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Doe v. Valencia College 
By Anna Oppenheim, J.D., Supervising Lead Consultant, TNG and ATIXA Advisory Board Member and Joseph 
Vincent, M.L.S., Associate Consultant, TNG 

Case Synopsis:  

Jeffery Koeppel appealed to the United States Court of Appeals for the 11th Circuit on a ruling for summary 
judgment in favor of Valencia College. The 11th Circuit affirmed the United States District Court for the Middle 
District of Florida decision. Upon de novo review, the court held the district court appropriately found that 
there was no basis for Koeppel’s claims that Valencia violated his First Amendment rights, that Valencia 
College’s policies were overbroad and/or vague, or that Valencia College violated his procedural or substantive 
due process rights. Additionally, the court upheld the district court’s decision for summary judgment on 
Koeppel’s Title IX claim.  

Jeffery Koeppel, age 42 and Jane Roe, 24, met when they were assigned as biology lab partners for a class in 
Summer 2014. Koeppel developed feelings for Jane and began buying her gifts and sharing his affection for 
her. Jane responded that she was not interested, that she had a boyfriend, and that she didn’t want to give 
him the wrong impression.  

Prior to the Fall 2014 semester, Koeppel reached out to Jane after he saw something on her Facebook that 
made him believe she was single. Jane and her boyfriend then called Koeppel to ask him to stop. Koeppel did 
not stop and during the course of a subsequent Title IX investigation admitted to sending a series of 
inappropriate messages to Jane, many of which were sexual in content, along with several sexually explicit 
photos. Jane and her boyfriend filed a complaint with the police. The police officer called Koeppel and told him 
to stop contacting Jane but Koeppel continued to call and message her. On August 11, 2014, Jane met with 
and reported the situation to Valencia College’s Dean of Students who noticed that Jane was visibly upset and 
shaken. The Dean of Students gave Koeppel written notice of the charges against him and implemented a no 
contact order. Koeppel then violated the no contact order with 20 messages trying to persuade Jane to 
withdraw her complaint. After an investigation by the college, Koeppel was found responsible for violating 
Valencia’s Code of Conduct and he was suspended for one year. The decision was upheld by the VP of Student 
Affairs.  

Key Takeaways:  

• This is an excellent case for stalking review.  
• The court upheld Valencia’s stalking policy. While Koeppel argued it was subjective because it used the 

words “alarms, torments, or terrorizes,” the court found the policy was not overly broad because 
Koeppel’s conduct was “clearly proscribed” and the policy included language the actor’s behavior must 
be willful, malicious, and repeated and that the victim must also be “reasonably and seriously 
alarm[ed], tormented, or terrorized.”  



• The court found there could be no First Amendment speech violation where he continued to harass 
her even after her repeated requests for him to stop, the police requesting him to stop, and a no 
contact order from the College was put in place.  

• The court used Tinker analysis to determine that Koeppel’s behavior interfered with Jane’s rights to be 
left alone.  

• The court also used Tinker to dispel Koeppel’s claims that he acted off-campus and therefore Valencia 
could not respond to his behavior.  

• The court cited Dixon recognizing that Valencia gave Koeppel written notice and an opportunity to be 
heard, thus satisfying due process. 

• The court found Koeppel did not have a substantive due process claim, indicating he did not have a 
constitutionally protected right to continued enrollment at Valencia and even if he did, the school did 
not violate that right in an arbitrary and capricious manner.  

• Finally, the court looked to the Title IX “erroneous outcome” test applied in the Second Circuit. 
Koeppel failed to provide any “facts sufficient to cast some articulable doubt on the accuracy of the 
outcome of the disciplinary proceeding.”  

• Since Koeppel failed to provide any evidence to support his assertion that the college was incorrect in 
its disciplinary outcome, the court rejected the Title IX-related review of whether there was a causal 
connection between the outcome of the proceeding and gender bias. 
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