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November 9, 2020 
 
SENT VIA U.S. PRIORITY OVERNIGHT MAIL AND EMAIL 
 
Dr. Chetan Kumar 

 
 

ckumar@csusm.edu 
 
Re: Notice of Final Decision Regarding Pending Disciplinary Action - Dismissal
 
Dear Dr. Kumar, 
 
This letter constitutes my final decision regarding the pending disciplinary action that was set forth in the 
Notice of Pending Disciplinary Action - Dismissal to you, dated October 19, 2020, and incorporated herein 
by reference, as provided for in Article 19 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement between the Board of 
Trustees of the California State University and the California Faculty Association (CBA). 
 
Having reviewed and considered the attached report of the Skelly Reviewing Officer, Dean Regina 
Eisenbach, dated November 3, 2020, which concluded that reasonable grounds exist to proceed with the 
proposed discipline, and therefore recommended that the proposed disciplinary action be upheld, and the 
totality of your behaviors and conduct, as detailed in the Notice of Pending Disciplinary Action - Dismissal, 
my decision is to affirm the pending disciplinary action of a dismissal. 
 
Per Article 19.9 of the CBA, I am notifying you that you will be dismissed from your position as a faculty 
unit employee effective November 30, 2020.  Until your dismissal takes effect, the terms of your 
temporary suspension with pay remain in place.  Should you need to conduct University business, you 
must contact Dr. Mohammad Oskoorouchi, Associate Dean, College of Business Administration, first and 
he will assist you.  Additionally, if you need to retrieve any remaining personal items from your office on 
campus, please contact Dr. Oskoorouchi to arrange a time.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Michelle C. Hunt 
Associate Vice President, Faculty Affairs 
 
Attachment: Report by Skelly Reviewing Officer, Dean, Academic Advising and Academic Programs, Dr. 
Regina Eisenbach 
 
Ecc: Dr. Ellen Neufeldt, President 
 Dr. Carl Kemnitz, Provost & Vice President for Academic Affairs 

Dr. Jim Hamerly, Dean, College of Business Administration 
 Dr. Mohammad Oskoorouchi, Associate Dean, College of Business Administration 



 

2 

Andrew Maiorano, University Counsel, CSU Office of General Counsel 
Dr. Regina Eisenbach, Dean, Academic Advising and Academic Programs, Reviewing Officer  

 David Berman, CFA Representative 
 Dr. Darel Engen, CFA Representative, CSUSM Chapter President 
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November 3, 2020 
 
 
 
Michelle Hunt 
Associate Vice President 
Office of Faculty Affairs 
California State University San Marcos 
333 S. Twin Oaks Valley Road 
San Marcos, CA  92096 
 
Re: Skelly Officer Report for Chetan Kumar 
 
Dear Ms. Hunt, 
 
As the Skelly Review Officer for Dr. Chetan Kumar, I hereby submit my report for your review and final 
decision.  
 
Background and Causes for Discipline: 
 
Dr. Kumar was notified on October 19, 2020 of the following pending disciplinary action  Dismissal.  The 
pending disciplinary action against Dr. Kumar is based on the following causes:  
 

 Violation of Executive Order 1097, Systemwide Policy Prohibiting Discrimination, Harassment 
and Retaliation, Sexual Misconduct, Dating and Domestic Violence, and Stalking against 
Students and Systemwide Procedure for Addressing Such Complaints by Students (Revised 

 Unprofessional conduct and failure or refusal to perform the normal and reasonable duties of 
the position as those terms are used in subdivisions (b) and (f) of California Education Code 
section 89535 

 
The proposed discipline, as detailed in the Notice of Pending Disciplinary Action, pertains to the events 
summarized below:  
 
The foregoing causes are based upon substantiated allegations that Dr. Kumar engaged in: 

 Sexual Harassment against his student ; and 
 Unprofessional conduct against his students  

 (collectively with  the  
 
All four Complainants filed complaints against Dr. Kumar based on interactions he had with them in 
person and/or via text or e-mail. These complaints were then investigated by the campus Title IX/DHR 
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Dr. Engen spoke on behalf of Dr. Kumar and indicated that they would not be providing anything in 
writing. Dr. Engen went through the allegations in the Notice of Pending Discipline and responded with 
arguments disputing conclusions regarding each complainant.  
 

 
 
Given the Sexual Harassment allegation was substantiated in the Notice of Pending Discipline, Dr. Engen 
spent the majority of the time discussing these claims. He summarized basic position as: 
 

 There are errors of fact, and thus interpretations that are unreasonable based on those facts 
 rejudice against  credibility 
 There are omissions of facts from  side of the story  
 Some aspects of the investigation are sloppy  there are some cut and paste errors, indicating a 

hasty job, and as part of that, a rush to judgement 
 Even if one accepts the findings, the discipline seems excessively harsh. There are gradations in 

conduct cases like this that can be used. 
 
Errors of fact 

mention Complainant declining invitations from Dr. 
Kumar. Dr. Engen cited multiple occasions where Dr. Kumar claims Complainant did not object, or say no, 

The following is a list of examples that Dr. Engen stated 
illustrates this point and are factual errors: 

 After learning that was not engaged, Dr. Kumar made repeated attempts to see  
socially. 

 Dr. Kumar told Complainant during class on October 23, 2019 that they should get together, 
then emailed Complainant the following day inviting her to coffee.  

 When Complainant called Dr. Kumar on his office phone to cancel their scheduled coffee 
meeting, he suggested Complainant reschedule.  

 Dr. Kumar continued to send text messages, on November 4, 5, 8, 11, 12, 13, 15, and 16, 2019, 
repeatedly indicating a desire to see Complainant socially, until she finally agreed to meet him.  
o Additionally here, Dr. Engen said that Complainant did not tell Dr. Kumar to stop texting and 

that, when Complainant later did tell him to stop, Dr. Kumar did so right away. 
 

 
Dr. Engen mentioned examples of where the investigator found Respondent to be not credible and/or did 

responses or actions. 
 In the text messages, Dr. Kumar made inappropriate, unprofessional, and concerning comments 

about and sent personal photos. 
o Dr. Engen stated this was done in the spirit of consoling the Complainant, and that the 

engagement.  
o Dr. Engen claimed it was clear that this context of a broken engagement was known by 

both parties because the Complainant mentioned it to other students, so it got back to 
Dr. Kumar, and that the Complainant mentioned the broken engagement at the Perks 
meeting. 

 0n November 8, 11, and 15, 2019, Dr. Kumar sent  photographs of himself in a wetsuit at 
the beach and/or photographs of sunsets. 
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OTHER COMPLAINANTS 
 
Dr. Engen addressed points regarding each of the other Complainants: 
 

 
 Complainant stated that Dr. Kumar invited her to a meeting in his office, closed the door, offered 

her food, made comments about her physical appearance, and requested to see her again. 
 Dr. Engen stated that Dr. Kumar had a specific academic reason for requesting the meeting  a 

class project for an apple orchard in Julian. Dr. Engen further explained that Dr. Kumar states the 
meeting was during the lunch period, he was going to eat, so offered Complainant food as a 
polite gesture.  

 Dr. Engen said Dr. Kumar does not recall any inappropriate statements; rather, he says he 
discussed career plans with her in a professional manner. 

 Dr. Engen said Dr. Kumar remembers hugging Complainant, but that it is what he always does to 
be friendly.  

 states that Dr. Kumar repeatedly invited to five subsequent 
meetings, which declined. 

o Dr. Engen said Dr. Kumar acknowledges inviting Complainant to office meetings but does 
not recall it being five times. 

o Dr. Engen stated that Dr. Kumar thought complainant was having academic problems 
and was thinking of dropping out of school. anted to 
encourage her not to drop out of school.  
 

 
 Complainant stated that the office meeting set up under false pretenses, to discuss the midterm 

engaged in 
behavior/made comments that made her uncomfortable including hugging her with his hands 
low on her back, caressing her fingernails, asking her out to eat, making comments about 
whether an author was hot, and whether she was single.  

 Dr. Engen stated that Dr. Kumar disputes this account. Instead, Dr. Kumar account is that the 
purpose for the office meeting was to discuss the midterm grade because the Complainant was 
caught cheating. Dr. Engen said Dr. Kumar thought she was distraught and nervous. He then felt 
like consoling was in order, especially since she confessed, and he decided not to be too harsh 
with her grade. 

 Dr. Engen stated that Dr. Kumar acknowledges hugging, but that his hands were not low.  
 Dr. Engen further stated that Dr. Kumar denies inviting Complainant out to eat or making 

comments about the author being hot. 
 

 
 Complainant alleges that she was called to office under false pretenses. At that 

meeting, she said that Dr. Kumar complimented her eyes, asked her out to dinner  all in the 
context of writing a letter of recommendation. Complainant also alleges that Dr. Kumar sent her 
text messages saying she was a self-aware girl and invited her to the 
beach. 

 there were no false pretenses for the meeting. Rather, 
that the reason for the meeting was because Complainant was a good student and he regularly 
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discusses career plans and grad school with such students. Dr. Kumar acknowledges offering to 
write a letter of recommendation as he does with all promising students. 

 Regarding the dinner invitation, Dr. Engen stated that Dr. Kumar remembers the meeting was 
late in the afternoon, so as they were leaving, he mentioned he was going to get dinner for 
himself and family, and that he asked her about her plans. Dr. Engen said Dr. Kumar interpreted 
this as his asking her out, so that the Complainant either misheard or misconstrued what he said. 

 
The meeting ended with confirming the timeline, including that we met within the required 10 days of 
the Notice of Pending Discipline and that the Skelly Reviewer report is due within 15 days of the Notice. 
 
Conclusion and Recommendation: 
 
As per the Instructions for Skelly Review Officers, my role is to evaluate whether there are reasonable 
grounds for believing that the employee engaged in the alleged misconduct and that the misconduct 
supports the proposed sanction  
substitute his/her judgment with respect to the discipline to be imposed, but rather to reach a 
conclusion as to whether th   
 
After careful review and consideration of all of the foregoing documents and evidence, including the 

-mails, text messages, and 
, I conclude 

that reasonable grounds exist to proceed with the proposed discipline.  
 
As detailed above, that 
report contained errors and omissions of fact, a prejudice against his credibility, and that the discipline 
seems excessively harsh. However, Dr. Engen presented no new information on behalf of Dr. Kumar. 
Consequently, the documentation supports that the investigator weighed all the evidence and that it 
was also clearly considered in the Notice of Discipline, leading to reasonable grounds for the proposed 
discipline. 
 
For the abovementioned reasons, I recommend that the proposed disciplinary action be upheld. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Dean of Academic Advising and Academic Programs 
 
 
 




