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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
JOHN DOE,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 v.              Case No. 3:21-cv-201-DPJ-FKB 
 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI MEDICAL 
CENTER, GERALD CLARK, PhD., in his  
individual capacity, LORETTA  
JACKSON-WILLIAMS, M.D., PhD., in her  
individual capacity, KATIE MCCLENDON,  
Pharm.D., in her individual capacity, MARK  
RAY, in his individual capacity, and  
LOUANN WOODWARD, M.D., in her 
official capacity 
 
  Defendants. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Plaintiff John Doe1 (hereinafter referred to as “Plaintiff”), as and for his complaint against 

Defendants the University of Mississippi Medical Center (“UM” or “UMMC”), Gerald Clark, 

PhD., (“Clark”), Loretta Jackson-Williams, M.D., PhD., (“Williams”), Katie McClendon, 

Pharm.D. (“McClendon”), Mark Ray (“Ray”), and LouAnn Woodward, M.D., (“Woodward”) 

(hereinafter collectively referred to as “Defendants”), respectfully alleges as follows: 

THE NATURE OF THE ACTION 

1. This action arises out of an egregious injustice against Plaintiff, a Black male, 

through UMMC’s discriminatory, biased and unjust professionalism and Title IX sexual 

 
1 Plaintiff has successfully moved to proceed by pseudonym in this matter. 
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misconduct processes, conducted by UMMC, through its agents, under a presumption of guilt and 

resulting in an erroneous outcome which destroyed Plaintiff’s well-earned reputation, good name 

and unlimited career potential. 

2. Plaintiff was a graduate student at UMMC, pursuing his M.D., with bright career 

prospects. However, these prospects were taken from him when he was wrongfully expelled 

because he dated a white woman, Jane Roe.  

3. Plaintiff was falsely accused of sexual misconduct against Roe, denied due process, 

presumed guilty without evidence, and physically assaulted by a group of white men who were 

"defending the honor" of the woman.  

4. Without sufficient evidence, the University wrongfully expelled Plaintiff for vague 

allegations of “unprofessional behavior” and then attempted to retroactively justify said bogus 

dismissal through a flawed and biased Title IX investigation for the same alleged conduct.  

Notably, Plaintiff was not given a hearing or opportunity to defend himself until after the 

determination had already been made in both disciplinary proceedings. 

5. The University’s biased Title IX investigator willfully overlooked patently false 

evidence to avoid discrediting Jane Roe, actively withheld evidence from Plaintiff, manipulated 

the evidence she did collect to malign Plaintiff and ignored Complainant’s nefarious motivation in 

filing a report to cover up her infidelity to her fiancé. 

6. When Roe made these false allegations, UM swiftly moved to take the actions 

necessary to remove a Black male from the program without due process. UM believed, supported 

and protected the Caucasian female Complainant at all costs.   
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7. As a result of Defendants’ imposition of the unwarranted, unconstitutional sanction 

of dismissal, Plaintiff has sustained economic injuries, the loss of exceptional educational and 

career opportunities and severe emotional distress. 

8. The investigation and adjudication of Jane Roe’s allegations were tainted by UM’s 

well-documented, deep-rooted racial animus, as well as gender bias. The latter bias, permeating 

Title IX prosecutions nationally, was exacerbated by federal and local pressure to protect female 

“victims” of sexual violence.  This pressure caused UM to reform policies to take a hard line 

against male students accused of sexual misconduct.  As a result, Plaintiff was twice deprived of 

a fair and impartial hearing with adequate due process protections, as mandated by the United 

States Constitution, for hearings that both resulted in Plaintiff’s dismissal from medical school. 

9. Plaintiff therefore brings this action to obtain relief based on claims for violations 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, violation of Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, 

violations of Fourteenth Amendment Procedural and Substantive Due Process as well as the Equal 

Protection Clause. 

THE PARTIES 

10. Plaintiff is a natural person and a resident of the state of Mississippi. 

11. Defendant University of Mississippi Medical Center, the health sciences campus of 

University of Mississippi located in Jackson, Mississippi, which houses the School of Medicine, 

is the state’s only academic health science center. 

12. Defendant Gerald “Jerry” Clark is a natural person and, at all times relevant herein, 

was the Associate Dean for Student Affairs at University of Mississippi School of Medicine.  On 

information and belief, Clark is a resident of Mississippi. 
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13. Defendant Loretta Jackson-Williams is a natural person and, at all times relevant 

herein, was the Vice Dean at University of Mississippi School of Medicine.  On information and 

belief, Williams is a resident of Mississippi. 

14. Defendant Katie McClendon is a natural person and, at all times relevant herein, 

was the lead Title IX Investigator in the instant matter, and also serves as the Associate Dean of 

Student Services at the University of Mississippi School of Pharmacy.  On information and belief, 

McClendon is a resident of Mississippi. 

15. Defendant Mark Ray is a natural person and, at all times relevant herein, was an 

associate attorney in University of Mississippi Medical Center general counsel’s office. On 

information and belief, Ray is a resident of Mississippi. 

16. Defendant LouAnn Woodward is a natural person and, at all times relevant herein, 

was the Vice Chancellor for Health Affairs at UMMC  and Dean of the University of Mississippi 

School of Medicine.  On information and belief, Woodward is a resident of Mississippi. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

17. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because the 

federal law claims arise under the Constitution and laws of the United States and presents a federal 

question.   

18. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant UMMC on the ground that it 

is conducting business within the state of Mississippi. 

19. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Clark on the ground that he 

was employed by University of Mississippi Medical Center as Associate Dean for Student Affairs 

at all relevant times herein. 
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20. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Williams on the ground that 

she was employed by University of Mississippi Medical Center as Vice Dean at all relevant times 

herein. 

21. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant McClendon on the ground that 

she was employed by the University of Mississippi School of Pharmacy as Associate Dean of 

Student Services at all relevant times herein. 

22. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Ray on the ground that he was 

employed by the University of Mississippi Medical Center as general counsel at all relevant times 

herein. 

23. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant Woodward on the ground that 

she was employed by the University of Mississippi Medical Center as Vice Chancellor for Health 

Affairs and Dean of the School of Medicine at all relevant times herein. 

24. Venue is proper in the Southern District of Mississippi pursuant to and 28 U.S.C. § 

1391(b)(2) because the events giving rise to Plaintiff’s claims occurred in this judicial district and 

division. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL CLAIMS 

I. CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

A. Plaintiff Attends UMMC to Fulfill His Promise to Jackson, Mississippi 
 

25. Plaintiff is a native of Jackson, Mississippi, the son of a Lieutenant Colonel in the 

United States Army. From a young age, his loving family instilled in him the pillars of education 

and professionalism which he has carried with him throughout his time at UMMC.  He came to 

UMMC to serve his hometown as a treatment provider and to serve as an inspiration for others in 

his community to rise above a system not traditionally designed for their success.  
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26. Prior to matriculating at UMMC, Plaintiff graduated from an elite college with 

honors and was selected as a Civic Engagement Scholar for his desire to improve the health of 

communities, evidenced by his altruistic efforts like bringing health screenings to the campus for 

the first time. 

27. After graduation, Plaintiff took further steps toward his lifelong dream of providing 

quality healthcare to his hometown community and was accepted to the UMMC Master of Science 

in Biomedical Science Program, where he graduated at the top of his class with a 3.94 GPA. 

28. Plaintiff quickly proved himself to be the leader UMMC recognized when they 

rewarded his integrity and accomplishments with a six-figure scholarship.   

29. He was well-liked by a diverse group of his male and female classmates, many of 

whom were witnesses UMMC’s SMIT unit would later refuse to interview during their sham 

investigation.  

30. Nonetheless, Plaintiff’s classmates recognized him as a true professional, who 

improved the classroom learning experience for his peers, took immense pride in his work, 

remained committed to improving the lives of others and treated everyone with respect. 

31. Plaintiff’s diverse group of physician mentors in the UMMC community similarly 

respect him for his professionalism, dedication to excellence and the calm, compassionate manner 

he utilized to comfort and care for his patients, and their family members.  

32. In addition to his typically stellar academic performance, Plaintiff found time to 

organize a bible study group on the UMMC campus with his church community.   

33. He was selected for leadership positions within the neurology specialty interest 

group and the student wellness group.  
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34.  Plaintiff, in his short time at UMMC, established himself as a rising star in the 

School of Medicine. 

35. Plaintiff, as a Black male from Jackson, presented to UMMC with a unique 

opportunity to serve his beloved community, as well as underserved populations in the Jackson 

area.  More importantly, Plaintiff was able to act as a source of pride and hope for his neighbors.  

In his brief time at UMMC, he was the joyful recipient of many smiles, well wishes and explicit 

“thanks” for his important, prominent role at UMMC. 

36. Ultimately, Plaintiff was punished for being a Black man who dated a white 

woman.   

B. Plaintiff’s Relationship with Complainant and the Initial Injustice 
 

37. Unfortunately, Plaintiff became was pursued by the wrong white woman, Jane Roe. 

Plaintiff and Roe engaged in a consensual, romantic relationship from January 2019 to April 2019, 

in which the first-year medical students grew close, shared emotional, intimate conversations and 

engaged in consensual physical, sexual contact. 

38. The intimacy was complicated by the fact that Complainant was engaged to another 

man throughout the pendency of her liaison with Plaintiff.   

39. Plaintiff and Complainant began their friendship on January 7, 2019, the beginning 

of the second semester of their first year of medical school, when Complainant changed seats to 

sit next to Plaintiff in their class. 

40. The pair grew close over the Spring 2019 semester, from January through early 

April, first as friends and then, later, as intimate partners. 

41. Complainant sat next to Plaintiff in classes, then enjoyed private study sessions, 

attended social events and shared many a meal together during this time. Their extensive text 
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communications, over multiple devices and platforms contained intimate conversations, flirting 

and deeply personal revelations. 

42. Complainant informed Plaintiff that she was engaged to be married, however she 

would often discuss her desire for extramarital relations, volunteer details of her sexual 

experiences with other men and engage in consensual sexual acts with Plaintiff during study 

sessions and sleepovers. 

43. Plaintiff and Complainant frequently partook in consensual sexual acts into late 

March of 2019.  Their intimate exchanges included details of sexual encounters, closely held fears 

and insecurities as well as the aforementioned flirtatious exchanges, which occurred both in-person 

and through electronic communications. 

44. While text messaging was their primary means of electronic communication, they 

also communicated via electronic messaging on social media and video chat via FaceTime. 

45. Complainant told Plaintiff, on numerous occasions, that she wanted to leave her 

fiancé; Plaintiff and Complainant also discussed being in a relationship beyond their physical 

intimacy. 

46. Plaintiff, for his part, was clearly taken with Complainant, as he often took her out 

for coffee, meals and other dates, purchased her occasional gifts, including upon Complainant’s 

request, and often drove her around Jackson. 

47. When they were together, Complainant was often the aggressor; she flirted 

excessively and frequently initiated sexual contact with Plaintiff. 

48. Complainant would then grow guilty, insecure and/or frustrated with her own 

infidelity and, in response, threaten Plaintiff, argue with Plaintiff and bully him. 
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49. Plaintiff often served as Complainant’s confidante/therapist and, later on, as her 

punching bag when she would lash out on him with abusive or insulting text messages, presumably 

due to feelings of guilt and insecurity. 

50. Complainant would typically apologize for her erratic behavior shortly after her 

electronic communication tirades, and often informed Plaintiff he did nothing wrong, whilst 

proclaiming she needed to be accountable for her own actions. 

51. Complainant sent multiple text messages in March, and early April 2019, in which 

she informed Plaintiff she wanted to be friends or avoid the “complicated” parts of their 

relationship.  Plaintiff would repeatedly inform Complainant that he was happy being “friends” 

and act in accordance with these wishes; however, Complainant would engage in flirtatious, and/or 

sexual behavior, to entice Plaintiff to reciprocate after the text exchange. 

52. All of the aforementioned patterns and communications were memorialized in text 

messages Plaintiff preserved and provided to UMMC during the subject Title IX investigation. 

53. Complainant struggled with her infidelity and, in early April 2019, was overcome 

with feelings of guilt for cheating on her fiancé. 

54. As a result, Complainant made egregious, false allegations of sexual assault and 

sexual harassment against Plaintiff.  She did so to cut off her relationship with him, get him kicked 

out of school and prevent people, including her fiancé, from finding out about her transgressions. 

55. Complainant could not stop her desire for a physical relationship with plaintiff and 

could not stop pursuing him. Therefore, having him removed from school would eliminate her 

problem of self-control and untruthfulness to her fiancé.  

56. Complainant embarked on a smear campaign against Plaintiff, spreading rumors of 

her egregious false allegations to her friends at UMMC. 
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57. On April 8, 2019, two of complainant’s classmates presented to Defendant Clark’s 

office on complainant’s behalf (to support her fabricated allegations against Plaintiff): her fiancé’s 

friend, Sam G. (“Sam”), and Karam R. (“Karam”) (collectively referred to as “Clark’s barricade”).  

58. Notably, Clark was a personal advisor to Complainant for over seven months before 

April 2019 through the Academic Achievement Program, which was for medical students who 

struggled with the rigors of the program in the fall semester. As a result, Clark was compromised 

with a glaring conflict of interest which warranted an immediate, absolute recusal from the matter. 

Instead, he involved himself in every step of Complainant’s false plot to do away with Plaintiff in 

order to avoid responsibility for her infidelity.  

59. Sam and Karam informed Clark of Complainant’s (false) accusations that Plaintiff 

made unwanted sexual advances in March 2019 and sexually harassed her in April 2019. While 

spreading her vicious rumors, however, Complainant, of course, left out the details of her and 

Plaintiff’s months-long romantic relationship and intimate friendship which lasted until early 

April.   

60. Upon hearing the allegations, Clark, without first speaking to his mentee, 

contacting Plaintiff or investigating the secondhand claims, feared for Complainant’s safety due 

to the fact that Plaintiff was a Black male, and arbitrarily deputized Sam and Karam as 

Complainant’s personal bodyguards, directing them to form a barricade between her and Plaintiff.  

61. The following day, Complainant met with the UMMC Title IX coordinator Pamela 

Greenwood and her deputy coordinator, Chris Morgan, to formalize her lies in an official Title IX 

complaint.   

62. On April 11, 2019, Plaintiff, without yet being advised of the false and defamatory 

allegations against him, approached Complainant prior to their class starting.    
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63. Complainant was sitting behind the front row of desks in the lecture hall, and 

Plaintiff engaged in a calm, quiet and respectful conversation in which Complainant, for the first 

time, informed Plaintiff she was no longer interested in pursuing a friendship with him.  He did 

not sit next to her and stayed a respectful distance from Complainant throughout the interaction.  

64. The conversation concluded among the many student-eyewitnesses who were 

shuffling in and out of class. Notably, these eyewitnesses were never interviewed. Karam then 

approached Complainant and abruptly stated, “Let’s go to the Dean’s office.” 

65. Plaintiff observed Complainant leave, and then return with her newly deputized 

bodyguards, Clark’s barricade.  Plaintiff then went by himself to Clark’s office.  

66. Plaintiff calmly recounted his interaction with Complainant up to and including 

Karam’s aggressive intrusion into the exchange.  Plaintiff informed Clark that he and Complainant 

would no longer pursue a friendship. 

67. As he returned to class, amid suspicious, and antagonistic glares from Clark’s 

barricade, Plaintiff received a text from his good friend and confidante, “Sara.”   

68. Sara urged him to return to tell Clark of the romantic aspect of their relationship, 

because she was rightfully suspicious of Complainant’s adulterous behavior. 

69. Plaintiff also spoke with his close friend, “Rachael,” who provided similarly sage 

advice and support.  

70. Plaintiff, alarmed by the glares of Sam and Karam, took his friends’ advice and 

returned to Clark’s office for a second conversation.  Plaintiff informed Clark of the romantic 

relationship, and explained he wanted to give Clark the complete, nuanced picture.   

71. Notably, Clark never told Plaintiff that an official Title IX complaint had been made 

against him, or that, as part of a story as old as the University’s racism, Clark directed Sam and 
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Karam to keep an eye on Plaintiff and protect the “innocent” white woman from the threatening 

Black man.    

72. After leaving Clark’s office, Karam and Sam accosted Plaintiff in the hallway 

outside his classroom. Karam insulted Plaintiff; he called him “weak”, “scared” and “soft.” 

Plaintiff informed Clark’s barricade that they were misinformed and attempted to walk back into 

the classroom to diffuse the situation.  

73. The drama continued as Sam proceeded to block Plaintiff’s entry to the classroom. 

Plaintiff attempted to peacefully avoid the hostile, improperly emboldened students, but Sam 

forcefully pushed Plaintiff against the wall, causing a large noise overheard in two lecture halls.    

74. Karam then approached Plaintiff from behind and applied a wrestling submission 

hold.  He pulled Plaintiff’s arms up behind his head and attempted to pull him into the hallway.  

Plaintiff was thrown to the ground.  After being attacked by Clark’s barricade, Plaintiff, anxious 

and afraid, stepped outside to call his mother and calm down. 

75. While standing outside an entrance to the academic building, after being attacked 

by his fellow students, Plaintiff was next approached by UMMC campus police, Officer Alford 

and Sargent Jenkins, who demanded Plaintiff’s name, role at UMMC, and identification.   

76. The campus police also felt it was necessary to pat the model medical student down, 

in front of his mother, who had come down to campus to support her loving son, an enduring 

source of pride to his family and the community, after he was attacked by Clark’s barricade.  

77. Unfortunately, there would be no consequences for the attack by Clark’s barricade.  

Clark, for his part, was far more concerned with protecting himself and his mentee’s, the 

Complainant’s, fabrication.  
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78. Clark then arrived at the scene he helped create with his bias, and immediately 

directed campus police to remove Plaintiff from campus without providing even minimal due 

process procedures enumerated in the UMMC student handbook. Clark threatened Plaintiff with 

dismissal from UMMC and arrest should he return to campus. Notably, at this point Plaintiff had 

still not been advised that there was a Title IX complaint against him. Plaintiff was baffled by this 

action. 

79. Clark, in an effort to conceal his biases, prejudice and clear conflict of interest, 

would later allege he felt Plaintiff was a “safety risk” and danger to the community, despite the 

fact that Sam and Karam were the ones that assaulted Plaintiff. Significantly, Sam and Karam, 

who are on information and belief, Caucasian males, were not disciplined for assaulting Plaintiff.   

80. Not only did Clark display his racial animus in his arbitrary disciplinary decisions, 

but he went so far as to suppress video surveillance footage of Sam and Karam’s attack on Plaintiff 

in order to cover up the fact that Plaintiff had done nothing wrong. 

81. Likewise, Clark instituted a unilateral “gag order,” directing Plaintiff not to speak 

with anyone from the campus community, which prevented Plaintiff from recruiting some of the 

exculpatory eyewitnesses to aid in his defense. Neither Complainant nor Clark’s barricade were 

directed to cease their communications.  Gag orders are specifically forbidden under Title IX 

Regulations. 

82. Thus, enabled by Clark, Complainant, Sam, and Karam engaged in an extensive 

smear campaign, defaming Plaintiff prior to, throughout and after the subject school discipline.  

Frequently contradicting themselves, the white students were empowered to declare a multitude 

of lies as truth, with the administration taking their shifting stories at face value.   
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83. Sadly, April 11, 2019, was Plaintiff’s last day in the medical school at UMMC, as 

his noble dreams of serving his community came crashing down under suspicious circumstances 

that could only be created by conflicted, biased administrators with nefarious motives.   

 

C. Professionalism Charges Adjudicated Covertly Resulting in Unjust 
Expulsion by Conflicted Dean Williams 
 

84. On April 16, 2019, Plaintiff received a letter from Defendant Williams advising 

Plaintiff that the Dean’s Council met, in violation of UMMC’s policies, without notice to Plaintiff, 

and decided to dismiss him for alleged repeated instances of unprofessional behavior. 

85. Notably, Williams, prior to dismissing Plaintiff, explicitly told others she “hated” 

Plaintiff. She was overheard making additional derogatory comments about him by multiple 

witnesses on separate occasions.  

86. There was a complete lack of due process prior to Plaintiff’s dismissal. The Dean’s 

Council, consisting of Defendants Clark, Williams and LouAnn Woodward, Vice Chancellor and 

Dean of the School of Medicine (“Woodward”), relied on unsupported, defamatory allegations to 

dismiss Plaintiff without investigating the claims, serving formal notice of the charges or providing 

Plaintiff with a meaningful opportunity to defend himself.   

87. As stated in Williams’ letter, the Council relied on complainant’s lies and a 2018 

email from UMMC employee Emma Liston alleging admittedly innocuous touching, which, 

notably, Clark previously brushed off and informed Plaintiff that it was ‘not a big deal.’2   

 
2 Liston complained of Plaintiff’s inadvertent touching of her arm in an elevator and classroom, but noted 
it was ‘quite possible’ Plaintiff was unaware of the allegedly offending conduct.  When Clark briefly 
mentioned Liston’s emailed allegations to Plaintiff, he explicitly stated, “I don’t want you to be concerned.  
This isn’t something you should worry about.  I, too, have to watch myself to avoid people getting the 
wrong idea.” 
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88. Plaintiff had no knowledge of the allegations that were considered by the Dean’s 

Council and had no opportunity to defend himself. 

89. The arbitrary and capricious decision of the Dean’s Council reeked of ulterior 

motives, conflicts of interest and the abhorrent racism. 

90. Notably, that same day, Plaintiff was notified for the first time of the Title IX 

complaint against him, only after he had already been dismissed from the University.  

91. After receiving the April 16, 2019 dismissal letter, Plaintiff attempted to obtain 

information about the unwarranted dismissal, after his colleagues inquired about the omnipresent, 

loud character assassination and the professional death sentence executed by Clark and Williams.  

Plaintiff’s classmates heard rumors which were broadcast from the bowels of social media to the 

Jackson campus by complainant and the emboldened, deputized barricade, as well as their friends 

and associates.   

92. Clark refused to speak with Plaintiff after banning him from campus, and further 

directed Plaintiff that he could not speak to anyone within the school community via a gag order 

to prevent access to the numerous eyewitnesses and exculpatory evidence relevant to his defense.   

93. Williams only spoke to Plaintiff after multiple unanswered calls, between April 11, 

2019, and April 16, 2019, and even then, she provided unabashed lies and bureaucratic 

equivocation.   

94. Plaintiff inquired why he was dismissed, while the students who accosted him, Sam 

and Karam, received no consequences for their unprovoked attack.   

95. Williams claimed the April 11, 2019 assault was not the reason for the dismissal, 

but rather that the dismissal was based on Complainant’s allegations, as well as the aforementioned 

innocuous allegation by Liston.  
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96. Incredibly, Williams also stated, incorrectly, she was not responsible for 

investigation of the professionalism claims, because “that is not what we do in the school.”  She, 

again, claimed the dismissal was “preliminary,” and further admitted she dismissed him without 

due process. The admission was as damning as it was true.   

97. Williams successfully attempted to shift responsibility to campus police 

throughout, alleging they were investigating the matter. The police, however, actively avoided 

interviewing Plaintiff until after the April 16, 2019 dismissal by the Dean’s Council.  Notably, 

Plaintiff was unable to make a report with UMMC police about Sam and Karam’s assault on him 

prior to the Dean’s Council’s decision. He attempted to do so, however the campus police would 

not take a report until after the professionalism proceeding was appropriately fixed by Williams 

and Clark.   

98. In reality there was no legitimate investigation done in this matter. This was a 

coordinated, willful sham process, because the outcome was preordained (dismissing the Black 

student who was dating the white female student).  

99. Plaintiff appealed the Dean’s Council’s decision, and Plaintiff was granted an 

appeal hearing, which took place on May 3, 2019. Notably, the night before the hearing, Plaintiff 

was, for the first time, provided with other unsubstantiated and provably false allegations from 

another student, A.M. McDonnell (“McDonnell”), that had been considered by the Dean’s Council 

in making the decision to dismiss Plaintiff.   

100. Additionally, Defendant Ray intentionally withheld relevant information 

concerning Sam and Karam’s assault until the last possible moment. He waited until approximately 

6 p.m. on May 2, 2019, the evening before the professionalism appeal panel, to email the 
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information to Plaintiff’s advisor, which included a responding officer’s report, Sam and Karam’s 

false statements to the police and emails to Clark.  

101. Ray’s provision of this information less than twenty-four hours before the hearing 

prevented Plaintiff from calling appropriate witnesses or collecting exculpatory evidence to refute 

the false allegations.  Plaintiff could not prepare a meaningful defense in under a day.  

102. Though Plaintiff had significant interests at stake on appeal (Plaintiff’s education, 

medical degree, six-figure scholarship, research grant, professional memberships, future and 

career prospects), he was further deprived of due process.  The presiding appeal panel included the 

same biased decisionmakers—the Dean’s Council—who wrongfully decided to dismiss Plaintiff 

initially.  He was not given appropriate notice of the hearing, full access to the evidence, the 

opportunity to call his own witnesses or, incredibly, the right to cross-examine the opposing, 

complaining witnesses.   

103. The professionalism appeal panel hearing was a mere formality as Clark and 

Williams, with the subordinate Dean, Norris, ensured no real evidence would thwart their plans to 

dismiss Plaintiff.  They rushed the dismissal, with full knowledge that Title IX was investigating 

the very same allegations proceeding before the panel and ignored video evidence that would have 

cleared Plaintiff.   

104. In addition to the lack of cross-examination of his accusers at the professionalism 

hearing, Plaintiff was prohibited from submitting evidence on his own behalf.  He provided over 

a dozen letters to Williams that were written by colleagues, students and physicians, attesting to 

his professionalism.  Williams willfully withheld this relevant evidence from the panel, much like 

she withheld the Plaintiff’s campus police report from the panel and ensured Plaintiff did not see 

any police reports against him until the night before the appeal panel hearing.  Despite this willful 
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lack of notice, and late disclosure to prevent a meaningful defense, Williams admitted the police 

reports against Plaintiff revealing her biased, wicked commitment to dismissing him.   

105. Defendant Williams admitted there was no investigation performed by UMMC 

prior to Plaintiff’s dismissal.  The Dean’s Council simply believed the white female complainants, 

with the false narrative bolstered by Clark. Williams could barely hide her own disdain, and clear 

bias, when she admitted her own statements to the professionalism panel.  She disingenuously 

criticized Plaintiff’s stellar academics and his interest in research grants3. 

106. Additionally, Defendant Ray’s colleague in the GC’s office, associate attorney Eric 

Hospodor (“Hospodor”), acted unprofessionally at the professionalism panel, slouching and 

sighing his way through the hearing, purposefully distracting Plaintiff with his overt disrespect. 

As associate counsel, Hospodor was in a prominent position, known by the panel members.   

107. Plaintiff lost the appeal, because Clark and Williams rubberstamped their own 

Dean’s Council decision dismissing Plaintiff from UMMC. 

108. As such, the UMMC conspirators, Williams and Clark, with the campus police at 

their disposal, accomplished their unconstitutional goal.  The professionalism appeal panel only 

reviewed police paperwork against Doe.  Plaintiff’s side of the story was therefore never 

investigated and, in fact, actively withheld from the appeal panel.   

 
3 In contrast to Williams’ critical comments about Plaintiff’s academics, the person she referred Plaintiff to 
meet with about academics, Dr. Penni Smith Foster (“Dr. Foster”), said that Plaintiff had some of the best 
study strategies that she had ever seen from anyone. Dr. Foster does not work in the Dean’s office; instead, 
she is an academic consultant, the director of the Office of Academic Affiliations, and a professor at the 
medical school. Dr. Foster had Plaintiff complete an assessment on study habits and email it to her. Dr. 
Foster provided this helpful information to Williams, yet Williams was still disingenuously critical of 
Plaintiff’s performance as a student. Further, Williams withheld Dr. Foster’s positive, objective assessment 
of Plaintiff’s academics and study habits from the professionalism panel. Williams ensured her own 
negative (and more subjective) remarks about Plaintiff’s academics and research interests prevailed.  
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109. The May 3, 2019, professionalism appeal panel was a farce till the end, and further 

insult to due process.  As a final indignity for Plaintiff, Williams refused to provide Plaintiff with 

the reasoning behind the professionalism appeal panel’s decision to uphold the dismissal.   

110. Williams likely struggled to do so because there was no reasoning to support their 

decision.  Similarly, there was no evidence, fairness or integrity, present in the Dean’s Council.  

The dishonorable deans controlled the Dean’s Council, with their glaring conflicts of interest, 

emboldened by the University’s history of cruel, unchecked racism.  

D. UMMC Police Participate in Deprivation of Plaintiff’s Constitutional 
Rights 
 

111. The campus police, for their part, actively avoided investigating the assault of 

Plaintiff, because UMMC wanted to control the investigation, or lack thereof.  Williams claimed 

the deans were relying on the police investigation, while the police claimed they were proceeding 

on the dean’s timeline.  The back and forth was orchestrated to delay taking Plaintiff’s report.   

112. Prior to Williams’ conspiring with the campus police to stall their investigation, 

and cease communications with Plaintiff until after his dismissal, the campus police engaged in a 

far-too-common interaction in this country, when they detained Plaintiff on April 11, 2019. 

113. As stated above, campus police detained Plaintiff on April 11, 2019, after he was 

assaulted by Clark’s barricade.  They seized Plaintiff, patted him down in front of his mother and 

then trespassed him out upon Clark’s instructions. 

114. The campus police officers, Officer Alford and Sergeant Jenkins, instantly believed 

Complainant, and Clark’s barricade, who were all white, like the responding officers and Clark.  

While Complainant, Sam and Karam were all offered police escorts to make them feel safe, the 

detaining officers warned Plaintiff, the only Black individual, he was not permitted to come onto 

campus.   
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115. As Officer Alford noted in his report on April 11, 2019, UMMC had three (3) 

cameras “in the area” where the assault occurred, and he further noted Sargent Jenkins would 

check the cameras.  Upon information and belief, the cameras were checked, the video revealed 

Plaintiff was the victim of the assault, the UMMC agents knew this, still proceeded against Plaintiff 

and willfully permitted the deletion of the exculpatory videos. 

116. The video was destroyed, even though Plaintiff repeatedly requested a copy of 

same.  

117. UMMC did not want to preserve the proof Plaintiff was assaulted by the white 

students, as it would prevent Title IX from generating the sham, unjust, process described further 

below.  The police did not allow Plaintiff to speak with them until after Williams pushed through 

the unconstitutional dismissal.  When Plaintiff was able to speak with an officer, after getting 

evidence against the students, a supervisor came in to shut down the interview.   

118. Williams was right when she told Plaintiff she provided no due process to him.  The 

same can be said for Clark, UMMC, in general, and the Title IX agents. 

119. The Title IX investigation, and a second sham hearing, were more of the same: an 

unjust mockery of due process.  

120. Plaintiff was sadly expelled on April 16, 2019, on the professionalism charges, but 

UMMC realized at least some investigation was needed to manufacture support for the 

unsupported dismissal of Plaintiff. 

E. The Title IX Sham Proceeding to Cover Up the Professionalism Farce  
 

121. Plaintiff was notified of Complainant’s Title IX complaint against him on April 16, 

2019, after he had already been dismissed from the University on professionalism grounds that 

had no merit. 
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122. As such, the University felt so strongly as to embark on a 4-month-long 

investigation and adjudication of the very same allegations that were already addressed in the 

professionalism proceeding. Notably, Plaintiff was not a “student” at the time the investigation 

was commenced, due to the fact that he had already been dismissed.   

123. The discrimination, however, was omnipresent at UMMC for Plaintiff, much as it 

has been for several decades.  While racial discrimination has a well-documented history at the 

University of Mississippi, Plaintiff was also subjected to the more recent phenomenon of gender 

bias by the Title IX team.  Members of Title IX, most notably Defendant McClendon, the assigned 

Title IX investigator on the case, her Sexual Misconduct Investigation Team (“SMIT”) and Title 

IX Director Pamela Greenwood (“Greenwood”), actively ignored Complainant’s ever-changing 

allegations, and obvious credibility concerns, to retroactively justify the professionalism dismissal 

and manufacture a second unconstitutional dismissal. 

124. Notably, McClendon was not fit for her role as an investigator because she is clearly 

biased against men. McClendon is a self-described “Feminist” according to her Twitter profile, 

and consistently established, through her words and actions, that she is incapable of serving as a 

neutral, unbiased investigator for sexual misconduct investigations involving a male and female.  

McClendon’s words and actions revealed her gender bias including, without limitation: 

a. McClendon does not take her role as a neutral sexual misconduct 
investigator seriously.  She laughed at Plaintiff on multiple occasions 
during the subject Title IX investigation, and showed a general 
indifference to providing a prompt, thorough and fair investigation in 
the instant matter.   

 
b. On November 13, 2014, McClendon tweeted that she “just learned 

hearings are needed within 60 days. 100% sure 2 years is greater than 
60 days.”  This tweet would prove unfortunately prescient as 
McClendon had no interest in adhering to the 60-day rule, or many of 
the rules in accordance with the Title IX policy.  She would later tell 
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Plaintiff his hearing would not take place expeditiously, with little 
concern, as she was going on vacation. 

 
c. McClendon has made numerous public statements, on her social media 

accounts, in which she defiantly supports the notion that all women who 
make accusations against men should be automatically believed, 
including a statement that she believed the women who accused Senator 
Al Franken. 

 
d. More troublingly, McClendon shared the statement “innocent until 

proven guilty is only for criminal convictions.”  The SMIT investigator 
should know, and receive training on the fact, that respondents are 
shielded with a presumption of innocence in Title IX matters, in 
accordance with applicable Title IX guidance and specifically under 
UMMC’s own sexual misconduct policy. 

 
e. McClendon performed in a production of the Vagina Monologues, a 

play by Eve Ensler that focuses on women empowerment. 
 

f. McClendon donates annually to the Mississippi Foundation for Women.  
As a former board member, she participates in the organization’s events 
and ensures, with Dr. Woodward, UMMC Office of Diversity and 
Inclusion is a corporate donor for the organization. 

 
g. McClendon informed Plaintiff that the Title IX process he suffered 

through was required as a condition of money the University received 
from the federal government. 

 
125. McClendon’s biases were on full display in the instant matter as she served as the 

lead investigator of the assigned SMIT and, as described further below, would also serve as the 

lead prosecutor at the Title IX appeal hearing, disregarding school policy in bringing the charges 

against Plaintiff on behalf of complainant. 

126. Upon information and belief, the Title IX matter was only brought, after Plaintiff 

was already expelled from campus, in order to retroactively justify and cover up for the farcical 

injustice of the professionalism panel. 

127. The top Title IX officer, Greenwood, ignored UMMC’s own protocols when she 

failed to immediately initiate a formal Title IX investigation.  Greenwood allegedly received the 
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complaint on April 8, 2019, from Clark, but did not commence her investigation until April 16, 

2019, when she notified Plaintiff that she was initiating a formal investigation.   

128. Moreover, Title IX refused to investigate, or even include the April 11, 2019 assault 

by Sam and Karam in the matter, or a separate disciplinary matter, despite including them as 

witnesses at the hearing. Like the professionalism panel, the administrators were keenly aware 

they were the assailants and unjustly intended to keep the punishment focused on Plaintiff. 

129. On April 23, 2019, Plaintiff first met with Greenwood and Associate General 

Counsel Ray.  The initial meeting with Title IX was not at UMMC, but at the law office of Thomas 

Whitfield, UMMC’s outside litigation counsel.  UMMC Police were also present at Whitfield’s 

law office to further intimidate Plaintiff. 

130. Greenwood and her counsel were unabashedly adversarial to Plaintiff.  Greenwood 

again deviated from UMMC policy and avoided disclosing complainant’s accusations to Plaintiff 

prior to this initial meeting.  

131. Defendant Ray began the conversation with an implied threat to intimidate Plaintiff.  

Ray asked Plaintiff’s advisor, Lawrence Blackmon, “Do you practice in criminal law, Lawrence?” 

Ray, with campus police officers seated nearby, was indicating that it would be necessary for 

Plaintiff to have criminal defense representation, in addition to an advisor for the Title IX 

investigation.  Associate General Counsel Ray willfully ignored the presumption of innocence 

purportedly protecting Plaintiff. 

132. Shortly after Ray made his threatening comments, the initial Title IX meeting was 

cut short by Plaintiff’s advisor because Greenwood was also blatantly adversarial, aggressive and 

coercive in her questioning of Plaintiff 
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133. Under UM’s sexual misconduct policy, Greenwood, as Title IX Coordinator, is 

required to be unbiased and neutral to all parties, including male respondents; she was also required 

to provide Plaintiff with notice of specific allegations against him at the initial meeting, which she 

failed to do in this matter. 

134. The initial meeting was, unfortunately, a good prognosticator for the remainder of 

the Title IX proceeding, as Plaintiff was presumed responsible throughout.  The biased 

investigators of the SMIT unit, led by McClendon, conducted a one-sided, controlled investigation, 

which favored the female complainant completely. 

135. The SMIT investigators met with complainant three times, as compared to 

Plaintiff’s one chance to provide his side of the story. 

136. Plaintiff appeared for his sole interview with McClendon on May 20, 2019. 

McClendon only focused on complainant’s fantastical claims of unwanted sexual advances from 

March 2019, which were so incredible and contradicted by extensive communications of the 

parties, that even the outwardly biased investigator could not find him responsible for same.   

137. Plaintiff was prevented, however, from discussing at length the sexual harassment 

claims for April 2019, for which he had similar exculpatory evidence and reasonable explanations 

to put certain communications in context.  

138. Plaintiff provided the investigators with the name of several witnesses, all of whom 

would support his defense.  McClendon did not interview a single witness Plaintiff requested. 

Conversely, McClendon interviewed all of the female complainant’s witnesses. 

139. McClendon also avoided conducting interviews of Liston and McDonnell, the two 

females Clark recruited, and Williams relied upon, for the professionalism panel determination.  

McClendon did not investigate the motives of Clark or his recruits.  

Case 3:21-cv-00201-DPJ-FKB   Document 51   Filed 04/25/22   Page 24 of 63



25 
 

140. McClendon exemplified all of the failings of the single-investigator model, as she 

was able to manipulate the proceedings throughout. She was wholly adversarial to Plaintiff and 

explicitly refused to interview a key eyewitness, Sara, named by Plaintiff as someone with first-

hand knowledge of the incidents in question. 

141. In late May 2019, when Plaintiff inquired as to how long the process would take, 

and noted the length of the investigation to date, McClendon simply shrugged him off, and told 

him she “was about to go on vacation and couldn’t help him with that.”  

142. On or around June 27, 2019, Plaintiff received notice that he was found responsible 

for sexual harassment for the alleged unwanted contact of complainant by Plaintiff in April of 

2019. Even the biased unit, however, was unable to find Plaintiff responsible for the physical 

sexual assaults as alleged by complainant in March 2019, because the evidence, namely text 

messages provided by Plaintiff, was overwhelmingly in Plaintiff’s favor, proving Complainant 

was untruthful. 

143. The responsibility determination was made without a hearing and without any 

opportunity for Plaintiff to defend himself.  Critically, Plaintiff had not even received the 

investigation report at the time he was found responsible for sexual harassment.  

144. On June 29, 2019, Plaintiff requested an appeal hearing in accordance with the Title 

IX policy of UMMC. 

145. On July 23, after two weeks of Plaintiff making repeated requests for information 

to prepare for the appeal hearing, Greenwood emailed Plaintiff stating “We are attempting to 

schedule the Hearing at a time that is convenient for all parties.  We anticipate the Hearing to be 

set in the middle of August. You will be given ample notice and time to review all relevant 

information.” Notably, “middle of August” was when the next school year was slated to start. The 

Case 3:21-cv-00201-DPJ-FKB   Document 51   Filed 04/25/22   Page 25 of 63



26 
 

unexplained delay was meant to preclude Plaintiff from continuing in his medical education, 

whether at UMMC or elsewhere. 

146. On August 7, 2019, nearly four months after the Title IX process began and only 

one week before the Title IX appeal hearing, Greenwood emailed Plaintiff information regarding 

the hearing and investigative report, with evidence.  This was Plaintiff’s first opportunity to see 

the SMIT investigative report and evidence, after he had already been found responsible several 

weeks earlier. 

147. Significantly, the report stated, for the first time, unbelievably detailed accusations 

of sexual assault and harassment. These accusations came from written statements that Greenwood 

requested Complainant, Sam, and Karam to write up and submit to her office after their interviews. 

The same was not asked of Plaintiff or his witnesses.  

148. However, Greenwood did not produce these written statements for the final report 

because they contained stark inconsistencies that could have been used to impeach witness 

credibility at the Title IX hearing. 

149. The Title IX appeal hearing was held August 15, 2019.  Much like the Title IX 

investigation, and the professionalism adjudication, the hearing was a biased, unjust affair in which 

Plaintiff’s rights were wholly ignored. 

150. The hearing consisted of a show of force to intimidate Plaintiff, who was offered 

no support services.  This intimidation tactic included the presence of two university associate 

attorneys, Ray and Hospodor, a paralegal, the Title IX hearing officer, three panelists, and the Title 

IX Director.  Upon information and belief, the hearing officer was UMMC’s outside counsel, Mr. 

Thomas Whitfield, who is not a university employee or Title IX administrator.  
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151. Whitfield was plainly unaware of proper Title IX protocols as he failed to maintain 

order and permitted the classless complainant to continuously make facial and hand gestures 

throughout the hearing which were disrespectful to Plaintiff.  Whitfield added his own disrespect 

to his client’s proceedings as he repeatedly mispronounced Plaintiff’s name throughout the 

hearing.  

152. Title IX Director Greenwood, for her part, oversaw the show of force and sham 

hearing.  She sat with the panelists and improperly advised them throughout the hearing.   

153. Plaintiff was present at the hearing, while complainant appeared via screen 

remotely from McClendon’s office in the School of Pharmacy.  Roe sat with both of her support 

people, one actual advisor assigned by UMMC and McClendon, who assumed the position of 

Complainant’s personal protector, advocate and prosecutor. 

154. Unbelievably, after already finding Plaintiff responsible for sexual harassment, 

McClendon was permitted to serve as both a ‘prosecutor,’ as fittingly labeled by Whitfield, and as 

one of Complainant’s advisors/representatives at the hearing. McClendon presented the matter to 

the Title IX appeal panel.   

155. McClendon controlled the investigation and hearing completely, considering, 

framing and manipulating evidence and witnesses in the light most favorable to the female 

complainant.  McClendon secured the conviction of Plaintiff by presenting her report to the Title 

IX panel, all while sitting with Complainant remotely.  McClendon then acted as Complainant’s 

advisor and support person, providing encouragement and cross-examining Roe’s witnesses.   
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156. McClendon’s conduct, much like that of the associate attorneys of the general 

counsel’s office, was unapologetically adversarial to Plaintiff.  She, along with Ray and Hospodor, 

influenced the panel members to believe Doe was the adverse party, and a danger, to UMMC.4  

157. Greenwood, who met with the Complainant at least twice, was present to oversee 

the injustice at the hearing. Greenwood inappropriately coached the Title IX panel members in the 

victim-centric, trauma-informed approach throughout the hearing, providing a built-in advantage 

for “victims.”5  

158. McClendon filled the dual roles of investigator and adjudicator6, despite prohibition 

of such in the newly established Title IX regulations.     

159. In juxtaposition to her consistent, omnipresent support of complainant, McClendon 

did the bare minimum to feign fairness, concern or even slight interest in justice for Plaintiff.  She 

interviewed Plaintiff only once and offered him no accommodations or emotional support from 

the school.  Plaintiff was forced to find his own support person for the process, including the 

hearing, yet UMMC ensured complainant had multiple support people. 

160. When Plaintiff did speak with McClendon, she was outwardly disrespectful to 

clarify that her position was adversarial to him.   

 
4 Notably, UMMC had armed campus police officers present outside both the professionalism appeal panel 
and the Title IX panel.  This was done to influence the panel members to make them think Plaintiff, the 
victim of assault on April 11, 2019, was a dangerous threat to the UMMC community. It is highly unusual 
for police officers to have any involvement in Title IX proceedings as they are administrative in nature. 
5 The use of the trauma-informed approach has come under fire from scientists and courts alike. See 
“Memory and Neuroscience Experts Warn Title IX Training Is Driven By Junk Science, at 
https://www.thecollegefix.com/bulletin-board/memory-neuroscience-experts-warn-title-ix-training-
driven-junk-science/ (“One of the ‘self-styled experts in the neurobiology of trauma’ is Michigan State 
University’s Rebecca Campbell,19 who is not a neuroscientist and admits it’s an ‘overreach’ to use her 
research as gospel in Title IX investigations”); “Judge Rebukes UC Santa Barbara for Using Trauma-
Informed Approach in Title IX Proceeding” at https://www.thecollegefix.com/judge-rebukes-uc-santa-
barbara-for-using-trauma-informed-approach-in-title-ix-proceeding/.  
6 McClendon served as adjudicator in reaching the initial finding of responsibility.  She then served two 
additional roles at the Title IX appeal hearing: prosecutor and advisor for complainant. 
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161. McClendon callously mocked Plaintiff at the hearing.  She laughed at him while he 

was explaining the actual events that occurred in the most traumatic time of his life, and 

intentionally muted the video feed at times throughout the hearing.   

162. The lack of decorum, and shameless disregard of UMMC’s policy, were evident at 

both the hearing and earlier in the investigation with McClendon’s failure to abide by the sixty-

day timeline without justification for the delay, beyond her aforementioned vacation. Moreover, 

McClendon failed to keep Plaintiff apprised of the investigation timeline as required by UMMC 

policy as the proceeding exceeded four months.  

163. McClendon read her report to the panel at the Title IX hearing.  She willfully 

omitted relevant portions of the parties’ intimate communications from the investigative report 

findings to support her bogus finding of responsibility for sexual harassment for the April 2019 

allegations.  

164. Similarly, McClendon editorialized the tenor of the April communications which 

she did present, removing messages where complainant was affectionate or communicated with 

Plaintiff after allegedly cutting off communications.  The edits made it appear as if Plaintiff was 

the only one demonstrating affection or initiating conversations unilaterally without response from 

complainant.     

165. McClendon was permitted to read her report under the Policy; however, she 

exceeded her authority by questioning witnesses on Complainant’s behalf. Under the policy, 

Plaintiff’s advisor was not permitted to ask questions of witnesses at the hearing.   

166. Ray also took inappropriate action at the Title IX hearing.  The associate general 

counsel, who had no legitimate reason to attend the hearing, rudely interrupted Plaintiff’s 

testimony in a transparent attempt to rush Plaintiff through his testimony, after permitting 
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Complainant to drone on for hours on points irrelevant to the report. Ray suggested, if Plaintiff’s 

testimony was to go much longer, then they would need to adjourn the hearing under the guise of 

“panelists with family obligations.”  7  Plaintiff politely advised this was his first opportunity to 

present all of his evidence. 

167. Ray’s point was made, however, as Plaintiff felt pressure to hurry through his 

testimony.  Ray would eventually leave during Plaintiff’s testimony. 

168. Throughout the hearing, Complainant was given wide latitude to speak on all events 

that allegedly occurred during the Spring 2019 semester.8  Conversely, Whitfield informed 

Plaintiff that, because the March 2019 sexual assault allegations were found to have not occurred 

by the investigator, that he should focus on the April 2019 harassment allegations.   

169. Plaintiff was accompanied by an advisor, with unimpeachable integrity and 

exceptional depth of experience in the Title IX field.  Ms. Brandi Williams, an Assistant Dean of 

Students for Student Integrity at University of North Georgia, attended the Title IX panel with 

Plaintiff to serve as his advisor.  Ms. Brandi Williams has over 20 years of experience working 

with student discipline issues and has served as both a Title IX investigator and a Title IX hearing 

chair.  She was unfortunately unable to participate in the hearing due to UMMC’s policy, but she 

did witness what she described as, “truly an injustice against [John Doe].” 

170. The Title IX hearing  was, according to Ms. Brandi Williams, organized to provide 

“an intimidating environment for [John Doe].”  The environment was, much like McClendon’s 

investigation, set up for Complainant to have all of the support and services provided, whilst there 

 
7 Additionally, when Plaintiff began to cry during his testimony, Ray dismissively told him to leave the 
room.  Ray did not intervene so callously when complainant cried her alligator tears. 
8 The wide latitude granted to Jane Roe included the March 2019 sexual assault she alleged occurred but, due to 
the presence of extensive exculpatory electronically stored evidence/communications, even McClendon found said 
claims incredible and Doe not responsible.  Complainant’s testimony regarding March 2019 allegations was 
therefore improper and surely served to prejudice the panel further. 
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was nothing in the way of support for Plaintiff.  Ms. Brandi Williams concluded the hearing, 

“show[ed] a bias on behalf of the hearing panel and the university,” and further noted UMMC’s 

show of force was intended to intimidate Plaintiff.  

171. UMMC’s intimidation tactics, as well as the Defendants’ coddling Complainant 

then rushing Plaintiff, created an environment where Plaintiff’s appeal would never be given fair 

consideration. Accordingly, the appeal panel rubberstamped McClendon’s finding of 

responsibility for sexual harassment.  

F. Aftermath:  Plaintiff Joins Long Line of Black Males Undone by Unjust 
System in Mississippi 
 

172. Sadly, the indignity and injustice did not stop for Plaintiff after the August 15, 2019, 

Title IX appeal hearing. Plaintiff was officially expelled from UMMC a second time for the same 

false accusations, and his dreams of becoming a doctor, and beacon of light to lead and treat the 

underserved communities in Jackson have been extinguished. 

173. Complainant, Clark’s barricade of Sam and Karam, along with their friends and 

compatriots, like McDonnell participated in a never-ending smear campaign, defaming Plaintiff to 

his former classmates, colleagues and neighbors, so that his hard work, reputation and good name 

have all been dragged through the proverbial mud without recourse. 

174. The campus police, after refusing to permit Plaintiff to file a report of assault 

against Sam and Karam, finally permitted Plaintiff to report the assault by both members of Clark’s 

barricade in October 2019.   

175. Plaintiff attempted to pursue justice through the Hinds County Justice Court but, 

sadly, the criminal justice system appears to remain unjust for Black people in this country. 
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176. On December 6, 2019, the unplanned start of trial, Ray, and UMMC, intervened to 

speak to the local prosecutor. Ray was present at the trial to support Sam and Karam. Upon 

information and belief, Ray notified the prosecutor that UMMC did not want to see a conviction. 

177. The prosecutor did not admit the Title IX transcripts, which revealed Sam and 

Karam changed their stories.  The take down of Plaintiff by UMMC was complete. 

Unfortunately for Plaintiff, and all African American males enrolled at UMMC, the unconstitutional 

injustice described herein has happened before and will surely happen again; for the institutional biases and 

systemic racism are so imbedded in UM’s culture that the indignity Plaintiff suffered was not only possible 

but highly probable. 

II. BACKGROUND 

A. Plaintiff’s Treatment Came Directly Out of a Long and Well-Established 
Institutional Policy Which Routinely Denies Due Process and Treats Black 
Students Worse Than White Students  

 
178. The history of racism at Ole Miss has been well-chronicled, from the racist Ante-

bellum-era nickname to the desecration of monuments memorializing African American historical 

figures to the still-prevalent use of ‘nigger’ by UM students to the recent, high-profile termination 

of Dr. Garrett Felber.  Of course, as the instant matter exemplifies, the University’s issues with 

race are not contained to the Oxford flagship campus.  Indeed, while UMMC’s Public Relations 

Department works overtime to generate favorable press boasting of a diverse, evolved community 

at the State’s only academic medical center and only Level 1 trauma center, the unjust treatment 

of Black students is also prevalent at UMMC, among both the medical students and the 

administrators. 

179. In 2019, the Mississippi medical scene was described as having “a sinister history 

of intransigent racial discrimination the state is still trying to overcome.” See Gary Pettus, 

Medicine still mending from Jim Crow era, Mississippi Medicine (2019). This ‘sinister history’ 
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still haunts UMMC to this day.  Plaintiff was subjected to this ‘intransigent racial discrimination’ 

and was dismissed as a result. 

180. UMMC’s  unconstitutional discrimination is not merely conceptualized in the 

media but is felt firsthand by the Black students within the University’s medical program, such as 

Plaintiff. Upon information and belief, UMMC has a history of giving stronger due process 

protections to white students than the nominal protections for similarly situated Black students in 

disciplinary proceedings. 

181. Sadly, the Black students at UMMC, like Plaintiff and his classmates, will 

inevitably hear a sad, prophetic refrain upon entering their chosen medical school: ‘UMMC kicks 

out one Black student from every first-year class.’  Whether the pretextual reason provided is an 

alleged professional or academic basis, Plaintiff was the ‘one’ from his class, as the warning he 

and his classmates heard proved true. 

182. Plaintiff’s class, the class of 2022, was apparently the largest class in history of 

UMMC, with 165 students; however, much like UM, Black students are sadly underrepresented 

in the medical school as compared to the state’s demographics.  Despite the increased admission, 

Plaintiff was only one of ten African American students in the class of 2022, seven male and three 

females.   

183. On information and belief, a former white medical student and alumnus of UMMC 

was permitted to have legal counsel present evidence and advocate on the student’s behalf during 

school disciplinary proceedings for alleged HIPAA violations.  This student was suspended for 

two weeks and was permitted to have his legal counsel defend him at a school hearing to remove 

the sanction from the student’s record. This student has successfully finished his education at 

UMMC and now works as a medical doctor. 
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184. In contrast, Plaintiff was not permitted to have his legal counsel assist him during 

his school disciplinary proceedings. Rather, Plaintiff was told multiple times that his legal counsel 

was only permitted to be present at the hearing and was not permitted to actively represent Plaintiff 

even though the sanctions Plaintiff was facing were far more severe than that of the aforementioned 

white student with adequate legal counsel. 

185. UMMC’s tendency to afford white students more due process than Black students 

is not limited to this isolated incident. On information and belief, a white medical resident, when 

facing multiple accusations of sexual misconduct, was not officially removed from the residency 

program until after the conclusion of the Title IX investigation.  

186. In Plaintiff’s case, however, UMMC inflicted the unduly harsh sanction of 

dismissal upon Plaintiff before the Title IX investigation was commenced, under the guise of 

unspecified “professionalism” charges. 

187. On information and belief, there are multiple additional white students that 

underwent the Title IX investigative process at UMMC and to whom UMMC did not apply the 

same presumption of guilt and unduly punitive sanction as it has done to Plaintiff, whether before 

or after the conclusion of the Title IX investigation. 

188. This deep-rooted bias against Black male students is also felt in the educational 

setting. 

189. Plaintiff observed a white student cheating on a Histology exam, after which 

Plaintiff and a fellow Black student reported the cheating to the professor, as the UMMC code 

requires.  The white professor did not want to hold the white student responsible, so he excused 

the cheating. 

Case 3:21-cv-00201-DPJ-FKB   Document 51   Filed 04/25/22   Page 34 of 63



35 
 

190. Further, the first Black medical class president was voted out of her position during 

her second year for a white classmate; upon information and belief, a class president being voted 

out is as rare as a Black student being voted in. 

191. On information and belief, a certain school administrator at UMMC exemplifies 

the institutionalized racism by refusing to work with Black medical students on their recruiting 

efforts.  The medical students attempted to recruit other Black students by inviting the 

undergraduates from colleges across Mississippi to UMMC.  The plan was for the college students 

to attend panels and workshops aimed at improving their applications and maximize performance 

at interviews.  The administrator did not want to help with this noble cause. 

192. UMMC has a history of the underhanded, racist behavior on display in the instant 

matter.  In fact, the Honorable Carlton W. Reeves has noted, “[U]nfortunately, this is not the first 

time a plaintiff has produced evidence that a UMC manager asked a subordinate to fabricate 

‘disparaging letters concerning [the plaintiff’s] professionalism.’ Zhan v. Univ. of Mississippi Med. 

Ctr., No. 3:14-cv-777-CWR-FKB, 2016 WL 5374141, at *5 (S.D. Miss. Sept. 26, 2016).” Smith 

v. Univ. of Mississippi Med. Ctr., No. 3:16-CV-885-CWR-FKB, 2018 WL 3231267, at *2 (S.D. 

Miss. Mar. 7, 2018).  

193. UMMC has certainly participated in a multitude of public relations campaigns to 

portray themselves as proponents of social justice and justice in health, but the oft-described 

“justice” is hard to come by for Black students.  

194. The University’s glacial, if not nominal, movement towards protecting the Black 

students from the unjust treatment and racial discrimination still plaguing the school’s halls is in 

stark contrast to the expeditious advancement of female students at UMMC in accordance with the 

Vice Chancellor and Dean of the School of Medicine, Dr. Lou Ann Woodward’s, stated plan. 
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B. Gender Bias at UMMC after the University Faces Federal Pressure to 
Respond Aggressively to Complaints of Sexual Misconduct and Subsequent 
Local Pressure from the Campus Community 

 
195. Over the last decade, the federal government has placed tremendous pressure on 

University of Mississippi to increase reporting of sexual misconduct, including the issuance of the 

infamous Dear Colleague Letter, as well as an investigation into UM by the Department of 

Education’s Office of Civil Rights and the issuance of a $253,250.00 grant from the Department 

of Justice’s Office on Violence Against Women.  The OCR investigation and OVW Grant, 

however, were not the only pressure on UM to strengthen its response to complaints by female 

students of sexual misconduct. 

196. For several years leading up to the investigation and adjudication of allegations 

involving Plaintiff, UM students openly accused the University of not taking allegations of sexual 

misconduct seriously and failing to adequately punish perpetrators of sexual assault, particularly 

UM’s failure to protect female students on campus. 

197. On information and belief, the combination of federal pressure resulting from OCR 

investigations and federal grants, like the OVW grant, along with years of criticism regarding 

UM’s failure to protect female students and address male perpetrators, resulted in UM’s 

employment of gender-based decision-making that infiltrated the entire Title IX process and 

constituted discrimination against Plaintiff because of his male gender. 

198. Separately, Dr. Lou Ann Woodward, as noted above, takes great pride in UMMC’s 

willful increase in female enrollment as well as increasing campus accommodations and resources 

for women.  This admittedly noble focus was celebrated by the American Association of Medical 

Colleges in 2019, when it awarded UMMC the ‘Emerging Leadership Award for an Organization’ 

for their Group on Women in Medicine and Science. 
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199. UM has shifted rather quickly from an institution too lenient regarding sexual 

misconduct towards its female students, to one in which the male students are denied basic due 

process rights in Title IX matters.  Dr. Woodward’s focus on the noble goal of increasing female 

enrollment and resources at the medical school was similarly effective.  

III. DAMAGES 

200. As a result of Defendants’ unlawful, improper, racist and gender-biased 

disciplinary process, Plaintiff was deprived of due process, expelled from medical school, rendered 

unable to pursue his chosen profession and dream of contributing to his hometown community of 

Jackson, Mississippi, and subjected to an erroneous outcome, including said unwarranted 

expulsion, precluding him from receiving the education, and six-figure scholarship, he was 

promised by virtue of his enrollment at UMMC.  

201. As a result of Defendants’ unlawful and improper actions, Plaintiff’s education and 

career path have been derailed, resulting in considerable economic and other harm. 

202. As a result of Defendants’ racist, biased, unlawful, and improper conduct, Plaintiff 

was treated as a perpetrator and presumed guilty from the start as evidenced by Clark’s trespassing 

him from campus. 

203. As a result of Defendants’ racist, biased, unlawful, and improper conduct, Plaintiff 

has been falsely labeled as a perpetrator of sexual assault and harassment, an unjust, defamatory 

classification that will prove impossible to undo in certain circles. 

204. As a result of Defendants’ racist, biased, unlawful, and willful, improper conduct, 

Plaintiff’s transcript and academic/disciplinary file are now marred by a false and baseless finding 

of sexual assault, sexual exploitation, and a suspension. 

Case 3:21-cv-00201-DPJ-FKB   Document 51   Filed 04/25/22   Page 37 of 63



38 
 

205. As a result of Defendants’ racist, biased, unlawful, negligent and improper conduct, 

Plaintiff has suffered and will continue to suffer mental pain and anguish, emotional distress, 

reputational harm, deprivation of his education and damage to his future educational and career 

prospects. 

 
 

AS AND FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
42 U.S.C. §1983: Denial of Fourteenth Amendment Procedural Due Process 

(Against Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray, individually, and Woodward, 
in her official capacity) 

 
206. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully set 

forth herein. 

207. The Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides that no state 

shall “deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.”  A similar right 

is stated in the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

208. In this case, the individual Defendants are state actors subject to the Fourteenth 

Amendment. 

209. Section 1983 of Title 42 of the U.S. Code provides in pertinent part: 

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or 
usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to 
be subjected, any citizen of the United States or other person within the jurisdiction 
thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the 
Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in 
equity, or other proper proceeding for redress. . .  
 

210. A person has a protected liberty interest in his good name, reputation, honor, and 

integrity, of which he cannot be deprived without due process.  
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211. A person has a protected property interest in pursuing his education, as well as in 

future educational and employment opportunities and occupational liberty, of which he cannot be 

deprived without due process. 

212. Prior to his expulsion, Plaintiff was an exceptional student in good standing at 

UMMC. He maintained a constitutionally protected property interest in his continued enrollment 

at UMMC, to be free from arbitrary expulsion, which is recognized in the policies, courses of 

conduct, practices and understandings established by the University and UMMC, including the 

University’s Student Handbook. 

213. Plaintiff’s constitutionally protected property interest further arises from the 

express and implied contractual relationship between the University, UMMC and Plaintiff. 

214. Fourteenth Amendment due process protections are required in higher educational 

disciplinary proceedings.  At a minimum, the Supreme Court has made clear that there are two 

basic due process requirements: (1) notice, and (2) an opportunity to be heard.   The due process 

protections required for disciplinary proceedings are more extensive than for academic decisions, 

and an allegation of sexual harassment renders a dismissal disciplinary in nature.   

215. Plaintiff received a disciplinary dismissal, for both the professionalism charges and 

the subsequent Title IX proceeding.   

216. Where a student at a public university faces expulsion through a disciplinary 

proceeding, as Plaintiff faced here, a serious property interest is at stake; an expulsion will have a 

lasting negative impact on Plaintiff’s life, so heightened due process protections including a 

hearing, with the right to present evidence, cross-examine adversarial witnesses and to call 

witnesses were required.  
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217. Plaintiff, as a UMMC student, faced the sanction of expulsion twice, first in the 

professionalism hearing and subsequently in the Title IX proceeding. The  Due Process provisions 

of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution applied to both disciplinary 

processes that the University utilized in his case. 

218. Plaintiff obeyed all institutional rules when he was wrongly expelled from the 

University, twice for the same accusations. 

219. The allegations in this case resulted in the quasi-criminal sanction of expulsion, and 

a permanent marking of Plaintiff’s transcript, which will have lifelong ramifications for Plaintiff 

with respect to his education, employment, and reputation. 

220. Throughout the investigation and adjudication of the professionalism charges 

against Plaintiff, Defendants violated Plaintiff’s clearly established rights under the Due Process 

Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment through their deprivation of the minimal requirements of 

procedural fairness by, without limitation: 

a. Clark, Williams and Ray providing Plaintiff with no notice of the charges 
against him; 

b. Clark and Williams failing to engage in any genuine investigation into the 
professionalism charges, but rather taking the complainants’ stories at face 
value 

c. Clark and Williams meeting, in private, to determine Plaintiff’s 
responsibility without providing Plaintiff an opportunity to defend himself; 

d. Clark, Williams and Ray immediately dismissing Plaintiff without proper 
notice;  

e. Clark, Williams and Ray failing to allow Plaintiff to submit exculpatory 
evidence and provide the names of witnesses; 

f. Clark, Williams and Ray failing to provide Plaintiff with a hearing until the 
appeal hearing, after he had already been expelled by the Dean’s Council; 

g. Clark, Williams and Ray allowing biased decision makers to serve on the 
Dean’s Council and Clark and Williams’ failure to recuse themselves. By 
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way of example and not limitation, Williams had previously and 
consistently openly declared her hatred for Plaintiff, and Clark served as a 
long-time mentor for the Complainant; 

h. Clark, Williams and Ray allowing the same biased decision makers to also 
serve as the appeals panel that determined Plaintiff’s appeal, thereby 
rubberstamping their own decision and precluding Plaintiff a fair 
opportunity to have his appeal considered; 

i. Clark, Williams and Ray intentionally withholding exculpatory evidence 
from the professionalism appeal hearing and only presenting information 
that was detrimental to Plaintiff; 

j. Williams manipulating the flow of information to the appeals panel; 

k. Ray failing to provide Plaintiff with the evidence to be presented to the 
appeals panel until the night before the appeal hearing; 

l. Clark and Williams directing the campus police to delay taking a report 
from Plaintiff until after he was expelled; 

m. Clark, Williams and Ray failing to provide Plaintiff with the opportunity to 
cross-examine or submit questions to witnesses despite the possible 
sanction of expulsion and the issues of the complainants’ credibility; 

n. Clark, Williams and Ray failing to apply the preponderance of the evidence 
standard and finding Plaintiff responsible despite a lack of evidence. 

221. Throughout the investigation and adjudication of the Title IX charges against 

Plaintiff, Defendants violated Plaintiff’s clearly established rights under the Due Process Clause 

of the Fourteenth Amendment through their deprivation of the minimal requirements of procedural 

fairness by, without limitation: 

a. Ray and Greenwood allowing McClendon to serve as the Title IX 
investigator, despite her clear bias against males; 

b. McClendon and Greenwood engaging in a single-investigator model 
wherein McClendon both investigated and adjudicated the complaint 
against Plaintiff; 

c. McClendon failing to investigate the matter impartially, including her 
failure to collect exculpatory evidence or interview any of Plaintiff’s 
witnesses; 
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d. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood failing to ensure a fair, impartial, and 
thorough investigation, conducted in a timely manner; 

e. McClendon and Greenwood meeting with the Complainant at least three 
times, as opposed to Plaintiff’s single meeting; 

f. McClendon failing to provide Plaintiff with the opportunity to discuss all of 
the charges against him, and refusing to show him the evidence against him, 
at his meeting with the Title IX investigator; 

g. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood including new allegations into the final 
investigation report which Plaintiff had no notice of and thus never had an 
opportunity to respond to; 

h. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood excluding exculpatory evidence from the 
report and manipulating evidence to support Complainant’s story; 

i. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood finding Plaintiff responsible for the Title 
IX charges without a hearing; 

j. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood failing to provide Plaintiff with a hearing 
until the Title IX appeal hearing, after he had already been found 
responsible; 

k. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood withholding evidence from Plaintiff in 
advance of the hearing; 

l. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood allowing McClendon to serve as both the 
“prosecutor” and Complainant’s advocate during the Title IX appeal 
hearing; 

m. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood failing to give Plaintiff the opportunity to 
refute all of the allegations Complainant made at the Title IX hearing; 

n. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood failing to provide Plaintiff with the 
opportunity to cross-examine witnesses or submit questions to witnesses, 
despite the possible sanction of expulsion and the issues of witness 
credibility; 

o. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood failing to apply the preponderance of the 
evidence standard and finding Plaintiff responsible despite a lack of 
evidence; 

p. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood failing to provide Plaintiff with an 
impartial hearing in which his appeal could be fairly considered; 

q. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood subjecting Plaintiff to a Title IX 
investigation and adjudication despite their knowledge that he had already 
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been dismissed on professionalism charges based on the same conduct, 
thereby constituting a form of double jeopardy; 

r. Ray, McClendon and Greenwood upholding the finding of responsibility at 
the Title IX hearing despite clear evidence to the contrary and the 
acknowledgement that Complainant fabricated sexual assault allegations. 

222. Throughout the investigation and adjudication of the professionalism and Title IX 

charges against Plaintiff, Defendants, through the campus police, violated Plaintiff’s clearly 

established rights under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment through their 

deprivation of the minimal requirements of procedural fairness by, without limitation: 

a. Clark’s directing UMMC police officers searching and seizing Plaintiff 
after he was assaulted by Sam and Karam; 

b. Clark, Williams, Ray and McClendon, and the UMMC police officers, 
failing to preserve the video of the assault so that there would not be 
evidence of Sam and Karam’s wrongdoing, which was done at the direction 
of Clark; 

c. Clark, Williams, Ray and McClendon, and the UMMC police officers, 
failing to investigate Sam and Karam despite their involvement in the 
assault; 

d. Clark, Williams, Ray and McClendon, and the UMMC police officers, 
failing to interview Plaintiff until after he was already dismissed, yet 
providing one-sided reports to bolster the charges against Plaintiff; 

e. Clark, Williams, Ray and McClendon, and the UMMC police officers, 
appearing at the professionalism hearing, Plaintiff’s Title IX interview, and 
the Title IX hearing, to give the false and prejudicial impression that 
Plaintiff was a danger to the community; 

f. Clark, Williams, Ray and McClendon, and the UMMC police officers, 
failing to provide Plaintiff with a fair opportunity to make a complaint of 
the assault against Sam and Karam. 

223. In both disciplinary investigations, the University relied solely on statements from 

the Complainant and her witnesses, and determined the Complainant was credible, despite 

precluding exculpatory evidence from being admitted.  There was no proper notice, no 

investigation, no neutral, thorough or fair administrators overseeing the process, no hearing prior 
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to the determination, and thus no opportunity for cross-examination prior to Plaintiff’s expulsion, 

in violation of due process of law.  

224. Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray deprived Plaintiff of his liberty 

and property interests without affording him basic due process, including but not limited to, his 

right to a fair adjudication free of bias, his right to be innocent until shown to be responsible and 

not be subjected to the burden of proving innocence, his right to be heard by an impartial factfinder 

upon proper notice of the allegations after a fair, thorough and impartial investigation, his right to 

question his accuser, challenge the credibility of the accusers as well as other adverse witnesses 

and the right to present evidence and witnesses in support of his defense. Plaintiff was further 

denied of his right to a fair appeal and his academic transcript has been permanently marked.  His 

dreams of being a physician to provide treatment to his community are imperiled.  He will suffer 

lifelong damages as a result of the University’s sanction.  

225. Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray, as well as other agents, 

representatives and employees of the University deprived Plaintiff of the requisite due process 

because the University had a pecuniary interest in the outcome of the Title IX adjudication: 

Mississippi had been in the public eye for its lack of proper investigation into sexual assault 

complaints, risking an OCR investigation and the loss of federal funding or other penalties if 

Plaintiff was not sanctioned.  

226. As a result of these due process violations, Plaintiff continues to suffer ongoing 

harm, including damages to his reputation and other non-economic and economic damages. In 

particular, expulsion from UMMC denied Plaintiff the benefits of education at his chosen medical 

school, including significant scholarship monies, prevented him from reaching his longstanding 
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life’s goals of serving Jackson and damaged Plaintiff’s reputation as well as his future and 

academic career prospects. 

227. Accordingly, Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray are liable to 

Plaintiff in their individual capacities for violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Due Process Clause of 

the Fourteenth Amendment, and for all damages arising therefrom. 

228. As a direct and proximate result of the above conduct, Plaintiff sustained damages, 

including, without limitation, emotional distress, loss of educational opportunities, loss of career 

opportunities, economic injuries and other direct and consequential damages. Plaintiff’s interest in 

the results of the disciplinary process is significant. 

229. Plaintiff further seeks punitive damages against Defendants Clark, Williams, 

McClendon, and Ray for their willful, biased, unconstitutional and nefarious misdeeds. 

230. Defendant LouAnn Woodward, M.D., is being sued in her official capacity as Vice 

Chancellor for Health Affairs at UMMC and Dean of the UM School of Medicine.  In her role, 

Woodward would be the person responsible for the injunctive relief requested herein, including 

clearing Plaintiff’s record of any finding of responsibility and unprofessional conduct, expunging 

any record of same, or the underlying proceedings, from Plaintiff’s transcript, student conduct 

record and/or disciplinary file and reinstating Plaintiff as a student in good standing at UMMC. 

231. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff has suffered damages, including punitive 

damages, in an amount to be determined at trial, including without limitation, damages to physical 

well-being, emotional and psychological damages, damages to reputation, past and future 

economic losses, loss of educational and career opportunities, and loss of future career prospects, 

plus prejudgment interest, attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements, as well as the 
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aforementioned injunctive relief directing UMMC to clear Plaintiff’s record of any findings of 

responsibility. 

AS AND FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
42 U.S.C. §1983: Denial of Fourteenth Amendment Substantive Due Process 

(Against Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray, individually, and Woodward, 
in her official capacity) 

 
 

232. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully set 

forth herein. 

233. To state a substantive due process claim under section 1983, a plaintiff must: (1) 

allege a violation of a right secured by the Constitution; and (2) demonstrate that the alleged 

deprivation was committed by a person acting under color of state law. 

234. In addition to the rights and protected interests enumerated in the First Cause of 

Action, a person has a protected property interest in his bodily integrity. 

235. In the instant matter, Plaintiff suffered damage to his bodily integrity, as he was 

physically injured by Clark’s deputized barricade, Sam and Karam, when he was assaulted on 

April 11, 2019. Subsequently, Plaintiff suffered from debilitating depression, anxiety, overwhelm, 

mental anguish and emotional disturbance as further result of the attack, the cover-up and the sham 

proceedings discussed herein. The injuries amounted to significant damage to Plaintiff’s bodily 

integrity and said deprivation of Plaintiff’s own property was committed by people acting under 

the color of state law.   

236. Clark was a state actor during the relevant time period, as he was employed by 

UMMC as an Associate Dean for Student Affairs. 
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237. Clark met with Sam and Karam on April 8, 2011, and advised the white male first 

year medical students to protect the white female complainant from Plaintiff, the Black male whom 

Clark deemed dangerous. 

238. Rather than speak to Plaintiff about the allegations, informally advise Plaintiff and 

Complainant to stay away from each other or initiate the appropriate procedures under Title IX, 

such as obtaining a no contact order, Clark directed his new deputies to form a physical barricade 

between Complainant and Plaintiff.  

239. By not advising Plaintiff of Complainant’s defamatory allegations, or his 

encouragement of Sam and Karam authorizing protection by physical force, on April 8, 2019, and 

each day thereafter, Clark knowingly placed Plaintiff in danger,  with deliberate indifference. 

240. Clark knowingly placed Plaintiff’s bodily integrity at risk and, unfortunately, on 

April 11, 2019, the foreseeable outcome of Clark’s barricade attacking Plaintiff came to fruition.   

241. Additionally, UMMC campus police engaged in an unlawful search and seizure 

when they searched Plaintiff following the assault, despite the fact that Plaintiff was the one that 

had been assaulted. 

242. Indeed, Clark conspired with Williams, and the campus police, to cover up the 

assault by trespassing Plaintiff, preventing him from filing a timely campus police report, failing 

to investigate the assault and instead dismissing Plaintiff on bogus professionalism charges, as 

well as manipulating the evidence, i.e., ignoring exculpatory witnesses and willfully allowing the 

tape to be deleted to hide the fact Plaintiff was the victim, not the assailant. 

243. Further, UMMC, through Ray, communicated with the Hinds County prosecutor, 

who was assigned Plaintiff’s assault complaint against Clark’s barricade, prior to the hearing and, 

Case 3:21-cv-00201-DPJ-FKB   Document 51   Filed 04/25/22   Page 47 of 63



48 
 

upon information and belief, advised the school he did not want to see Sam and Karam prosecuted.  

Clark’s barricade walked away without repercussions from the criminal matter shortly thereafter. 

244. Prior to his expulsion, Plaintiff was a student in good standing at UMMC. His 

constitutionally protected property interest and enrollment at UMMC and to be free from arbitrary 

expulsion arises from the policies, courses of conduct, practices and understandings established by 

UMMC, including the Student Handbook and Title IX Policy.  

245. Plaintiff’s constitutionally protected property interest further arises from the 

express and implied contractual relationship between UMMC and Plaintiff. 

246. UM, as a public university established by the state of Mississippi, and UMMC, as 

an extension of UM, and the individual Defendants have a duty to provide students equal protection 

and due process of law by and through any and all policies and procedures set forth by UMMC. 

247. Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, Greenwood, Ray and Hospodor violated 

Plaintiff’s right to due process when they engaged with the UMMC police department to build a 

case against Plaintiff while depriving him of any opportunity to defend himself, despite the utter 

lack of evidence that sexual harassment had taken place.  

248. Defendants Clark and Williams orchestrated Plaintiff’s banishment from campus 

following Sam and Karam’s assault of Plaintiff by issuing Plaintiff a notice of his expulsion 

without any prior notice, investigation, or opportunity for Plaintiff to present exculpatory evidence. 

249. Defendants Clark and Williams, with the assistance of Defendant Ray and 

Hospodor, then rubberstamped their own decision to uphold Plaintiff’s professionalism expulsion 

on appeal. 

250. Defendant McClendon and Greenwood, with the assistance of Defendant Ray and 

Hospodor, then implemented a biased Title IX investigation after he had already been expelled 
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which deprived Plaintiff the ability to present a defense or submit evidence. Defendants then found 

Plaintiff responsible for sexual harassment without a hearing, deeming Complainant as credible 

despite her shifting stories, contradicted by evidence possessed by McClendon 

251. McClendon demonstrated clear gender bias in her “prosecution” of Plaintiff at the 

Title IX appeal hearing and subsequent advocating for Complainant.  

252. Defendants Clark, Williams and Ray precluded Plaintiff’s ability to have a fair 

appeal hearing, denying him of his right under the Policy to appeal the decision and precluding 

him from the ability to present a defense. 

253. As a result of the aforementioned due process violations, Plaintiff continues to 

suffer ongoing harm, including damages to his reputation and other non-economic and economic 

damages. In particular, expulsion from UMMC denied Plaintiff the benefits of education at his 

chosen medical school, including significant scholarship monies, prevented him from reaching his 

longstanding life’s goals of serving Jackson and damaged Plaintiff’s reputation as well as his future 

and academic career prospects. 

254. Accordingly, Defendants Clark, Williams, Ray, and McClendon are liable to 

Plaintiff in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for violations of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment, and for all damages arising therefrom. 

255. As a direct and proximate result of the above conduct, Plaintiff sustained damages, 

including, without limitation, harm to his bodily integrity, physical injury, pain, suffering and 

mental anguish, emotional distress, depression, anxiety, fear for his safety, confined to bed, 

paranoia, as well as the resultant loss of educational opportunities, loss of career opportunities, 

economic injuries and other direct and consequential damages resulting from his expulsion. 
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Plaintiff’s interest in his bodily integrity as well as the results of the disciplinary processes and 

criminal matters, are all significant. 

256. Plaintiff further seeks monetary relief, including punitive damages, against 

Defendants Clark, Williams, Ray, and McClendon for their willful, biased, unconstitutional, and 

nefarious misdeeds. 

257. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff has suffered damages, including punitive 

damages, in an amount to be determined at trial, including without limitation, damages to physical 

well-being, emotional and psychological damages, damages to reputation, past and future 

economic losses, loss of educational and career opportunities, and loss of future career prospects, 

plus prejudgment interest, attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements, as well as the 

aforementioned injunctive relief directing UMMC, and Woodward, to clear Plaintiff’s record of 

any findings of responsibility. 

AS AND FOR A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
42 U.S.C. §1981 Denial of Equal Protection: Discrimination Based on Race 

(Against Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray, individually, and Woodward, 
in her official capacity) 

 
 

258. Plaintiff repeats and realleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully set 

forth herein. 

259. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. Section 1981 prohibits discrimination 

based on race, as follows: 

All persons within the jurisdiction of the United States shall have the same right in 
every State and Territory to make and enforce contracts, to sue, be parties, give 
evidence, and to the full and equal benefit of all laws and proceedings for the 
security of persons and property as is enjoyed by white citizens, and shall be subject 
to like punishment, pains, penalties, taxes, licenses, and exactions of every kind, 
and to no other. 
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260. The phrase “to make and enforce contracts” refers to the making, performance, 

modification and termination of contracts, and the enjoyment of all benefits, privileges, terms, and 

condition of the contractual relationship. 42 U.S.C.A. § 1981. 

261. Plaintiff entered into a contract with the University when he enrolled as a student 

and paid the required tuition and fees. The educational contract formed between Plaintiff and the 

University includes all policies and procedures, such as those noted above.  

262. Notwithstanding, as set forth in detail hereinabove, Defendants ignored Plaintiff’s 

Equal Protection rights as they subjected Plaintiff to disparate treatment on numerous occasions 

which resulted in Plaintiff’s unlawful dismissal because of his race and racial animus of 

defendants, including but not limited to: 

a. Clark directing two white men to form a barricade to watch, follow, and 
guard against Plaintiff under the pretense of protecting a white female 
without having heard all the evidence; 

b. Clark, Williams, McClendon and Ray failure to discipline, or even 
investigate, the white men that assaulted Plaintiff, yet directing the police 
investigate Plaintiff following the assault; 

c. Defendants’ directions to the campus police to not prosecute the white 
males for their assault of Plaintiff; 

d. Clark’s immediate dismissal of Plaintiff because of his perceived notion of 
Plaintiff’s “danger” as an aggressive Black male, without affording Plaintiff 
the proper procedure mandated in the Handbook; 

e. Clark and Williams instructing campus police to willfully permit deletion 
of the surveillance videotape recording of the assault of Plaintiff by Clark’s 
barricade in order to cover-up the crime, and maintain the unconstitutional 
dismissal of Plaintiff; 

f. Ray’s threatening Plaintiff with criminal charges, despite not prosecuting 
white students, at his initial, inappropriately adversarial Title IX meeting, 
along with Greenwood’s acquiescence of same; 

g. The withholding of evidence, support people and accommodations from 
Plaintiff by Clark, Williams, McClendon and Ray, thereby depriving him 
of his right to defend himself, while providing the white complainant with 
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full access to the available evidence, multiple support people and numerous 
accommodations; 

h. Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon and Ray honoring at all times the 
undue authority that McDonnell, Liston, Complainant and their witnesses 
gave themselves as white individuals over Plaintiff as a Black male by 
overlooking extensive inconsistencies in all of the white students’ 
statements and allowing them to undermine the integrity and confidentiality 
of the school’s investigation. 

i. The complete acceptance of the white female Complainant’s allegations as 
true by Clark, Williams, McClendon and Ray, and deeming her more 
credible than Plaintiff, as a Black male, despite complainant’s obvious lack 
of credibility as demonstrated by her inconsistent, unsupported and 
contradictory allegations, which were blatantly false, and discredited by 
available evidence; 

j. The lack of meaningful investigation into Complainant’s bogus allegations 
by Clark, Williams and McClendon for fear of uncovering even more 
exculpatory evidence, in both the professionalism and Title IX proceedings, 
as well as the complete lack of notice of the allegations, and willful ignoring 
of procedural safeguards meant to protect Plaintiff’s due process rights; 

k. The abhorrent, disrespectful and patently racist mistreatment of Plaintiff 
through every step of both sham proceedings, including but not limited to: 
(i) the dismissive nature in which each of the Defendants, campus police 
officers and all agents of UMMC, ignored and stonewalled Plaintiff as he 
desperately attempted to file police reports, obtain extensive information he 
was entitled to and defend himself utilizing the already limited rights 
available to him; (ii) the blatant lies told to Plaintiff by Clark, Williams, 
campus police, Greenwood and McClendon in order to slow the process 
down, or otherwise hinder Plaintiff’s ability to defend himself; (iii) the 
incorrigible, intentional treatment of Plaintiff as a violent, dangerous sexual 
predator at each official meeting, where armed campus police officers 
attended each hearing so the panel members and decision makers would 
believe Plaintiff was a threat to them and a danger to the UMMC 
community; (iv) the disrespectful, rude and immature treatment of Plaintiff 
by the associate attorneys from UMMC’s general counsel’s office, Ray and 
Hospodor, at each of Plaintiff’s meetings, and both appeal hearings, neither 
of which required counsels’ presence; and (v) the “show of force” 
appearances at the Title IX appeal hearing which was obviously performed 
to intimidate Plaintiff; 

l. Finding Plaintiff responsible and expelling him despite a clear lack of 
credibility from the Complainant and a complete lack of evidence to 
corroborate her story at the bogus professionalism hearing and the sham 

Case 3:21-cv-00201-DPJ-FKB   Document 51   Filed 04/25/22   Page 52 of 63



53 
 

Title IX proceeding, which was only conducted to retroactively justify the 
prior insufficient professionalism dismissal; 

m. Defendants’ extensive history of systemic racism, the disproportionate 
discipline of Black students as compared to their white counterparts, who 
receive lesser sanctions for similar conduct, and the repeated instances of 
racist behavior by students and powerful donors alike as well as the well-
known trope of one first-year, Black medical student being sent home for 
unsubstantiated professionalism charges each year and the 
underrepresentation of Black students at UMMC, despite the PR-driven 
puff pieces bragging of UMMC’s commitment to social justice in medicine. 

263. Upon information and belief, Defendants’ bias permeated Plaintiff’s 

professionalism hearing and Title IX investigation, resulting in Plaintiff’s dismissal. 

264. Defendants’ actions were motivated by racial animus and were taken in malicious, 

willful, wanton, deliberate indifference to, and reckless disregard of Plaintiff’s rights as guaranteed 

by 42 U.S.C. § 1981. 

265. As a direct and foreseeable and proximate result of Defendants’ intentional illegal 

racial discrimination, Plaintiff has suffered damages, including punitive damages, in an amount to 

be determined at trial, including without limitation, damages to physical well-being, emotional and 

psychological damages, damages to reputation, past and future economic losses, loss of 

educational and career opportunities, and loss of future career prospects, plus prejudgment interest, 

attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements, as well as the aforementioned injunctive relief 

directing UMMC, and Woodward, to clear Plaintiff’s record of any findings of responsibility. 

AS AND FOR A FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

(Against Defendant UMMC) 
 

266. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully set 

forth herein. 

267. Title VI forbids any person or institution which receives federal funds to 

discriminate on the basis of race, color, or national origin.   
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268. UMMC, as a part of the public university established by the state of Mississippi, 

received federal funds. 

269. Plaintiff was exposed to racial discrimination as a Black male who received 

different treatment on account of his race in the sham disciplinary proceedings which led to his 

expulsion.  

270. The professionalism proceedings were flawed, and Plaintiff received different 

treatment as a result of his race, with lesser protections than those granted to white students in 

professionalism proceedings including, by way of example and not limitation: 

a. Clark, Williams and Ray providing Plaintiff with no notice of the charges 
against him; 

b. Clark, Williams and Ray failing to engage in any genuine investigation into 
the professionalism charges, but rather taking the complainants’ stories at 
face value 

c. Clark and Williams meeting, in private, to determine Plaintiff’s 
responsibility without providing Plaintiff an opportunity to defend himself; 

d. Clark, Williams and Ray immediately dismissing Plaintiff without proper 
notice;  

e. Clark, Williams and Ray failing to allow Plaintiff to submit exculpatory 
evidence and provide the names of witnesses; 

f. Clark and Williams failing to provide Plaintiff with a hearing until the 
appeal hearing, after he had already been expelled by the Dean’s Council; 

g. Clark, Williams and Ray allowing the determination of expulsion to be 
effectuated by individuals biased against Plaintiff as the male respondent, 
as said individuals are guided by feminist ideology, a desire to generate 
federal grant money by increasing the amount of reporting, investigating, 
adjudicating and sanctioning sexual misconduct by male respondents; 

h. Clark, Williams and Ray allowing the same biased decision makers to also 
serve as the appeals panel that determined Plaintiff’s appeal, thereby 
rubberstamping their own decision and precluding Plaintiff a fair 
opportunity to have his appeal considered; 
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i. Clark, Williams and Ray intentionally withholding exculpatory evidence 
from the professionalism appeal hearing and only presenting information 
that was detrimental to Plaintiff; 

j. Clark, Williams and Ray manipulating the flow of information to the 
appeals panel; 

k. Ray failing to provide Plaintiff with the evidence to be presented to the 
appeals panel until the night before the appeal hearing; 

l. Clark and Williams directing the campus police to delay taking a report 
from Plaintiff until after he was expelled; 

m. Clark and Williams failing to provide Plaintiff with the opportunity to cross-
examine or submit questions to witnesses despite the possible sanction of 
expulsion and the issues of the complainants’ credibility; 

n. Clark, Williams and Ray failing to apply the preponderance of the evidence 
standard and finding Plaintiff responsible despite a lack of evidence. 

 

271. The allegations of racial discrimination, as well as the damages caused by same, 

are recited in the preceding paragraphs for the Third Cause of Action.  Each and every allegation 

of the Third Cause of Action hereinabove is repeated and re-alleged as if fully set forth herein. 

AS AND FOR A FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972: Erroneous Outcome 

(Against Defendant UMMC) 
 

272. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and every allegation hereinabove as if fully set 

forth herein. 

273. Title IX 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.” 20 U.S.C. § 1681(a). 
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274. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 applies to all public and private 

educational institutions that receive federal funding, which includes Defendant UMMC.  Title IX 

is enforceable through a private right of action. 

275. To succeed on an erroneous outcome claim under Title IX, a plaintiff must 

demonstrate: (1) a flawed proceeding, which (2) led to an erroneous outcome; and (3) gender was 

a motivating factor. 

276. An erroneous outcome occurred in this case because Plaintiff was subjected to a 

blatantly flawed proceeding and erroneously found to be responsible for sexual assault which he 

did not commit, and gender was a motivating factor behind this erroneous outcome. 

277. The Title IX proceedings were flawed and caused an erroneous outcome because, 

by way of example and not limitation: 

a. Greenwood and Ray allowing McClendon to serve as the Title IX 
investigator, despite her clear bias against males; 

b. McClendon engaging in a single-investigator model wherein she both 
investigated and adjudicated the complaint against Plaintiff; 

c. McClendon failing to investigate the matter impartially, failing to collect 
easily obtainable exculpatory evidence or interview any of Plaintiff’s 
witnesses; 

d. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray failing to ensure a fair, impartial, and 
through investigation, conducted in a timely manner; 

e. McClendon and Greenwood meeting with the Complainant at least three 
times, as opposed to Plaintiff’s single meeting; 

f. McClendon failing to provide Plaintiff with the opportunity to discuss all of 
the charges at his meeting with McClendon; 

g. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray including new allegations into the final 
investigation report which Plaintiff had no notice of and did not have an 
opportunity to respond to; 

h. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray  excluding exculpatory evidence from the 
report and manipulating evidence to support Complainant’s story; 
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i. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray finding Plaintiff responsible for the Title 
IX charges without a hearing; 

j. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray failing to provide Plaintiff with a hearing 
until the Title IX appeal hearing, after he had already been found 
responsible; 

k. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray withholding evidence from Plaintiff 
throughout the entire process, during the investigation and in advance of the 
hearing; 

l. Greenwood and Ray allowing McClendon to serve as both the “prosecutor” 
and Complainant’s advocate during the Title IX appeal hearing; 

m. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray failing to give Plaintiff the opportunity to 
refute all of the allegations Complainant made at the Title IX hearing; 

n. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray failing to provide Plaintiff with the 
opportunity to cross-examine witnesses or submit questions to witnesses, 
despite the possible sanction of expulsion and the issues of witness 
credibility; 

o. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray failing to apply the preponderance of the 
evidence standard and finding Plaintiff responsible despite a lack of 
evidence; 

p. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray failing to provide Plaintiff with an 
impartial hearing in which his appeal could be fairly considered; 

q. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray subjecting Plaintiff to a Title IX 
investigation and adjudication despite the fact that he had already been 
dismissed on professionalism charges based on the same conduct, thereby 
constituting a form of double jeopardy; 

r. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray upholding the finding of responsibility at 
the Title IX hearing despite clear evidence to the contrary and the 
acknowledgement that Complainant fabricated sexual assault allegations. 

278. Particular circumstances suggest that gender bias was a motivating factor behind 

the flawed proceedings, erroneous findings, and/or the decision to impose unduly harsh discipline 

upon Plaintiff. These circumstances include, by way of example and not limitation: 

a. Beginning in 2014 with added pressure from nation-wide OCR 
investigations and through the time when Complainant’s complaint was 
investigated, the University of Mississippi, and by extension UMMC, was 
subject to immense federal, local and campus pressure to take measures to 
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protect female victims of sexual assault and issue more severe sanctions to 
those found responsible for sexual misconduct; 

b. Internal pressure from the student body and/or media after years of harshly 
criticizing the University for its alleged failure to sufficiently prosecute and 
punish male students and faculty accused of sexual misconduct; 

c. The institutionalized bias embracing gender stereotypes, such as female 
victims and male assailants, as evidenced by the University’s various events 
focused solely on female victimization; 

d. McClendon and Greenwood providing support services to female 
complainant throughout the Title IX investigation and hearing, while 
refusing to provide accommodations for male respondents; 

e. Greenwood, and her Deputy Title IX Coordinator Chris Morgan, 
interviewing female complainant directly after her report was made, but 
waiting a week to interview Plaintiff, treating the male student’s notification 
and interview as an afterthought, unnecessary to the fact-gathering process 
and their decision to pursue a formal Title IX investigation. 

f. McClendon and Greenwood selectively editing evidence in order to make 
the evidence corroborate Complainant’s story and the determinations of 
responsibility; 

g. McClendon and Greenwood withholding evidence from Plaintiff 
throughout the investigation and prior to the appeal hearing, much like 
Clark, Williams and Ray did before them in the professionalism matter; 

h. McClendon, Greenwood and Ray refusing to let Plaintiff present a full 
defense at the hearing, cutting his time short while letting the Complainant 
spend hours on her testimony; 

i. McClendon’s public statements demonstrating a clear bias against males. 

279. McClendon’s bias affected the entire proceeding: she chose which witnesses to 

interview, and which evidence to pursue; the evidence she did have was selectively included in the 

reporting; later at the hearing, as prosecutor and, improperly, Complainant’s advocate, she read 

her biased report plus controlled the proceedings in presenting witness testimony and mocking 

Plaintiff. 

280. Moreover, the Title IX investigation was outside of the University’s jurisdiction. 

Plaintiff had already been dismissed on professionalism charges by the time the Title IX 
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investigation was initiated. Therefore, Plaintiff was no longer a “student” as is required to be within 

the scope of the Policy.  

281. On information and belief, the Title IX investigation was undertaken in an effort to 

justify the initial professionalism dismissal, which was decided without due process and without 

sufficient evidence. 

282. On information and belief, UMMC’s mishandling of the Complainant’s complaint 

was informed by institutional, systemic gender bias, as well as external pressure from the United 

States Department of Education, under a threat of rescission of federal funds. Indeed, McClendon 

had even previously stated that there was a loss of federal funds. 

283. On information and belief, the University of Mississippi is in possession of 

disciplinary records and statistics that show disproportionate enforcement of the conduct policy 

against male students. 

284. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff was subjected to a biased, prejudiced and 

explicitly unfair process in violation of Title IX. 

285. This unlawful discrimination in violation of Title IX caused Plaintiff to sustain 

substantial injury, damage, and loss, including without limitation, emotional distress, 

psychological damages, loss of education, loss of future educational and career opportunities, 

reputational damages, economic injuries and other direct and consequential damages. 

286. As a result, Plaintiff is entitled to damages, including punitive damages, in an 

amount to be determined at trial, including without limitation, damages to physical well-being, 

emotional and psychological damages, damages to reputation, past and future economic losses, 

loss of educational and career opportunities, and loss of future career prospects, plus prejudgment 

interest, attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements, as well as the aforementioned 
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injunctive relief directing UMMC, and Woodward, to clear Plaintiff’s record of any findings of 

responsibility. 

 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff demands judgment against 

Defendants as follows: 

i. On the First Cause of Action for violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Procedural Due 
Process, a judgment against Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray, 
awarding Plaintiff damages in an amount to be determined at trial, plus punitive 
damages, prejudgment interest, attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements; 
and an injunction directing Defendants, UMMC and Woodward specifically, to: (i) 
reverse the findings and sanction regarding the professionalism panel adjudication 
as well as Jane Roe’s Title IX complaint; (ii) expunge Plaintiff’s disciplinary record 
of all findings; (iii) remove any record of Plaintiff’s expulsion from his 
educational/academic/disciplinary file and/or transcript; (iv) permanently destroy 
any record of the professionalism panel adjudication and Jane Roe’s Title IX 
complaint, as well as any record of Liston and McDonnell’s complaints; (v) 
immediately reinstate Plaintiff as an enrolled student in good standing at UMMC; 
and (vi) issue an update/correction to any third parties to whom Plaintiff’s 
disciplinary record, professionalism adjudication and/or Title IX file may have 
been disclosed; 
 

ii. On the Second Cause of Action for violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Substantive Due 
Process, a judgment against Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray, 
awarding Plaintiff damages in an amount to be determined at trial, plus punitive 
damages, prejudgment interest, attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements; 
and an injunction directing Defendants, UMMC and Woodward specifically, to: (i) 
reverse the findings and sanction regarding the professionalism panel adjudication 
as well as Jane Roe’s Title IX complaint; (ii) expunge Plaintiff’s disciplinary record 
of all findings; (iii) remove any record of Plaintiff’s expulsion from his 
educational/academic/disciplinary file and/or transcript; (iv) permanently destroy 
any record of the professionalism panel adjudication and Jane Roe’s Title IX 
complaint, as well as any record of Liston and McDonnell’s complaints; (v) 
immediately reinstate Plaintiff as an enrolled student in good standing at UMMC; 
and (vi) issue an update/correction to any third parties to whom Plaintiff’s 
disciplinary record, professionalism adjudication and/or Title IX file may have 
been disclosed; 
 

iii. On the Third Cause of Action for discrimination based on race under 42 U.S.C. § 
1981, a judgment against Defendants Clark, Williams, McClendon, and Ray, 
awarding Plaintiff damages in an amount to be determined at trial, plus punitive 
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damages, prejudgment interest, attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements; 
and an injunction directing Defendants, UMMC and Woodward specifically, to: (i) 
reverse the findings and sanction regarding the professionalism panel adjudication 
as well as Jane Roe’s Title IX complaint; (ii) expunge Plaintiff’s disciplinary record 
of all findings; (iii) remove any record of Plaintiff’s expulsion from his 
educational/academic/disciplinary file and/or transcript; (iv) permanently destroy 
any record of the professionalism panel adjudication and Jane Roe’s Title IX 
complaint, as well as any record of Liston and McDonnell’s complaints; (v) 
immediately reinstate Plaintiff as an enrolled student in good standing at UMMC; 
and (vi) issue an update/correction to any third parties to whom Plaintiff’s 
disciplinary record, professionalism adjudication and/or Title IX file may have 
been disclosed; 
 

iv. On the Fourth Cause of Action for violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, a judgment against Defendant UMMC awarding Plaintiff damages in an 
amount to be determined at trial, plus punitive damages, prejudgment interest, 
attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements; and an injunction directing 
Defendants, UMMC and Woodward specifically, to: (i) reverse the findings and 
sanction regarding the professionalism panel adjudication as well as Jane Roe’s 
Title IX complaint; (ii) expunge Plaintiff’s disciplinary record of all findings; (iii) 
remove any record of Plaintiff’s expulsion from his 
educational/academic/disciplinary file and/or transcript; (iv) permanently destroy 
any record of the professionalism panel adjudication and Jane Roe’s Title IX 
complaint, as well as any record of Liston and McDonnell’s complaints; (v) 
immediately reinstate Plaintiff as an enrolled student in good standing at UMMC; 
and (vi) issue an update/correction to any third parties to whom Plaintiff’s 
disciplinary record, professionalism adjudication and/or Title IX file may have 
been disclosed; 
 

v. On the Fifth Cause of Action for violation of Title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972, Erroneous Outcome, a judgment against UMMC awarding 
Plaintiff damages in an amount to be determined at trial, plus prejudgment interest, 
attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs and disbursements; and an injunction directing 
Defendants, UMMC and Woodward specifically, to: (i) reverse the findings and 
sanction regarding the professionalism panel adjudication as well as Jane Roe’s 
Title IX complaint; (ii) expunge Plaintiff’s disciplinary record of all findings; (iii) 
remove any record of Plaintiff’s expulsion from his 
educational/academic/disciplinary file and/or transcript; (iv) permanently destroy 
any record of the professionalism panel adjudication and Jane Roe’s Title IX 
complaint, as well as any record of Liston and McDonnell’s complaints; (v) 
immediately reinstate Plaintiff as an enrolled student in good standing at UMMC; 
and (vi) issue an update/correction to any third parties to whom Plaintiff’s 
disciplinary record, professionalism adjudication and/or Title IX file may have 
been disclosed; and, 
 

vi. Such additional, other, or further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
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JURY DEMAND 

 Plaintiff herein demands a trial by jury of all issues so triable in this action. 
 

 

Dated: April 25, 2022     /s/Joel F Dillard 
       Joel Dillard (MSB 104202) 
       Joel Dillard & Associates 

775 N. Congress St. 
Jackson MS 39202 
Ph: 601.509.1372 ext. 2 
Fax: 601.509.1372 
Email: joel@joeldillard.com 

 
Dated:  April 25, 2022    /s/ Michelle Owens  
       Michelle Owens (TN 026512) 
       AGEE OWENS LAW 
       2911 Elm Hill Pike, Ste. 2 
       Nashville, TN 37214 
       Ph: 615-300-8546 
       Fax No.: 615-369-8724 
       Email:  mowens@ageeowenslaw.com  
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Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that the foregoing was filed by ECF which electronically served all counsel of record. 

/s/Joel Dillard  Date: 4/25/2022 

Joel Dillard 
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