 2022, the Equal Opportunity and Dispute Resolution office (hereinafter 
“EODR”) became aware of allegations which may constitute a violation of the CSU Systemwide 
Policy Prohibiting Discrimination, Harassment, Sexual Misconduct, Sexual Exploitation, Dating 
Violence, Domestic Violence, Stalking, and Retaliation (the Nondiscrimination Policy).  Further, 
on or about February 8, 2023, EODR received a copy of a request for a workplace violence 
restraining order filed on behalf of several Chico State employees, including Dr.   
(hereinafter “Complainant  and Dr.   (hereinafter “Complainant 

 (hereinafter collectively referred to as “Complainants”1), against Dr. David Stachura 
(hereinafter “Respondent”), alleging that Respondent engaged in behavior that created a hostile, 
offensive, and/or intimidating work environment.  (See subsection A.)   

This investigation was conducted pursuant to the Nondiscrimination Policy. 

A. Background & Summary of Allegations

Respondent and Complainants are professors in the Biological Sciences Department in the 
College of Natural Sciences at Chico State.  Respondent was hired in 2014 as a tenure-track 
professor and, in 2017, became tenured.  In , Complainant  was hired by Chico 
State  faculty member in the Biological Sciences Department and became 
tenured in .  Complainant  was hired by Chico State in  as  
professor, also in the Biological Sciences department. 

In or about June 2020, Complainant  reported Respondent for what she perceived was an 
inappropriate on-campus sexual relationship with a student.  In or about July 2020, EODR 
(formerly referred to as the Title IX/DHR office) investigated Respondent for having a 
prohibited consensual sexual relationship with a student, in violation of the Nondiscrimination 
Policy (formerly Executive Order 1096).  The Complainants were critical witnesses in that 
investigation.  The investigation concluded that Respondent violated the prohibited consensual 
relationship provision of the policy.  Respondent was issued the Notice of Investigation Outcome 

1 Although the Complainants did not file a formal complaint with EODR, they meet the definition of “Complainant” 
under the Nondiscrimination policy – “Complainant means an individual who is eligible to file a Complaint or to 
report a violation of this Nondiscrimination Policy.  It also includes any person who is reported to have experienced 
a violation of this Nondiscrimination Policy in cases where some other person has made a report on that person’s 
behalf…” 
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fact is disputed), and a description of the evidence presented and considered, and were provided 
a reasonable opportunity to respond to the preliminary investigation report, including meeting 
with the Investigator(s), responding in writing, proposing questions for the Investigator(s) to ask 
to the other Party or witnesses, identifying additional witnesses, and/or requesting that 
Investigator(s) gather additional evidence.8  This was accomplished by providing the 
Complainants, respectively, an opportunity to review the written summaries of their accounts, 
included below, and providing Respondent, via emails sent on June 29, 2023, all evidence 
considered up to that point, including written documents containing the parties’ and witnesses’ 
verbal statements as of that date and other documents (000100-000988) and providing them until 
July 13, 2023, to respond with any further information as noted above.  
 
On June 30, 2023, Respondent requested until August 31, 2023, to respond to the evidence.  
After several communications, he was provided an extension to respond no later than August 1, 
2023.  On August 1, 2023, Respondent responded to evidence, which included his response to 
the evidence in the PIR, a letter containing arguments about his perception of the validity of the 
current investigation and the evidence presented, and 31 exhibits identified as A through AE.9  
(000989-001417).  It was determined that the additional evidence did not need to be shared and 
the review of evidence process was concluded.  
 
III. APPLICABLE POLICIES AND STANDARDS 

A. Nondiscrimination Policy 

The California State University (“CSU” or the “University”) is committed to maintaining an 
inclusive and equitable community that values diversity and fosters mutual respect.  We embrace 
our community differences in Age, Disability (physical and mental), Gender (or sex), Gender 
Identity (including nonbinary and transgender), Gender Expression, Genetic Information, Marital 
Status, Medical Condition, Nationality, Race or Ethnicity (including color, caste, or ancestry), 
Religion (or religious creed), Sexual Orientation, Veteran or Military Status.  All Students and 
Employees have the right to participate fully in CSU programs, activities, and employment free 
from Discrimination, Harassment, Sexual Misconduct, Sexual Exploitation, Dating Violence, 
Domestic Violence, Stalking and Retaliation. 
 
The Nondiscrimination Policy, Article VII., Section A.4., defines Sexual Harassment as follows: 
 

Sexual Harassment means unwelcome verbal, nonverbal or physical conduct of 
a sexual nature that includes, but is not limited to, sexual advances, requests for 
sexual favors, offering employment benefits or giving preferential treatment in 
exchange for sexual favors, or indecent exposure, and any other conduct of a 
sexual nature where: 
 

d. The conduct is sufficiently severe, persistent, or pervasive that its effect, 
whether or not intended, could be considered by a reasonable person in the 

                                                           
8 Complainants  and  declined to participate in this investigation, including the review of evidence, 
except for participating in the interviews set forth below. 
9 Not all of Respondent’s exhibits are included as they were duplicative of the documents included with the PIR, and 
thus already attached to the final investigation report. 
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shoes of the Complainant, and is in fact considered by the Complainant, as 
creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment.  … 

 
Article VII., Section A.9., defines Retaliation as follows: 

 
Retaliation means that a substantial motivating reason for an Adverse Action 
taken against a person was because the person has or is believed to have: 
 

a. Exercised their rights under this Nondiscrimination Policy, 
 

b. Reported or opposed conduct which was reasonably and in good faith 
believed to be in violation of this Nondiscrimination Policy, 
 

c. Assisted or participated in an investigation/proceeding under this 
Nondiscrimination Policy, regardless of whether the Complaint was 
substantiated, 

 
d. Assisted someone in reporting or opposing a violation of this 

Nondiscrimination Policy or assisted someone in reporting or opposing 
Retaliation under this Nondiscrimination Policy. 

 
Adverse Action means an action engaged in by the Respondent that has a 
substantial and material adverse effect on the Complainant’s ability to 
participate in a university program, activity, or employment.  Minor or 
trivial actions or conduct not reasonably likely to do more than anger or 
upset a Complainant does not constitute an Adverse Action. 
Retaliation may occur whether or not there is a power or authority 
differential between the individuals involved. 

B. Standard of the Evidence:  
 
The Preponderance of the Evidence based on the facts available at the time of the decision is the 
standard for demonstrating facts and reaching conclusions in an investigation conducted under 
the Nondiscrimination Policy and Procedures.  The Nondiscrimination Policy, Article VII, 
section B.18., states:  
 

Preponderance of the Evidence means the greater weight of the evidence, i.e., 
that the evidence on one side outweighs, preponderates over, or is more than, the 
evidence on the other side. 
 

IV.   EVIDENCE CONSIDERED10 
 

C. Account of Complainant,   11 

                                                           
10 The parties and witnesses referred to each other by their first names or monikers.  “Complainant,” “Respondent,” 
and witness last names are used herein for ease of reference. 
11 Complainant  was visibly emotional and teary at various points during the interview. 
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persistent because no one else was around.  He never had sex [with the student] 
when he had lab students in the lab.  It wasn’t quiet – I know way too many 
intimate details about their physical and emotional relationship. …  I’d go to the 
fish lab [to get away from them], then they’d come down there, stinking [like sex] 
and chewing gum.  Then I’d go back upstairs [because they were there, and she 
did not want to be around them knowing what they’d been doing in his office].  I 
thought when people started coming back to campus, because he was taking 
advantage of me and our friendship, that he would stop, but he was still doing it 
[having sexual relations with the student in his office] when people were trickling 
back.  I was terrified; I’m a , he’s proficient and charismatic, and I 
have no reputation, and no faith in the system.  It would ruin my career; I know he 
would ruin me, [I thought,] no way I’m risking it for this guy having sex with a 
student, so I just waited for other people to hear it, then it would be a critical mass 
and not ‘he said she said.’  I waited until [Complainant  said something 
and I said, ‘What do you mean?’ … It was more confusing than anything, and I 
didn’t really want it to be my business, but they [Respondent and the student] 
were just off the rails during the lockdown, then it was too much, but  

 so I had to be here.  I was constantly going up and down to the lab.  
I would avoid them.”   

 
Complainant  and Respondent had permission to be on campus during the COVID-19 
lockdown because of   The work environment felt stressful to Complainant  
because of Respondent’s behavior, and she “knew it was not going to end well.  My office was 
too close to his and I knew I was going to get dragged into this and here we are three years later, 
and the circus is still going on. … [Respondent] was clearly not showing any signs of controlling 
himself and so it wasn’t going to end well.  I didn’t want to get caught up in it.” 
 
Complainant  did not speak to Respondent about her concerns regarding his 
inappropriate relationship with the student.  Respondent “was not rational.  They were basically 
camped out in his office.  I know what sex sounds like and they were not quiet.  During COVID, 
[Respondent and the student] were going to 7-Eleven, buying roasted chicken and beer and 
eating it in the office and piling up the trash in the hallway (there was a mound growing), 
[despite there being no custodial services].  At one point, [  stopped me, she was not 
unfriendly to me, and [  said, ‘Look at this, they’re not even picking up the garbage,’ and I 
said, ‘There’s a lockdown,’ and [  responded, ‘Well, they could pick up the garbage,’” and 
Complainant  was thinking, “No one is supposed to be here, we’re in lockdown, no one’s 
working, no one’s supposed to be putting garbage in there.”   
 
After   talked to Respondent about the inappropriate relationship,  
 

“[Respondent] came to my office doorway and said, ‘Can we get a drink?’  I said, 
‘We can go get juice.  We did but I was so freaked out because I didn’t want to 
talk to him about it, plus I observed by this point that he is regularly duplicitous 
and he’d already denied he was doing it to  [  and already 
approached [Complainant  with the same, ‘Let’s talk about it’ and tried 
to convince her she was mistaken.  I talked the whole time and didn’t give him a 
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chance to say anything.  Later that day, he tried to talk to me and I told him ‘This 
is making me very uncomfortable, I don’t want to talk about it, I just can’t,’ and 
he never tried to talk to me about it again, to my knowledge.” 

 
Respondent denied he had a sexual relationship with the student, and then Complainant  
“walked in on them kissing in the lab, and she walked right out and they both walked out after 
her, but they talked about other stuff, not them kissing.” 
 
After the Title IX investigation commenced, Complainant  work environment was 
impacted.  Respondent would stare at Complainant  and “he got hostile.”  She was still 

when his appeal was denied because she heard him yelling loudly.  It made [the 
Complainants] sweat, and nervous.  Complainant  heard Respondent mention Robert 
Morton and how angry he, Respondent, was.  That was in October 2020.  Complainant  
moved her office in , in the evening so Respondent “wouldn’t see me doing it 
because he was so intently, silently hate-filled toward me.  He made it very clear he hates me, 
but he was not saying anything to me.  I would see him in the hallway and I’d lift my hand to 
wave and he’d just glare” (every time she saw him, which ranged from every other day to every 
day during the school year).  Respondent’s “hatred was palpable.”  Complainant  moved 
her office and felt if she was not around, “in time, if I don’t engage with him or talk to him, he’ll 
find someone else to have a conflict with, so that was my strategy, to lay low and wait.  I kept 
using verbs [like], he’s gunning for me” even prior to learning he wanted to kill her and 
Complainant   Complainants “were the target of his hatred during that time.”   When 
asked about Respondent failing to acknowledge her, Complainant  explained, “He didn’t 
talk to me.  It’s a silence that’s palpable.  Like when someone hates you but is still in the room, 
looking at you.  Not talking.  It’s clear he hates me.  I don’t know how to describe it.”  
Complainant  did not recall Respondent’s behavior specifically, after he returned from 
suspension in October 2021, “because I can no longer distinguish the [various] time points.”  
 
When asked what she meant by “gunning for me,” Complainant  gave as an example 
Respondent being hostile in her student’s committee meetings.  Complainant  checked 
with  about asking Respondent to leave the committee, and  advised her not to 
ask him to leave the committee because it “may be seen as retaliation.”  Complainant  
added  to the committee instead, but then Respondent started missing meetings and then 
stepped down on his own.  Respondent engaged in “microaggressions” against Complainant 

 and  kept telling her to write them all down.  However,  
 

“the way I process negative stuff is to let it pass through me, so I didn’t want to 
entertain his toxicity because if I did, he wins.  Before I knew he was 
contemplating taking our lives, I thought I was vulnerable professionally but the 
dean assured me [Respondent] would not participate in [the Complainants’] 
evaluations, but when he was , I got a reprimand [in 2020] that 
students should be wearing lab coats and full pants and shoes, and [Respondent] 
had his assistant send it.  I questioned it because that’s never been a rule at any 
institution.  His students were coming into the lab in shorts and sandals.  As long 
as I feel professionally protected, those things [Respondent’s microaggressions] 
can wash over me.  Last year, there were a couple of instances – [Respondent] 
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Complainant  , but due to the settlement after the investigation, “we 
basically had to have a schedule that was put in place by administration to avoid conflict and I 
followed that.”   
 
When asked if he ignored or failed to acknowledge Complainant  at work, Respondent 
stated, “No, absolutely not.  There are multiple emails between us.”  They were on the 

committee together for a short time.  Respondent requested to be removed from that 
because he was on “overload.”  Respondent has been interacting with [the Complainants] the 
entire time, but not so much Complainant  because she has not been there.   
 
When asked if he was angry or upset at either of the Complainants for their part in the 
investigation, Respondent stated,  
 

“I maintain that I did not do what I was accused of in the EO 1096 investigation, 
but I realized we needed to work together and I have been working with them.  To 
prove my collegiality, I sent an email to everybody when I came back from 
suspension, saying we don’t have to be friends, but we should be colleagues.”  
(000322-000323.)   

 
Respondent cc’d Saake and  on that email.  “I went out of my way to be 
collegial with the people involved in the investigation.” 
 
Respondent did not remember specifically asking  to address him as Dr. Stachura, “but 
my name is Dr. Stachura, so I don’t think that is a crazy request.  I call [the Complainants] Dr. 

 and Dr.   When asked what they called him previously, Respondent said, 
“Maybe Dave, David, it changes all the time.  I have asked for people to be more professional 
about this in the  in general.”  Respondent explained that he asked to be called Dr. 
Stachura “to make sure everyone realized I was there to be a coworker and didn’t want to 
involve our personal lives.  This is the job, and I work and go home.” 
 
When asked if he argued the opposite view to Complainant  during committee work, 
Respondent stated,  
 

“Last semester I wasn’t on any committees.  I may have been on a committee with 
her in the  of , the  committee.  I was at a 30 percent pay 
reduction and said I think I should be removed from this committee and also 
because I felt there was a conflict because   and [Complainant 

 were on the committee and there was a conflict there.”   
 
Respondent did not recall if he discussed anything on the committee and offered as a 
counterpoint, “The purpose of a committee is to have people of different views come to a 
consensus.  There is also a logic loop here,” with them saying Respondent would ignore them 
and not respond to them, yet also saying he would challenge them and go against them, which 
shows he was not ignoring them.  Respondent did not know if there are  committee 
meeting minutes. 
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When asked about criticizing Complainant  Respondent asked what was meant by 
criticism, and whether it was criticism to Complainant  or others about Complainant 

  When asked specifically, Respondent said he has not criticized Complainant  
in person as he has not really interacted with her.  When asked specifically, Respondent said he 
did not recall criticizing Complainant  negatively to anyone.  When asked if he criticized 
Complainant  prior to the investigation, Respondent stated, “I don’t think so.  I don’t try 
to negatively criticize my colleagues.  Could someone take something [I said] negatively?  I 
don’t know.” 
 
When asked about the allegation that he went into [the Complainants’] physical spaces and made 
them uncomfortable, Respondent said he “never did so.”  Complainant  new office is 
between  and the department office.  He has seen her sitting in her office as he walks 
by, “Have I glared at her? No.”  Respondent has “never stopped and stared at her, absolutely 
not.” 
 
When asked about when he stopped using the fish lab, Respondent stated he never violated the 
lab schedule policy.  He did not recall when the policy was established, but Brian Oppy,  

 and   were involved.  When asked if there was a point he indicated he 
was retiring his fish research, Respondent explained that, at the beginning of summer 2022, he 
sent an email to the dean stating that he was thinking about retiring his fish research.  He never 
had any interaction with Complainant  at all about that; it was between Respondent and 
the dean.  Respondent told the dean, “Chico State can’t take care of live animals, I’m going to 
stop doing that.”  He continued, “I no longer work over the summer, or do research over the 
summer.  In the fall of 2022, “I asked to use the fish” and he was teaching a class that relies on 
fish, but the dean said, “No, you agreed you were going to retire your fish.”  Respondent said, 
“We didn’t agree to anything; I sent you an email saying I was thinking about it.”  He thought 
about filing a grievance about this.  Respondent has “no idea what the deal was with 
[Complainant]   I was never told not to enter the room.”  Respondent voluntarily 
cleaned up his lab items, sent an email to   “but I never entered the room.”  
Between thinking about retiring his fish research and being abruptly ordered to leave the lab, 
Respondent “didn’t do that [use the fish lab], but I was allowed in that room.  I wasn’t removing 
stuff from the room.”  Respondent explained that there are thousands of tiny fish in independent 
tanks, and his aquarium was 100 or so tanks on a huge rack system, with a lot of supplies.  
Respondent was not around in the summer of 2022 because it was not “contracted time,” 
although he later said he could not say he was never there in the summer of 2022.  Respondent 
did not recall if he went to the lab in the summer of 2021; the door logs should indicate when he 
was there. 
 
When asked if he ever went to the fish lab and found Complainant  there alone, 
Respondent said, “Maybe, this was a span of three years.  If it happened, one of us would leave.”  
He has no idea how many times that happened; “It’s a crazy request to remember that.  
[Respondent] never thought it was a special occasion” to have reason to remember.  His purpose 
for being there was “research, it’s a research lab where I conduct research; … supporting my 
scholarship, … my students, teaching them, … support for my classes.”  When asked about his 
demeanor during those occasions, Respondent stated he did not recall his interactions with 
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VI. FINDINGS OF FACT AND ANALYSIS 

A. Did Respondent Engage in Sexual Harassment of Complainant  

The question here is whether Respondent’s conduct (sexual relationship with the student) was 
sufficiently severe, persistent, or pervasive that its effect, whether or not intended, could be 
considered by a reasonable person in Complainant  shoes, and was in fact considered 
by Complainant  as creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive environment. 

1. Did Respondent engage in unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature? 

The Nondiscrimination policy defines Sexual Harassment, in part, as “… unwelcome verbal, 
nonverbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature…”  The 2020 investigation found that 
Respondent engaged in a prohibited consensual relationship with a student, which included 
sexual activity on campus, including in the office  Complainant  office.  As 
noted above, it is undisputed that the investigation found that Respondent engaged in sexual 
activity with the student in his on-campus office and shared lab space, and that Complainant 

 participated in the investigation, having reported the conduct as inappropriate.  There is 
no evidence that Complainant  welcomed Respondent’s sexual activity with the student.  
As such, the preponderance of the evidence supports finding that Respondent engaged in conduct 
of a sexual nature and that it was unwelcome. 

2. Was Respondent’s conduct sufficiently severe, persistent, or pervasive that its effect 
was considered by Complainant  as creating an intimidating, hostile or 
offensive environment? 

Pursuant to the Policy, Respondent’s conduct must be “sufficiently severe, persistent, or 
pervasive that its effect, whether or not intended, … is in fact considered by Complainant as 
creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment.”   

The preponderance of the evidence is sufficient to find that Complainant  considered 
Respondent’s conduct sufficiently severe or pervasive that its effect created an intimidating, 
hostile, or offensive environment for her.  As noted above, Complainant  reported 
Respondent’s sexual relationship with the student and participated in the 2020 investigation into 
his conduct.  Complainant  explained that she could not stop thinking about 
Respondent’s relationship with the student, that he had told  not to be with a student 
behind closed doors, and yet he was doing exactly that, and that she started distancing herself 
from him and the “ethical blast radius.”  Complainant  stated that, after Respondent 
started having sex with the student in his campus office, she was confused and felt he was taking 
advantage of their friendship by placing her in a “terrible position.”  Complainant described the 
persistence of Respondent’s sexual activity with the student in his office, and having to leave her 
office to get away from hearing their sexual activity, and Respondent and the student going to 
the lab, where she was at, “stinking” of sex, and having to leave the lab because they were there 
and she did not want to be around them knowing they had been having sex in Respondent’s 
office.  Complainant  further stated: 
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 “I was terrified; I’m a , he’s proficient and charismatic, and I 
have no reputation, and no faith in the system.  It would ruin my career; I know he 
would ruin me, [I thought,] no way I’m risking it for this guy having sex with a 
student, so I just waited for other people to hear it, then it would be a critical mass 
and not ‘he said she said.’  I waited until [Complainant  said something 
and I said, ‘What do you mean?’ … It was more confusing than anything, and I 
didn’t really want it to be my business, but they [Respondent and the student] 
were just off the rails during the lockdown, then it was too much,  

 so I had to be here.  I was constantly going up and down to the lab.  
I would avoid them.” 

Complainant  found the sexual activity between Respondent and the student so 
offensive she avoided her office and  and was terrified of her career being 
ruined if she said anything about Respondent’s inappropriate relationship, thus 
evidencing that Complainant  considered her work environment intimidating, 
hostile or offensive due to Respondent’s on campus sexual relationship with the student. 

3. Was Respondent’s conduct sufficiently severe, persistent or pervasive that its 
effect could be considered by a reasonable person in the shoes of 
Complainant  as creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive 
environment? 

Pursuant to the Policy, Respondent’s conduct must be “sufficiently severe, persistent, or 
pervasive that its effect, whether or not intended, could be considered by a reasonable 
person in the shoes of the Complainant … as creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive 
environment.” 

Here, it is undisputed that Respondent was found to have engaged in sexual activity with 
the student in his campus office and , as that was the finding in the 2020 
investigation.  Such conduct is objectively severe and may also be considered pervasive 
as it was described by Complainant  as “persistent because no one was around” 
during the COVID-19 pandemic campus shutdown, and there were four specific instances 
identified by  during the 2020 investigation.  It is also reasonable that a 
colleague, who was subject to hearing a co-worker (who had a duty to educate and ensure 
the safety and well-being of students) have sex in his office with a student, and see and 
smell them after such sexual activity, would consider such conduct as creating an 
intimidating, hostile or offensive environment.  This is particularly true for a faculty 
member who felt she had little authority or political capital, and that her career would be 
ruined if she said anything, as Complainant  did.   

Weighing against finding that a reasonable person would consider the conduct as creating 
an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment, was   and   
reactions when they learned of the reported sexual activity.  Rather than changing their 
daily activities,  and  who have more time on campus than Complainants and 
were seen as having more authority, engaged Respondent related to what they had been 
hearing about his conduct and asked that he stop.  Similarly, in his response to evidence, 
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Respondent argues that Complainant  testified she was not intimidated by his 
behavior. 

Ultimately, the policy requires that we consider a reasonable person “in the shoes of the 
Complainant.”  Accordingly, it is appropriate to consider the differing power dynamics 
articulated by  when determining whether it is reasonable to consider the conduct 
identified as creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment.  The analysis 
must also consider the specific circumstances of her environment in that she had a 

 office and  with Respondent.  Therefore, the 
preponderance of the evidence supports finding that Respondent’s conduct was 
sufficiently severe or pervasive that its effect, regardless of intent, could be considered by 
a reasonable person in Complainant  shoes a creating an intimidating, hostile, 
or offensive environment. 

B. Did Respondent Engage in Sexual Harassment of Complainant  

As above, the question here is whether Respondent’s conduct (sexual relationship with the 
student) was sufficiently severe, persistent, or pervasive that its effect, whether or not intended, 
could be considered by a reasonable person in Complainant  shoes, and was in fact 
considered by Complainant  as creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive 
environment. 

1. Did Respondent engage in unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature? 

As found above, Respondent engaged in sexual activity with the student in his on-campus office 
and shared lab space, per the 2020 investigation findings.  Additionally, it is undisputed that 
Complainant  participated in the investigation, having reported the conduct as 
inappropriate.  As there is no evidence that Complainant  welcomed Respondent’s 
sexual activity with the student, the preponderance of the evidence supports finding that 
Respondent engaged in conduct of a sexual nature and that it was unwelcome. 

2. Was Respondent’s conduct sufficiently severe, persistent, or pervasive that its effect 
was considered by Complainant  as creating an intimidating, hostile or 
offensive environment? 

Pursuant to the Policy, Respondent’s conduct must be “sufficiently severe, persistent, or 
pervasive that its effect, whether or not intended, … is in fact considered by Complainant as 
creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment.” 

Per the 2020 investigation, Complainant  observed what appeared to be the aftermath of 
a sexual encounter between Respondent and his student in his office.  While she observed this 
single incident, it caused Complainant  sufficient concern that she recalled other 
instances that signaled a more intimate relationship between Respondent and the student than 
simply a student-teacher relationship.  Thereafter, Complainant  shared with 
Complainant  that  heard them have sex in Respondent’s office.  Complainant 

 was concerned about the workplace being the site for such behavior, the power dynamic 
between Respondent and the student, and the impact of a sexual relationship on their student-
teacher relationship.  Complainant  stated that her observation of Respondent’s sexual 
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relationship with the student “dramatically impacted” her work environment, to the point she was 
concerned and consulted with colleagues about what to do.  After Respondent denied the 
inappropriate relationship to a more established colleague (  Complainant  
reported the matter to the Title IX Coordinator.  Thus, it is reasonable to conclude by a 
preponderance of the evidence that Complainant  considered Respondent’s conduct 
sufficiently severe that its effect created an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment due to 
Respondent’s on-campus sexual relationship with the student. 

3. Was Respondent’s conduct sufficiently severe, persistent or pervasive that its effect 
could be considered by a reasonable person in the shoes of Complainant  as 
creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive environment? 

Pursuant to the Policy, Respondent’s conduct must be “sufficiently severe, persistent, or 
pervasive that its effect, whether or not intended, could be considered by a reasonable person in 
the shoes of the Complainant … as creating an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment.” 

As previously noted, it is undisputed that in the 2020 investigation, Respondent was found to 
have engaged in sexual activity with the student in his campus office and shared lab space, and 
such conduct is objectively severe.  While Complainant  only observed one post-coital 
instance, it is reasonable that such an observation of the aftermath of a colleague engaging in 
sexual activity with a student in the workplace, in the office , would impact the 
work environment negatively.  Additionally, the impact on the environment would be 
compounded by Respondent’s denials when colleagues (  and  attempted to 
intervene, his attempts to dissuade his colleague from reporting the situation, as he did 
Complainant  and his continuing to engage in sexual activity in the workplace (  
observed Respondent and the student kissing in the lab) after his colleagues attempted to 
intervene.   

Weighing against finding that the conduct created an environment that was intimidating, hostile 
or offensive, is the fact that to a large degree every member of our current society encounters 
uninvited sexualized content whether through media or other public spaces.  People are expected 
to be able to compartmentalize a degree of discomfort.  In his response to Evidence, Respondent 
argues that Complainant  had an irrational fear of him, and the purported impact his 
alleged behavior had on her had nothing to do with him.   

However, the CSU Nondiscrimination policy exists because it recognizes that the workplace and 
educational setting are different from other spaces.  People can fairly assume that sexual activity, 
let alone sexual activity with a student, will not be happening in the workplace, thus increasing 
the impact of such conduct.  The fact that Complainant continued to report to work and complete 
her duties despite the environment she was working in, does not show that the conduct was not 
severe, but rather the importance of regulating the workplace because people’s livelihoods 
depend on their ability to work, and they cannot simply depart when something happens with 
which they disagree.  Thus, the preponderance of the evidence supports finding that 
Respondent’s conduct was sufficiently severe and persistent that its effect, whether intended or 
not, could be considered by a reasonable person in Complainant  shoes as creating an 
intimidating, hostile, or offensive environment.      
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C. Credibility Analysis 
 
The following sections will determine the issue of whether Respondent retaliated against either 
Complainant due to their participation in the 2020 prohibited consensual relationship 
investigation.  In order to arrive at those determinations, the credibility of the parties and 
witnesses must first be assessed. 

Complainant  was generally found to be credible.  She appeared direct and forthright in 
her account of events.  Additionally, her accounts were consistent with each other.  For example, 
her account of events during the current investigation and the 2020 investigation were consistent, 
and her account during the current investigation and her declaration and testimony for the 
workplace violence restraining order proceedings were consistent.  Additionally, Complainant 

 account of initially hearing that Respondent told  “stay on my good side and 
I’ll pass by your office,” or words to that effect, and how that was reported to the dean, was 
corroborated by  as well as  notes of his meeting with    
regarding the same.  While Respondent points to what he perceives inconsistencies in 
terminology (i.e., “bad” versus “terrible”) as indicative of  lying, those differences are 
not necessarily indicative of fabrication when weighed against other evidence.  

Complainant  was similarly credible.  The account of events she provided during the 
current investigation was consistent with the account she provided in 2020.  Additionally, 
regarding her most recent experiences with Respondent, her accounts during this investigation 
have been consistent with her accounts for the workplace violence restraining order.  Her 
account of what she was told by  about Respondent’s behavior and motivations was 
corroborated by  

While Respondent stated in his response to the PIR that Complainants’ accounts are biased 
because they were not interviewed before Respondent and  testified in court during 
the Workplace Violence Restraining Order hearing, the evidence does not support finding that 
they fabricated any incidents or events, particularly because they have been consistent in their 
account of events since 2020 through the present.19 

 provided a declaration for the workplace violence restraining order petition, as well as 
testimony during that proceeding.  She was found to be credible as her accounts during both 
instances were consistent.  Additionally, her account is corroborated by the November 5, 2021, 
notes  took of his conversation with    who indicated 
she heard from someone who was afraid to come forward, that Respondent said, “stay on my 
good side and I’ll pass your office.”  Additionally, her statement that Respondent told her he 
would never forget or forgive Complainants  and  for reporting him to Title IX is 
consistent with his texts to his spouse, “… I have a long memory when it comes to people that 
turn on me. …”, as well as what  related to Complainant   Finally, although 

                                                           
19 In his response to the PIR, Respondent argues that this Complaint “is at least partially fueled by retaliation against 
me for making  complaint on 12/24/22.”  However, Complainants had complained about perceived 
retaliation from Respondent prior to that date, and there is no evidence that they knew about his  
complaint, or the whistleblower retaliation complaints he filed on July 20 and 21, 2023.  Complainants were credible 
and nothing suggests they fabricated the incidents reported or the impact of Respondent’s perceived behavior on 
them.   
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However, a Respondent cannot evade responsibility for creating a hostile work environment by 
engaging in intentional behavior under the guise of “keeping things professional.”  Complainant 

 described it as: 

“… It’s been really shitty working with someone knowing that if they can 
retaliate, they will, but at the time I have no proof.  He’s very good at the dog 
whistle, at walking up to the line, making it evident he’s angry, but not doing it.  
It’s all passive aggressive.  I can probably handle a physical confrontation better 
than these types of behaviors.  I’m exhausted.” 

Although Respondent denied it,  consistently reported (January 3, 2022, December 13, 
2022, February 7, 2023, May 19, 2023) that Respondent told her he was being intentionally 
hostile and abusive to Complainants  and  short of doing anything that would 
get him in trouble for retaliation.  (This is consistent with what Complainant  said 

 shared with her – that Respondent said he would take every opportunity to irritate 
Complainants, but in a manner that was not reportable or documentable.)  As noted above, 

 was found to be more credible than Respondent.   corroborated  
account of Respondent’s response when  said hello to him, reporting that Respondent 
said, “  [Complainant  tried to waive and I just ignored it” “as if I would ever 
speak to that bitch again,” as well as his hostile glaring at Complainants.   testified:  

Q.  Did you witness Dr. Stachura engage in any conduct towards Dr.  
that you thought was threatening or harassing? 
A.  He did glare, you know, that really hostile glare that he has.  He told me 
about other behaviors that he had done that were threatening. 
Q.  What did he tell you? 
A.  He told me that he had been warned not to retaliate against them, and so he 
was -- would try to find ways to intimidate them that couldn’t be documented.  
And one example was that he would go into the room when [  was -- into 
the fish room when [  was in there to intimidate her when they had a 
schedule.  And he wasn’t supposed to be in there at different times and he would 
go in there just to upset her.” 

 
 account is further corroborated by documentary evidence, such as  

August 19, 2020, notes of their meeting to discuss how she could handle Respondent’s passive-
aggressive behavior during graduate committee meetings, as well as  November 20, 
2020 notes, where Complainant  stated that Respondent feeds on conflict, she was 
waiting for the problem to go away and it did not, and she was worried about the impact of his 
constant microaggressions over a period of time.  At that time, she also raised the issue of 
Respondent’s “repeated reports of minor transgressions” against her, including the clothing issue 
Respondent raised as the head of IACUC,24 the number of her students in the lab, and one of her 
students having her boyfriend retrieve something from a high shelf in the lab.   account 
was consistent with her declaration and her testimony on May 18, 2023, including Respondent’s 
                                                           
24 While Respondent contends that IACUC was responsible for issuing the notice, not he, which he was quick to 
point out to the dean soon after the email was sent, and stated that , , and  

 be interviewed, regarding student attire in the lab, Respondent was the head of IACUC and the corrective 
memo was issued only to Complainant  not other faculty members in the same situation.  
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Complainant  reported that since the 2020 investigation until she  
during the academic year, Respondent engaged in the following toward her: 

• He made it hard to schedule meetings,  

• He was oppositional during meetings,  

• He did not perform work delegated to him and did not advise her of same, causing 
additional work for her,  

• He represented that he was running the  committee when she was doing so, 

• He glared at her aggressively every time she saw him, twice a week for a couple of 
months (until she started avoiding him), even when she said hello to him,  

• In October 2020, Respondent yelled and angrily spoke to someone in the office adjacent 
to , perhaps referring to the investigator’s name from the 2020 investigation, 
causing Complainant  anxiety upon hearing him, 

• He had , who is a faculty member, removed from the student involved 
in the 2020 investigation’s poster judging committee,  

• He used the lab unnecessarily while Complainant  was there working with her 
students,  

• He emailed her about integrating his course and guest lecturing in her class, when he had 
not done that before,  

• He insisted his class be taught in the same classroom as Complainant  despite 
the challenges it created and better options being available, 

• He played loud music in his  office knowing she could hear,  

• He disparaged her to a colleague (which was corroborated by  and   

• He chided Complainant  via email “for minor missteps that was not appropriate 
for a colleague and was less collegial” than prior to the 2020 investigation. 

Complainant  described Respondent’s behavior as causing her to feel like Respondent 
“went out of his way to aggravate me anytime I did anything.” 

Respondent denied the allegations against him and denied engaging in any adverse action or 
retaliation against Complainant   He said he was collegial, but they did not have to be 
friends.  Respondent provided emails to show that he was professional in his communications 
with Complainants.  Respondent argues that Complainants misinterpreted what he said and did 
as hostile towards them, and that their perceptions were not based on facts, that he was collegial 
and professional toward them both, and he made reasonable requests to Complainant  to 
present in her class and integrating one of his courses.  However, a Respondent cannot evade 
responsibility for creating a hostile work environment by engaging in intentional behavior under 
the guise of “keeping things professional.”  Complainant  has been consistent in her 
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2. Was Complainant  participation in the 2020 prohibited relationship a 
substantial motivating reason for an Adverse Action taken against Complainant 

 

As found above, Respondent engaged in Adverse Actions against Complainant   The 
issue to consider next is whether Complainant  participation in the 2020 investigation 
was a substantial motivating reason for any of the Adverse Actions.  Respondent stated that he 
did not retaliate against Complainant  and that he kept their relationship professional.   

Both Respondent and Complainant  described their relationship prior to the 2020 
investigation as collegial.  They regularly went to coffee together and attended parties or 
gatherings at each other’s houses several times, and, according to Complainant  they got 
along okay.  This was corroborated by Respondent’s  during her April 21, 2023, testimony.  
While Respondent indicated that his relationship with Complainant  did not change after 
the investigation, the findings above demonstrate otherwise.   

The preponderance of the evidence supports finding that Complainant participation in 
the 2020 investigation was a substantial motivating reason for Respondent’s conduct against her.  
It was the only significant event that occurred between them before the Adverse Actions, and 
therefore the probable reason for Respondent’s conduct.  Other evidence supports this 
conclusion.  Respondent knew Complainant  reported him to the Title IX Coordinator’s 
office.  Complainant  explained that after Respondent confronted her in her lab about 
reporting to the Title IX office in or about June 2020, “… he never spoke to me again unless it 
was in the committee meeting or through an email.  He was avoiding me, and he wasn’t avoiding 
me.  It felt like he went out of his way to aggravate me anytime I did anything.”  According to 

 her encounters with Respondent “up until June 2020 were positive and we had a 
friendly work relationship.  Further, we were on a first name basis.”  Complainant  
testified, “I also was the first person that came forward with the Title IX investigation, and so I 
feel as if I’ve been threated from the very beginning, because I was the person that turned him 
in.”  Both Complainants heard Respondent angrily yelling in his office on or about October 14, 
2020, about the investigation.  According to  Respondent was angry about the 2020 
investigation, being found to have violated the policy, and losing his appeal, and at Complainants 
for their roles in the investigation. 

Additionally,  account that Respondent’s behavior toward her was motivated by her 
participation in the investigation was corroborated by others.  Partially corroborating the 
motivations behind Respondent’s conduct against Complainant   told 
Complainant  that Respondent was angry about Complainants’ participation in 2020 
investigation, that he “never forgives and never forgets,” and warned  to stay on his 
“good side,” all indicating that Respondent’s Adverse Actions against Complainant  
were substantially motivated by her participation in the Title IX investigation.  In her declaration, 

 stated that he told her words to the effect of, Complainants  and  were 
“going against him,” referred to them as “fucking bitches,” said he “hated” them, “often ranted 
about the investigation and Dr.  and Dr.  participating in the investigation and 
said he would ‘never forgive and never forget’ what they did to him by participating.  
(Emphasis in original.)  Respondent further told  that he was engaging in conduct 
towards Complainants  and  that could not be documented as retaliation, 






