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I. Summary 

 
This matter involves allegations of sexual harassment brought against Jay Kesan, a professor at 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign College of Law (“College”). On or about June 26, 
2015, the College’s Senior Associate Dean for Academic Affairs at that time, Jamelle Sharpe, 
notified the Office of Diversity, Equity, and Access (ODEA) that the College had received multiple 
complaints regarding Professor Kesan’s interactions with female faculty members and students 
and requested that ODEA investigate the matter. ODEA met with three complainants – two now 
former faculty members of the College and one now former law student – who had independently 
reported inappropriate interactions with Professor Kesan to the College administration. Their 
collective complaints included allegations of Professor Kesan talking about his own sex life and 
his views on adultery, inquiring about the sex lives of others and their views on adultery, veiled 
references to masturbation, invitations to stay at his apartment in Chicago, touching one 
complainant on her thigh, repeated efforts to hug one complainant despite her clear aversion to 
such contact, advising one complainant that women should wear skirts when interviewing so as 
not to offend male interviewers, and failing to respect the complainants’ personal space. All three 
complainants maintained that their colleagues and peers over the years had reported similar 
inappropriate interactions with Professor Kesan.  
 
All three complainants, on the condition of anonymity, expressed a willingness to have ODEA 
investigate their claims of sexual harassment against Professor Kesan. Given the commonality and 
the numerosity of the complaints, ODEA decided to bypass informal resolution efforts in favor of 
formally investigating those complaints.  
 
As part of its investigation, ODEA interviewed the three complainants, Professor Kesan, and 
thirty-eight (38) witnesses. Those witnesses were comprised of eight (8) current students, four (4) 
former students, twenty-five (25) current or former faculty or staff members of the College, and 
one (1) individual who was unaffiliated with the College. Five of the witnesses were male. 
Collectively, witnesses portrayed Professor Kesan as someone who at times is overly friendly, 
verbose, and does not edit his thoughts before speaking. He tends to stand close to others when 
speaking with them, is oblivious to normal social cues (such as when someone is uncomfortable 
or in need of more personal space), and tests the boundaries of what is appropriate contact and 
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communication, but makes it a point to never blatantly cross the line. He engages in conversations 
of a personal and intimate nature that a reasonable person would know to be inappropriate for the 
workplace or with colleagues, which causes others to be uncomfortable and to avoid further 
interactions with him. Professor Kesan has developed a negative reputation among many of the 
College’s female faculty members, which has prompted a number of female faculty members to 
warn junior female faculty members and female law students to avoid certain interactions with 
him. 
 
Although I am unable to conclude, based upon my review of the evidence, that Professor Kesan’s 
actions constitute sexual harassment or sexual misconduct as defined by University policy, his 
actions certainly have made the working and teaching environment uncomfortable for a countless 
number of female colleagues and students. Through his actions, Professor Kesan, in my opinion, 
has violated the spirit of the University’s policies prohibiting sexual harassment and sexual 
misconduct and has clearly violated the University’s Code of Conduct. That Code requires 
employees of the University to conduct themselves in a manner that will maintain and strengthen 
the public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of the University and take no actions incompatible 
with their obligations to the University.  In fulfilling that obligation, employees are expected to 
treat others with civility and decency.  The manner in which Professor Kesan has interacted with 
certain female colleagues and law students can be deemed neither civil nor decent.  Because 
Professor Kesan has violated the Code of Conduct and likely will continue to disrupt the working 
and teaching environment of the College unless appropriate action is taken, I recommend that, at 
a minimum, Professor Kesan be required to undergo sexual harassment training and professional 
coaching and have a copy of this report and all related documents placed in his permanent 
personnel file so that they may be considered whenever he is being considered for possible 
promotions, merit increases, awards, recognitions, or other employment related matters. The 
remainder of this report offers more details regarding the investigation and ODEA’s findings and 
recommendations. 

 
II. Background and Allegations 

 
A. Interviews of the Individual Complainants 
 

Complainant Number1 
 

Based on the allegations reported to Dean Sharpe and relayed to this office, ODEA contacted each 
individual identified by the College as a possible complainant. ODEA contacted Complainant No. 
1, a former law student, on or around July 20, 2015 and met with her in early August 2015. 
Complainant No. 1 stated that she was first introduced to Professor Kesan as a student in his class. 
As with all of her professors, she invited Professor Kesan to have lunch with her as part of the 
College’s initiative encouraging students to meet with their professors in more casual settings. 
Complainant No. 1 recounted that her lunch conversation with Professor Kesan initially was 
unremarkable and consistent with her lunch meetings with her other professors. She discussed her 
career interests with Professor Kesan, to which he responded by noting the importance of working 
hard and by conveying that he had graduated first in his law school class at Georgetown University. 
Professor Kesan maintained that this achievement resulted from him studying eight hours each day 
without a social or dating life. Complainant No. 1 reported that soon thereafter Professor Kesan 
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shared that conversations with his friends always revolved around “who got laid.” Allegedly, 
Professor Kesan proceeded to inform Complainant No. 1 that he had to rely on “self-help” because 
he is only human, which she construed, given the context, to refer to masturbation. Because the 
remark made her feel uncomfortable, she ignored the comment and steered the conversation in a 
different direction.  
 
Notwithstanding her discomfort with his comment, Complainant No. 1 continued to interact with 
Professor Kesan by email and by periodically inviting him to lunch because she valued his insight 
and guidance. She reported that, on one occasion while they were eating lunch in his office, 
Professor Kesan asked her why she was not eating much, to which she replied that she tends not 
to eat much during finals.  Professor Kesan purportedly responded by rubbing her thigh and 
advising her not to worry about exams. Feeling uncomfortable, Complainant No. 1 ended the 
conversation and left Professor Kesan’s office.  
 
Because she wanted to further her own career interests, Complainant No. 1 continued to 
communicate and meet with Professor Kesan while she was in law school. Complainant No. 1  
initially was uncertain as to whether Professor Kesan’s conduct was illegal, or instead, an accepted 
part of the College’s culture given that it was well known within the College that a senior staff 
member was dating a law student.  Complainant No. 1 maintains that it was only after she discussed 
her experiences involving Professor Kesan at a lunch with another professor that she realized that 
his words and actions exceeded the appropriate boundaries for a professor-student relationship. 
During the lunch, the other professor encouraged her to report the incidents to the College’s 
administration, which ultimately resulted in Dean Sharpe contacting ODEA.  
 
Complainant No. 1 also noted that she had discussed the incidents involving Professor Kesan with 
three other law students.  While one law student indicated that she had not had any uncomfortable 
interactions with Professor Kesan, due in part to a male professor advising her early on to avoid 
Professor Kesan, the other two students conveyed to her in separate conversations that Professor 
Kesan purportedly inquired about their dating lives when they met with him to discuss intellectual 
property, and one of the students added that Professor Kesan proceeded to tell her that women 
want to date him because of his wealth.  Following these conversations, Complainant No. 1 ceased 
communicating with Professor Kesan and sought to avoid him for the remainder of her time in law 
school. 
 
On or about September 23, 2015, Complainant No. 1 informed ODEA that she wanted to pursue 
allegations of sexual harassment against Professor Kesan, but only if she could do so without being 
a named complainant.  

 
Complainant Number 2 
 
Based on information provided by Dean Sharpe, ODEA contacted and met with Complainant No. 
2, a former faculty member of the College, in July 2015. Complainant No. 2 reported that Professor 
Kesan invited her to lunch shortly after she joined the faculty and purportedly asked her personal 
questions during lunch that she found to be both inappropriate and unrelated to their conversation. 
Specifically, Complainant No. 2 alleged that Professor Kesan sought her opinion about adultery 
and then shared that he thought it was fine as long as it is kept secret by the parties. Complainant 
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No. 2 also maintained that, shortly after she joined the faculty, Professor Kesan routinely tried to 
hug her whenever she encountered him.  According to Complainant No. 2, during her first couple 
of years at the College, Professor Kesan repeatedly invited her to his apartment in Chicago and out 
for drinks despite making it clear to him that she was not interested in either offer. While 
Complainant No. 2 acknowledged that Professor Kesan is known as someone who likes to stand 
close to you when he is speaking, she maintained his interactions with her and others went beyond 
that. Over time, Complainant No. 2 became more uncomfortable interacting with Professor Kesan 
and more assertive in her response to his advances. Ultimately, she stopped responding to his email 
invitations to go to lunch and began avoiding him altogether. Eventually, Professor Kesan’s efforts 
to communicate with her ceased. 
 
Complainant No. 2 shared her interactions involving Professor Kesan with several colleagues both 
within and outside the College. In response, several of her colleagues raised assorted contentions 
about Professor Kesan, including contentions that other faculty members were having issues with 
him, that he was prohibited from traveling with female staff based on prior inappropriate behavior, 
that he was overheard inviting a group of women at a College-sponsored event to his Chicago 
apartment, that he invited a female professor from another academic institution to his Chicago 
apartment when they attended a conference together, and that he had made a pass at a non-tenured 
professor at another academic institution he was visiting. 
 
Based upon these conversations and her own experiences with Professor Kesan, Complainant No. 
2 began to advise new female faculty members to avoid Professor Kesan. Even though she found 
his behavior to be inappropriate and was concerned, and continues to be concerned, about him 
advising female students, Complainant No. 2 did not initially pursue a formal complaint against 
Professor Kesan out of fear that it may affect her professional career.  Because that fear has 
continued to persist, Complainant No. 2 elected on or about September 22, 2015 to participate in 
this investigation as an anonymous complainant.     
 
Complainant Number 3 
 
On or about August 12, 2015, ODEA met with Complainant No. 3, a former faculty member, who 
reported that Professor Kesan made inappropriate remarks to her when they met for dinner to 
discuss the academic job market. According to Complainant No. 3, their conversation was 
professional in the beginning, but Professor Kesan gradually began asking personal questions and 
making similarly personal comments, despite her repeated attempts to keep the conversation 
professional. Professor Kesan purportedly inquired about whether she would discuss her romantic 
relationships with colleagues, her relationship status, her sexual practices, and her living habits, 
and also intimated about his sex life and his sexual fantasies. During their conversation, Professor 
Kesan also reportedly advised her to wear skirts when applying for jobs so as not to offend older 
male interviewers.  Because of her junior faculty status, Complainant No. 3 continued the dinner 
conversation with Professor Kesan, but sought thereafter to limit or avoid her interactions with 
him. 
 
In a later discussion with a male colleague regarding Professor Kesan’s comments about interview 
attire, the colleague shared with her that Professor Kesan has a reputation of being “touchy” and 
engaging in inappropriate conversations with female faculty members.  When she first started at 
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student or colleague to wear a skirt to an interview. 
 
Professor Kesan contends that the complainants’ allegations and the witnesses’ testimonies, 
discussed below, are without merit or lack appropriate context.  
 

C. Witness Interviews 
 

Witnesses of both genders maintained that Professor Kesan infringes on their personal space when 
talking to them to the point that some feel trapped by him in their encounters, seemingly pinning 
them against a wall or in a corner of a room.   This often has led to individuals trying to increase 
the space between themselves and Professor Kesan, only to have him continue to advance toward 
them throughout the conversation. Some believe that Professor Kesan is simply oblivious to 
normal social cues and body language that typically convey another’s discomfort with an unwanted 
conversation; others contend that he is well aware of his actions.  
 
Many of those interviewed also reported having conversations and/or interactions with Professor 
Kesan that were gender-based or of a sexual nature.  member of the College, 
for example, reported that Professor Kesan periodically would inquire about her relationship status 
and ask her how she was able to go without sex whenever she indicated that she was not in a 
relationship.   Another staff member recalled an occasion on which Professor Kesan seemed to be 
peering down her shirt while she was talking to him at her desk, to which she reacted by zipping 
up her sweater. She also noted that, to the extent possible, she tried to keep her conversations with 
Professor Kesan brief because he always invaded her personal space. Another individual 
maintained that Professor Kesan invited her to lunch when she joined the College’s faculty and 
during that lunch placed his hand on her knee, which she found to be both odd and uncomfortable.  
She also added that she, thereafter, made it a point not to be alone with him.  
 
A different faculty member reported that during a casual conversation with Professor Kesan in his 
office shortly after she started, he kept coming closer to her and asked her questions that made her 
feel uncomfortable, though she does not recall now the specifics of what was discussed. She vowed 
thereafter to never meet with him in his office again.  In addition, she reported that while talking 
to Professor Kesan at an out-of-town event, he asked her what she planned on doing during the 
visit and proceeded to tell her that he thought it was good to get away from one’s spouse. Given 
that both were traveling without their spouses, the conversation made her feel uncomfortable, so 
she promptly ended their conversation and left. She also added that she only talks to Professor 
Kesan in passing because he makes her feel uncomfortable by purportedly staring at her chest and 
other parts of her body while they are talking. 
 
Several other female witnesses, likewise, reported that they felt as though Professor Kesan looked 
at them inappropriately whenever he interacted with them. One former staff member reported that 
Professor Kesan always made a point to stop and talk to her in the hallway even though they did 
not have a close working relationship. During these conversations, Professor Kesan would flirt and 
leer at her, which made her uncomfortable. She also noted that he once invited her to his 
condominium in Chicago, which she felt was both disconcerting and unprofessional. Another 
faculty member reported that she always felt that Professor Kesan was assessing her sexual 
appearance. She reported that in a one-on-one conversation with him, Professor Kesan looked her 
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Professor Kesan seemed to repeatedly look at her in class and then asked one day after class why 
she seemed so withdrawn.  She, along with another student who had similar experiences with 
Professor Kesan, reported their respective interactions with Professor Kesan to the College 
administration, and subsequently, to the Provost’s office, in an effort to prevent other students 
from being subjected to similar conduct by him.  
  
Another former student, likewise, reported that she found her interactions with Professor Kesan 
uncomfortable and more physical than appropriate for a professor-student relationship. She 
maintained that Professor Kesan frequently touched her on her arm, shoulder, and back during 
conversations and would continue to come toward her whenever she sought to increase the space 
between them during conversations. On one occasion, after she accepted a lunch invitation from 
Professor Kesan, he drove her to and from the lunch with his hand on her knee, and during the 
lunch, he talked about his dating life, how women viewed him because of his status, and inquired 
about her dating life. She sought to minimize her interactions with Professor Kesan by emailing 
him any questions that she had about his class, but he would not respond to her emails. Instead, he 
would address her questions after class after all of the other students had left.  Professor Kesan 
continued to repeatedly invite her to coffee even after she was no longer in his class, which she 
always declined.  
 
A current student reported that Professor Kesan placed his hand on the small of her back as she 
was leaving his office, which she considered to be an unusual gesture from a professor and one 
that made her uncomfortable. Based on that encounter, she has made it a point to not meet with 
him alone. The student indicated that although she would like to conduct independent research in 
the area of intellectual property or cybersecurity, she is precluded from doing so because Professor 
Kesan is the only professor at the College who does research in those areas and she does not feel 
comfortable working with him independently. She also noted that other students with whom she 
has spoken have likewise had uncomfortable interactions with Professor Kesan.  

 
One College administrator reported that he was directed by a former member of the College 
leadership team to keep an eye on Professor Kesan at an event that both the administrator and 
Professor Kesan was attending. The administrator was specifically directed to watch Professor 
Kesan around female guests and to interfere if circumstances warranted. The administrator 
reported that before the event concluded, he had to interrupt a conversation between Professor 
Kesan and two to three female guests because the guests appeared to be cornered and 
uncomfortable. Since that event, whenever he attends an event at which Professor Kesan is present, 
he closely watches Professor Kesan’s interactions with women and their reactions to Professor 
Kesan, and intervenes when needed. 
 
 
III. Applicable Policies 

 
The complainants in this matter have alleged that Professor Kesan engaged in sexually harassing 
conduct. Based on the allegations as presented, this investigation invokes the Sexual Misconduct 
Policy and the University Code of Conduct and is investigated pursuant to the Policy and 
Procedures for Addressing Discrimination and Harassment at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign.  
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The Sexual Misconduct Policy defines sexual harassment as unwelcome sexual, sex-based, or 
gender-based conduct, whether verbal, written, electronic, and/or physical in nature that is either:  
 

(1) sufficiently severe or pervasive; (2) objectively offensive; and (3) unreasonably 
interferes with, denies, or limits a person’s ability to participate or benefit from educational 
and/or employment opportunities, assessments, or status at the University; or 
 
by a person having power or authority over another in which submission to such conduct 
is made explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of educational and/or employment 
opportunities, participation, assessments, or status at the University. Campus 
Administrative Manual §IX-B-6.  

 
The University’s power to act on allegations of sexual harassment is not, however, limited to cases 
where the actor’s conduct satisfies the very demanding standards established by case law and upon 
which the campus’ Sexual Misconduct Policy is predicated. This sexual harassment standard 
closely parallels the standard that would apply in a civil damages action against the University for 
sexual harassment. Thus, if the University could act only in cases where the actor’s conduct 
satisfied this standard, it would be powerless to intervene until the actor’s conduct had exposed 
the University to civil liability. Accordingly, conduct that falls short of the high standards required 
to find a violation of the Sexual Misconduct Policy will also be subjected to analysis under the 
University Code of Conduct. The Code of Conduct states that: 
 

Those acting on behalf of the University have a general duty to conduct themselves in a 
manner that will maintain and strengthen the public's trust and confidence in the integrity 
of the University and take no actions incompatible with their obligations to the University. 

With regard to professional conduct, those acting on behalf of the University should 
practice: 

• Integrity by maintaining an ongoing dedication to honesty and responsibility; 
• Trustworthiness by acting in a reliable and dependable manner; 
• Evenhandedness by treating others with impartiality; 
• Respect by treating others with civility and decency; 
• Stewardship by exercising custodial responsibility for University property and 

resources; 
• Compliance by following State and Federal laws and regulations and University 

policies related to their duties and responsibilities; 
• Confidentiality by protecting the integrity and security of university information such 

as student records, employee files, patient records, and contract negotiation 
documents. https://www.ethics.uillinois.edu/compliance/university_code_of_conduct.  

My responsibility, then, is to decide both (1) whether Professor Kesan’s alleged conduct satisfied 
either the campus’ definition of sexual harassment; and (2) whether Professor Kesan’s alleged 
conduct violated the University’s standards of professional conduct. In addressing both of these 
questions, I reviewed the evidence utilizing a preponderance of the evidence standard. A 
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preponderance of the evidence requires that the evidence supporting a finding is more convincing 
than the evidence to the contrary. 
 

 
IV. Analysis and Findings 

 
As noted, campus policy recognizes two different forms of sexual harassment, namely quid pro 
quo harassment and hostile environment harassment.  To establish quid pro quo harassment, the 
evidence must show that Professor Kesan used his power or authority as a professor to explicitly 
or implicitly condition work or educational opportunities, participation, assessment, or status for 
female colleagues and students on their submission to his conduct.  While one former faculty 
member maintained that she was advised once by a student that Professor Kesan propositions 
female students for sex in exchange for employment opportunities within the intellectual property 
law field, none of the three complainants or the witnesses offered any evidence to support this 
contention.  Because that claim was not substantiated and given the lack of other evidence, I cannot 
find that Professor Kesan engaged in quid pro quo harassment. I, therefore, will focus my analysis 
on whether Professor Kesan’s purported conduct created a hostile work or academic environment 
within the meaning of the applicable policies.  
         
For a hostile environment claim to be viable, the evidence must establish that the affected colleague 
or student was subjected to verbal or physical conduct because of her sex or gender, the conduct 
was unwelcome, and the conduct was sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of her 
environment and thereby create an objectively abusive work or academic environment.  A 
consistent theme among the claims raised by the three complainants, as well as in the testimony 
conveyed by the other witnesses, is that Professor Kesan makes female colleagues and students 
uncomfortable by engaging them in conversations and other conduct, both within and outside the 
College, that revolve around sexual comments, references, and innuendos (such as references to 
sexual relationships, sexual fantasies, adultery, and masturbation), comments about or looking at 
their bodies, physical touching (including hugs and touching of an individual’s thigh, knee, arm, 
or buttocks), or invitations to his apartment in Chicago.  Notwithstanding, Professor Kesan’s 
denials and his attempts to explain his conduct, I find that each of the three complainants were able 
to offer credible evidence establishing that they had been subjected to unwelcome verbal or 
physical conduct by Professor Kesan that was based upon their sex or gender.   
 
The more difficult question is whether the conduct experienced by each of the complainants was 
sufficiently severe or pervasive as to objectively alter their respective environments.  A claim of 
hostile work environment harassment cannot be supported through allegations of casual, isolated, 
or sporadic incidents.  While it is possible for a single action to give rise to a hostile work 
environment if that action is extraordinarily severe, generally a complainant must show that she 
was subjected to repeated, if not persistent acts of harassment.  Absent extraordinary severity, a 
complainant must show a series of incidents that were sufficiently continuous and concerted to 
have altered the conditions of her working or academic environment.  A complainant must show 
that she has been subjected to continued explicit propositions or sexual epithets or persistent 
offensive touchings. 
 
Although Professor Kesan’s interactions with each of the complainants were certainly 
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inappropriate, his interactions with Complainant Nos. 1 and 3 can best be described, given their 
duration, as isolated or sporadic incidents that were not severe enough to objectively alter the work 
or academic environment of either individual.  While Professor Kesan’s attempts to interact with 
Complainant No. 2 through repeated invitations to join him for drinks or to use his apartment in 
Chicago and through his multiple attempts to hug her over an extended period, these actions too, 
despite their longer duration, are insufficient by themselves to have objectively altered her work 
environment. As such, I must conclude that the statements and conduct attributed to Professor 
Kesan, while clearly objectionable and having no place in a workplace or academic setting, do not 
by themselves establish the severe or pervasive conduct needed to sustain a hostile work 
environment claim under the relevant policy.  
 
This conclusion is not altered by the fact that there are multiple complainants or that numerous 
witnesses have claimed to have experienced similar encounters with Professor Kesan.  To meet 
the demanding standards imposed under the law for establishing hostile environment harassment, 
an individual complainant must be able to show that the alleged harassment she experienced 
altered the conditions of her environment. The complainant must be able to show the offending 
behavior affected her directly; she cannot rely on rumor, hearsay, or the purported experiences of 
others to support her individual claim. 
 
While the conduct attributed to Professor Kesan does not meet the high standards needed to state 
a hostile environment harassment claim for individual complainants under University policy, the 
collective evidence gathered during the investigation revealed a pattern and practice by Professor 
Kesan of engaging female students and junior female colleagues in a manner that he knew or 
should have known would make them feel uncomfortable and was highly inappropriate for a 
workplace or academic setting. Through this conduct, Professor Kesan certainly violated the spirit 
of the University’s nondiscrimination policy, as well as its Code of Conduct.   
 
The University’s Code of Conduct requires employees and other representatives of the University 
to conduct themselves in a manner that will maintain and strengthen the public's trust and 
confidence in the integrity of the University and take no actions incompatible with their obligations 
to the University.  In fulfilling that obligation, employees are expected to treat others with civility 
and decency.  Engaging female students and colleagues in unwelcome conduct that is replete with 
sexual references, connotations, and innuendos and unwanted touching can be deemed neither civil 
nor decent. Such conduct also deviates dramatically from the professional standards and 
responsibilities expected of professors as reflected within the policy statements and guidance 
issued by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).3 
 
 
V. Conclusion 
 
Even though Professor Kesan may not have engaged in conduct with respect to any one individual 
that rose to the level of actionable harassment under the campus’ Sexual Misconduct Policy, he 
has taken advantage of his status as a professor to create an uncomfortable work or academic 
environment for a number of female colleagues and students by injecting unwarranted and 

                                                           
3 See the AAUP’s Statement on Professional Ethics.  
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unwelcome references to sex, as well as unwanted invitations, touching, and ogling, into his 
interactions with them.  Because such conduct is inconsistent with the standards expected of 
College professors as articulated by the University’s Code of Conduct and reiterated by the AAUP 
in its Statement on Professional Ethics, I recommend that the following actions be implemented in 
an effort to bring this conduct to an end and to restore civility and decency in the work and 
academic environment: 
 

• Conduct in-person training for all College faculty and staff on reporting sexual harassment 
and other forms of sexual misconduct; 

• Incorporate written information on how to report incidents of sexual harassment and other 
forms of sexual misconduct into the orientation process for new College faculty and staff;  

• Incorporate written information on how to report incidents of sexual harassment and other 
forms of sexual misconduct into the orientation process for incoming College students;  

• Send an annual communication to the entire College community affirming the College’s 
commitment to maintaining an environment free from discrimination and harassment and 
its commitment to respond to all reports of discrimination or harassment.  

• Post updated reporting resources and information throughout the College; 
• Require Professor Kesan to undergo sexual harassment training and professional coaching;  
• Permanently place a copy of this report and all related documents in Professor Kesan’s 

department and campus personnel files so that they may be considered in assessing future 
employment actions relating to him, such as opportunities for promotion, administrative 
positions, endowed chair or professor positions, awards, recognitions, or other employment 
related matters; and    

• Review the matter with Academic Human Resources so as to determine what employment 
action may be taken against Professor Kesan under the applicable policies and procedures 
for the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and the University of Illinois System. 
 

This report represents ODEA’s final and complete investigation of this matter. Pursuant to the 
campus’ Policies and Procedures for Addressing Discrimination and Harassment at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, the Dean of the College of Law shall submit a 
response to this report and its recommendations within twenty-eight (28) calendar days of 
receiving it. Thereafter, either party will have fourteen (14) calendar days to appeal ODEA’s and 
the Dean’s decisions.  

 
This report is deemed to be private and confidential. It is not to be shared or circulated to 
others except as necessary for implementing recommendations. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

Kaamilyah Abdullah-Span, EdM, J.D.     
Senior Associate Director 
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