
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO 

 
Civil Case No.: 
 
ROBYN MONDRAGON (f.k.a. ROBYN DURAN), 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
ADAMS COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 14, ADAMS COUNTY SCHOOL 
DISTRICT NO. 14 BOARD OF EDUCATION, and PATRICK SANCHEZ, KANDY 
STEEL, WALTER KRAMARZ, Individually and in their official capacities, JAMES 
DURAN and CHERRY CREEK SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 5 
  
 Defendants, 
              
 

COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 

1. This action is brought to redress injuries sustained by Plaintiff Robyn Mondragon (f.k.a. 

Robyn Duran) (“Dr. Mondragon” or “Plaintiff”) as a result of Defendants’ acts, specifically 

violating Plaintiff’s right to freedom of speech, due process, equal protection and liberty interests 

as guaranteed under the First Amendment  and Fourteenth Amendment of the United States 

Constitution and Art. II, §§ 3, 10, and 25 of the Colorado Constitution as enforced through the 

Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983, for which she requests damages, declaratory and 

injunctive relief. 

2. Plaintiff also brings this action to redress injuries sustained as a result of Defendants’ 

discriminatory, retaliatory and aiding and abetting acts in violation of Title VII of the Civil 
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Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VII”), as amended 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq., and in violation of the 

Colorado Anti-Discrimination Act (“CADA”), § 24-34-402, et seq., as amended.   

3. Plaintiff brings this action to redress injuries sustained as a result of Defendants’ tortious 

conduct, specifically defamation, tortious interference with contractual relations, tortious 

interference with prospective business relations, and extreme and outrageous conduct. 

4. Plaintiff brings this action against Defendants Adams County School District No. 14 and 

Adams County School District No. 14 Board of Education for a breach of contract.  

FACTS RELEVANT TO JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. This is an action for damages arising under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Title VII, and various state 

statutory and common law tort claims. 

6. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§1331 and 1343.  The 

Court has pendant jurisdiction over the state claims.  

7. All unlawful actions complained of herein took place within the jurisdiction of the United 

States District Court for the District of Colorado.  Venue of this Court is proper pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 1391(b). 

PARTIES 

8. Dr. Mondragon is a United States citizen and Colorado resident.  Dr. Mondragon is a 

Hispanic female.  At all times relevant to this civil action Dr. Mondragon was the Chief 

Academic and Equity Officer for Adams County School District No. 14.       

9. Adams County School District No. 14 (the “District”), at all times relevant to this civil 

action, is a public school district organized under the laws of the State of Colorado and is a 

“person” as that term is defined by the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and CADA.  
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At all times relevant to this civil action, the District is an “employer” as that term is defined by 

Title VII and CADA.   At all times relevant to this civil action, the District was the employer of 

Dr. Mondragon.  At all times relevant to this civil action, the District, by and through its agents 

and/or employees, was operating under the color of law when it began an investigation into Dr. 

Mondragon, placed her on administrative leave, terminated her employment, retaliated against 

Dr. Mondragon and harmed her personal and professional reputation.  The District is located at 

5291 E. 60th Avenue, Commerce City, Colorado.   

10. Adams County School District No. 14 Board of Education (the “Board”), at all times 

relevant to this civil action, is a Colorado public school district board of education organized 

under the laws of the state of Colorado and is a “person” as that term is defined by the Civil 

Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and CADA.  At all times relevant to this civil action, the 

Board is an “employer” as that term is defined by Title VII and CADA.  The Board approved the 

contract for Dr. Mondragon and approved her termination from employment.  Defendant Board 

acted under the color of law when it took discriminatory and retaliatory action against Dr. 

Mondragon through its decision and policy making processes.  The Board is located at 5291 E. 

60th Avenue, Commerce City, Colorado. 

11. Defendant Patrick Sanchez (“Defendant Sanchez”), at all times relevant to this civil 

action, was the Superintendent of the District and a citizen of the State of Colorado.  Defendant 

Sanchez is a “person” as that term is defined by the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 

and CADA.  At all times relevant to this civil action, Defendant Sanchez was operating under the 

color of law when an investigation against Dr. Mondragon was made, when Dr. Mondragon was 

placed on administrative leave, and when the decision was made to terminate her employment 
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after consultation with other Individual Defendants named in this civil action.  At all times 

relevant, Defendant Sanchez was operating under the color of law when he defamed the 

professional and personal reputation of Dr. Mondragon to community members and others.    

12. Defendant Kandy Steel (“Defendant Steel”), at all times relevant to this civil action, was 

the Deputy Superintendent of the District and is a citizen of the state of Colorado.  Defendant 

Steel is a “person” as that term is defined by the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and 

CADA.  At all times relevant to this civil action, Defendant Steel was operating under the color 

of law when an investigation against Dr. Mondragon was made, when Dr. Mondragon was 

placed on suspension, and when the decision was made to terminate her employment after 

consultation with other Individual Defendants named in this civil action.   

13. Defendant Walter Kramarz (“Defendant Kramarz”), at all times relevant to this civil 

action, was General Counsel for the District and is a citizen of the state of Colorado.  Defendant 

Kramarz is a “person” as that term is defined by the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 

and CADA.  At all times relevant to this civil action, Defendant Kramarz was operating under 

the color of law when an investigation against Dr. Mondragon was made, when Dr. Mondragon 

was placed on suspension, when the decision was made to terminate her employment after 

consultation with other Individual Defendants named in this civil action, and when he contacted 

Defendant Cherry Creek School District No. 5 to interfere with prospective business 

opportunities Dr. Mondragon was exploring with Defendant Cherry Creek and harmed her 

personal and professional reputation.   

14. Defendant James Duran (“Defendant Duran”), at all times relevant to this civil action, 

was Dr. Mondragon’s estranged husband and is a citizen of the state of Colorado.  Defendant 
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Duran is a “person” as that term is defined by the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 

and CADA.  At all times relevant, Defendant Duran assisted the District and Defendant Sanchez 

in making unfounded and untrue accusations against Dr. Mondragon and provided information to 

the District and Defendant Sanchez about Dr. Mondragon.  The information provided by 

Defendant Duran was used to violate Dr. Mondragon’s constitutional and civil rights, leading to 

her contract termination and harm to her professional and personal reputation.     

15. Defendant Cherry Creek School District No. 5 (hereinafter “Defendant Cherry Creek”), 

at all times relevant to this civil action, is a public school district organized under the laws of the 

State of Colorado and is a “person” as that term is defined by the Civil Rights Act of 1871, 42 

U.S.C. § 1983, and CADA.  At all times relevant to this civil action, Defendant Cherry Creek is 

an “employer” as that term is defined by Title VII and CADA.  Defendant Cherry Creek is a 

former employer of Dr. Mondragon.   At all times relevant to this civil action, Defendant Cherry 

Creek was considering offering a contract for services to Dr. Mondragon.  At all times relevant 

to this civil action, Defendant Cherry Creek, by and through its agents and/or employees, was 

operating under the color of law when it spoke with Defendant Kramarz about Dr. Mondragon’s 

employment with Defendant Adams 14 and refused to offer Dr. Mondragon any contract for 

services after its conversation with Defendant Kramarz.  Defendant Cherry Creek is located at 

4700 S. Yosemite Street, Greenwood Village, Colorado.   

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

16. On April 27, 2016, and May 17, 2016, Dr. Mondragon requested from the Colorado Civil 

Rights Division and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission letters for right to sue 

involving her claims of employment discrimination and retaliation.  On June 1, 2016, the 
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Colorado Civil Rights Division issued Notices of Right to Sue for each of the cases against 

Defendants.  Dr. Mondragon is still waiting for the Notices of Right to Sue from the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission.    

COLORADO GOVERNMENTAL IMMUNITY ACT NOTICE 

17. On November 16, 2015, Dr. Mondragon timely mailed, via certified mail, a 180-day 

Colorado Governmental Immunity Act (“CGIA”) notice to the District informing it of her intent 

to file several various tort claims against individual Defendants.  The CGIA Notice was received 

by the District on November 18, 2015. 

18. Subsequent willful and wanton acts by the District, by and through Defendant Sanchez, 

resulted in another CGIA Notice to be sent on May 23, 2016, via certified mail, informing 

Defendants of Dr. Mondragon’s intent to file additional various state tort claims.  The CGIA 

Notice was received by the District on May 25, 2016.        

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. Federal Government’s Findings of Discrimination and Retaliation Against the 
District and Board 
 

19. On April 25, 2014, the public was alerted to findings from the United States Department 

of Education, Office for Civil Rights (“OCR”), against the District and the Board based on a 

multiyear investigation into discriminatory and retaliatory education and employment practices 

involving Hispanic families, students and staff.  The OCR findings were highly publicized by the 

press and raised questions about the educational and employment practices of a school district 

that is majority Hispanic – nearly 83 percent Hispanic student population.   

20. In the 24-page report, OCR found that the District and the Board engaged in 

discriminatory education and employment practices, including creating a hostile work 

Case 1:16-cv-01745-LTB   Document 1   Filed 07/08/16   USDC Colorado   Page 6 of 35



 7

environment and engaging in retaliatory behavior against Latino parents, students and staff.  

OCR also found that the District and the Board failed to investigate complaints of discrimination.  

The report noted that Defendant Sanchez agreed to remedy the District’s discriminatory and 

retaliatory practices.   

21. Prior to the April 25, 2014 OCR report being publicly released, on February 11, 2014, 

Defendant Sanchez entered into an Agreement with OCR.  In very clear terms, Defendant 

Sanchez and the District agreed to the following: 

To this end, the District will promptly investigate all incidents of 
harassment of parents, students, and staff on the basis of race, color, or 
national origin that are known or reasonably should be known to the 
District and will take appropriate action to respond to complaints, which 
may include disciplinary action against students, staff and/or 
administrators found to have violated District Policies AC, JB, AC-R1, 
and AC-R2 (Policy).  The District will take prompt, effective, action 
reasonably designed to end any hostile environment, prevent its 
recurrence, and, where appropriate, take steps to remedy the effects of the 
hostile environment on affected staff and students.  
 

22. The Agreement details the District’s responsibilities in implementing the Agreement.  

Specifically, the District, among other things, was required to: 

 Hire a new Grievance Officer;  

 Create a central database to track complaints of discrimination; and  

 Renew its antidiscrimination, anti-harassment policies; 

23. The District agreed to prohibit “retaliation against persons who report alleged harassment 

or participate in related proceedings.”   

24. By agreement, the District is required to investigate all formal and informal complaints of 

harassment.   
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25. OCR’s findings and subsequent settlement agreement were widely reported by the media 

and served as a black eye on the District, the Board and its administrators.  See, 

http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_25663484/report-latino-students-staff-faced-hostile-

environment-at.   

26. As part of rectifying the problems associated with its discriminatory and retaliatory 

education and employment practices, the District hired Dr. Mondragon, an expert in equity in 

education.  Dr. Mondragon was hired to clean up the District’s illegal practices and to restore its 

reputation in the community. 

27. Just days before Dr. Mondragon was hired by the District, OCR notified the District and 

Defendant Sanchez of another discrimination complaint filed by Latino students and staff. 

B. Mandated Changes in the District Leads to Dr. Mondragon’s Hire 

28. Dr. Mondragon was recruited away from Defendant Cherry Creek by the District in July 

2014.  While at Defendant Cherry Creek, Dr. Mondragon served as the Executive Director of 

Excellence and Equity. 

29. Prior to accepting the position with the District, Dr. Mondragon spoke with Defendant 

Cherry Creek Superintendent Harry Bull; Brooke Gregory, Asst. Superintendent of Human 

Resources; and Judy Skupa, Asst. Superintendent of Performance and Improvement to discuss 

the District’s offer.  Superintendent Bull and other administrators advised her of the problems 

with the District, but indicated that they would support Dr. Mondragon should she accept the 

position. 

30. A review of Dr. Mondragon’s personnel file supports that she performed her job 

satisfactorily with Defendant Cherry Creek, received consistent raises and promotions.   
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31. Nowhere in her personnel file is there information remotely suggesting that she was not 

eligible for rehire with Defendant Cherry Creek. 

32. Dr. Mondragon accepted the position and signed a contract with the District.  The 

contract would end on June 30, 2015.     

33. Upon Dr. Mondragon’s hire with the District, she was placed in the position of Chief 

Equity and Communications Officer.  As part of her job responsibilities, she was required to 

investigate discrimination and retaliation complaints received from staff, parents and students 

within the District.  Dr. Mondragon’s position was in line with the OCR Agreement 

requirements.   

34. At all times relevant, Dr. Mondragon was a nationally known and respected expert in the 

area of education and equity.  Dr. Mondragon was invited to other school districts throughout the 

nation to give speeches about equity in education. 

35. Dr. Mondragon’s work had an immediate and positive effect on the District.  In fact, 

during her short employment with the District, Dr. Mondragon received one raise and then a 

promotion to Chief Academic and Equity Officer in January 2015.   

C. November 12, 2014, Twenty-One Discrimination Complaints and Dr. Mondragon’s 
Investigation 
 

36. On November 12, 2014, twenty-one letters were submitted to the Board alleging 

discrimination based on race and/or primary language resulting in disparate treatment directed 

toward Hispanic/Latino/Spanish speaking parents and staff at Rose Hill Elementary School.   

37. These new complaints again raised concerns about the discriminatory and heavy-handed 

treatment of Hispanic parents, students and staff by District administrators, including Rose Hill 
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Elementary Principal Sherry Segura (“Principal Segura”) and Defendant Sanchez’s 

administration. 

38. OCR’s April 25, 2014 findings specifically mentioned investigating administrators from 

Rose Hill Elementary School for discrimination and retaliation.  

39. Upon information and belief, Defendant Sanchez and Segura were engaged in an 

extramarital affair during this time period or shortly thereafter. 

40. Pursuant to the OCR Agreement, the District was obligated to promptly investigate the 

parent complaints.  The Agreement mandates that no student, employee or member of the public 

will be subjected to adverse treatment in retaliation for any report of harassment.  The Board 

assigned the investigation of the complaints to Dr. Mondragon. 

41. Dr. Mondragon undertook an extensive two-month investigation into the complaints, 

which involved numerous witness interviews and a review of documentation.   

42. After conducting her investigation, Dr. Mondragon concluded that school administrators: 

1) engaged in creating an atmosphere of distrust and conflict; and 2) implemented 

disproportionate measures against particular parents, fracturing parent-to-parent and parent-to-

administrator relations.  Dr. Mondragon made recommendations to resolve the situation and to 

restore trust between the community and the District.   

43. The final report was written on January 30, 2015.   

44. Defendant Sanchez received a copy of the final report.   

45. Dr. Mondragon was to have reported her findings to the Board, but she was stripped of 

her duties and terminated from employment before she could make the presentation.   

46. It is unknown whether Dr. Mondragon’s findings have been reported to the Board. 
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47. On February 6, 2015, Defendant Sanchez, whose administration was considered to be 

alleged discriminating officials by the parents, inappropriately contacted Dr. Mondragon and 

asked her to change her findings.   

48. Dr. Mondragon considered this conduct wholly inappropriate and a violation of the OCR 

Agreement since Defendant Sanchez’s administration was being questioned.   

49. Defendant Sanchez’s attempt to interfere in the investigation also violated the OCR 

Agreement requiring that an investigation be reliable and impartial.   

50. Dr. Mondragon, who was out-of-town on business at the time Defendant Sanchez called, 

refused to change her findings.   

51. Later that day, Dr. Mondragon’s assistant, Barb Heumann, contacted Dr. Mondragon to 

report that Defendant Sanchez inappropriately accessed Dr. Mondragon’s computer files to make 

edits to the final report.   

52. Dr. Mondragon confronted Defendant Sanchez and objected to his actions. 

53. A Colorado Open Records Act request reveals that after Dr. Mondragon’s January 30, 

2015 final report, Defendant Sanchez began an investigation against Dr. Mondragon without her 

knowledge. 

54. Prior to Dr. Mondragon’s January 30, 2015 final report, there was no investigation being 

conducted against Dr. Mondragon by Defendants Board, District, Sanchez, Steel or Kramarz. 

D. The District’s’ Investigation of Dr. Mondragon 

55. After the February 6, 2015 conversation, Defendant Sanchez stripped Dr. Mondragon of 

her investigatory duties on or about March 9, 2015.  At the time she was stripped of her duties, 
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Dr. Mondragon was in the process of investigating a discrimination complaint filed by Joaquin 

Reyes, a Hispanic teacher.   

56. On March 18, 2015, Dr. Mondragon was physically confronted by Defendant Steel and 

admonished about her leadership style.  Dr. Mondragon was not the aggressor in the 

conversation and attempted to walk away from Defendant Steel.  The next day Defendants 

Sanchez and Steel met with Dr. Mondragon to discuss trust and loyalty interactions of women – 

a conversation Dr. Mondragon found to be very bizarre. 

57. As part of its investigation into Dr. Mondragon, Defendant Sanchez exchanged numerous 

communications with Defendant Duran, Dr. Mondragon’s estranged husband.  According to the 

District, Defendant Sanchez and Defendant Duran are family friends. 

58. Defendant Duran also exchanged text messages with Dr. Mondragon’s children accusing 

her of having an affair. 

59. In response to a Colorado Civil Rights Division (“CCRD”) investigation, the District 

stated that Defendant Duran contacted Defendant Sanchez around the first week of March 2015 

and alleged that Dr. Mondragon was “sleeping with” a District employee.   

60. Defendant Duran, on the other hand, and in response to the CCRD advised that he 

“discovered” that Dr. Mondragon “was engaging in an affair.”   

61. To date, neither the District, Defendant Sanchez, nor Defendant Duran provided any 

evidence that Dr. Mondragon was “sleeping around” or “engaging in an affair.”   

62. It should be noted that there is no District policy governing “extramarital affairs” or 

“consensual relationships” between employees.   
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63. As indicated above, during this same time frame, upon information and belief, Defendant 

Sanchez was engaged in an extramarital affair with Principal Sherry Segura from Rose Hill 

Elementary School.   

64. The District informed the CCRD that upon learning of the alleged “sleeping around,” 

Defendant Sanchez advised Defendant Duran that “[Defendant Sanchez] could not talk to 

[Defendant Duran], but that [Defendant Duran] needed to think about his children and refrain 

from acting out of anger and emotion.”   

65. The District’s “moral high ground” position is at odds with Defendant Duran’s statement 

to the CCRD.  There, Defendant Duran stated: 

I did talk with Mr. Pat Sanchez regarding [Dr. Mondragon].  He was only 
able to inform me that [the affair] had been going on for a while and he 
had tons of proof regarding the affair.  I inquired more and asked if he 
could give me any paperwork, “proof.” He told me it would all come out 
soon that Robyn had been engaged in various underhanded behavior and 
was probably going to be reprimanded very soon.  He even apologized for 
anything that was going to hurt our family financially due to Robyn’s 
actions at work… Pat never supplied me with anything other than 
confirming that Robyn was having an affair. (Emphasis added). 
 

66. Sanchez’s communications about Dr. Mondragon’s employment is a violation of the 

District’s policies, which requires personnel matters to remain confidential.  See 

http://z2.ctspublish.com/casb/Z2Browser2.html?showset=adams14-casb.   

67. Despite this policy, Defendant Duran also admits in his statement that, “[T]here were 

some text messages between [Defendant Duran and Defendant Sanchez] but mainly they were 

trying to get to the bottom of the affair.” 

68. On March 26, 2015, a meeting took place between Defendants Sanchez and Duran.  The 

District recounts the following: 
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On or about March 26, 2015, Mr. Duran texted Mr. Sanchez to invite him 
for a drink.  Mr. Sanchez stopped by the bar, which was very close, to visit 
with Mr. Duran and only stayed for a few minutes; he did not even sit 
down or have a drink.  Mr. Duran and Mr. Sanchez did not discuss 
[Mondragon] during that encounter.  
 

69. Not surprisingly, Defendant Duran’s account is very different from the District’s.  

Defendant Duran attempted to argue that the March 26, 2015 encounter at the bar was 

coincidental.  Defendant Duran stated: 

Regarding the “meeting” on March 26th at a bar where I was confronted 
by pat sanchez (sic), this is not true.  Yes I was at the Highland Tavern 
having dinner with some friends.  Pat sanchez (sic) did walk in and we 
spoke briefly  There was not strategic planning or information shared.  It 
was literally 5 minutes in passing and that was it.  Merely coincidental 
that we ran into each other.  (Emphasis added).    
  

70. The March 26, 2015 “encounter” was more than mere chance.  The District admits that 

Sanchez was invited to the bar.  Also, a March 26, 2015 text message supports that Defendants 

Sanchez and Duran were communicating that day.  Defendants Sanchez and Duran stated the 

following in text message communications that day: 

Can tu (sic) call me sometime to talk 
Call me now if you want 
Thank you brother I appreciate it anything I can do to help you 
Likewise bro  
 

71. During a hearing in front of the Adams County District Court on June 23, 2015, counsel 

for Defendants District and Sanchez confirmed that this communication was between Defendants 

Sanchez and Duran. 

72. The very next day, March 27, 2015, Defendant Sanchez placed Dr. Mondragon on 

investigatory leave.  She was not advised as to what investigation was being conducted.  She was 

not advised of any reason for her placement on investigatory leave. 
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73. On April 2, 2015, Dr. Mondragon formally complained, via email, of discrimination and 

retaliation to Jack Kronser (“Kronser”), Acting Chief Director of Human Resources.  Dr. 

Mondragon was very clear in her complaint of discrimination and retaliation.  Dr. Mondragon 

stated: 

I believe I am not only being discriminated against as a Latina female, 
further, I believe that this action is in retaliation for multiple 
investigations and reports of discrimination, retaliation, and harassment, 
by multiple district officials, towards staff, teachers, parents, and 
community members, which I have participated in as the lead investigator 
and/or through reports made by me in in [sic] general as the Equity 
Compliance Officer, Chief of Communications and Equity, as well as in 
my most recent position as Chief Academic and Equity Officer, inclusive 
of a large scale investigation, by which, several community 
members/parents reported these acts at a public school board meeting, 
November 12, 2014, whereas findings (dated January 30, 2015) were 
clearly in favor of the parents. 
 

74. As identified in the OCR Agreement, the District was mandated to promptly, fairly and 

impartially investigate all incidences of harassment of staff on the basis of sex and national 

origin, to prohibit retaliation and to take prompt, effective action to end any hostile environment 

affecting staff.   

75. To date, no investigation has been conducted into Dr. Mondragon’s complaints of 

discrimination and retaliation – a fact that OCR later raised as an issue.     

76. On April 6, 2015, Defendant Duran sent a text message to Dr. Mondragon.  In the text 

message, Defendant Duran advised Dr. Mondragon that “all hell is going to break loose today for 

you.  I’m sorry for what I’ve done and what is coming.” 

77. That same day, Dr. Mondragon was called to a meeting with Kronser and Yessica 

O’Conner, executive assistant, who took the notes during the meeting.  The notes demonstrate 
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that Kronser would ask vague questions, provided little detail and jumped around from topic to 

topic.   

78. The first topic involved an allegation that there was concern about Dr. Mondragon’s 

leadership.  Specifically, Kronser stated that “people” described that Dr. Mondragon’s meetings 

lacked focus and that Dr. Mondragon was trying to align a group against Defendant Sanchez.  

Kronser did not identify who the “people” were.   

79. Dr. Mondragon told Kronser that it was hard for her to respond to the allegations and that 

this meeting was the first time she had heard of such allegations. 

80. Kronser also advised of an allegation that Dr. Mondragon failed to conduct herself as a 

leader, specifically as it pertained to “gender distrust.”  Dr. Mondragon clarified her comment 

involving Principal Liz Balderas being highlighted by the District as the first Latina principal at a 

District school.  Once Dr. Mondragon provided context to Kronser, he moved to the next issue. 

81. The next issue Kronser brought up was the trip to Houston Dr. Mondragon and other 

District administrators took.  Kronser vaguely alleged that there was some conversation about the 

future leadership of the District, rank of titles and taking over the District.  Dr. Mondragon could 

not speak to the vague allegations, but denied discussion of “taking over the District” by pointing 

out that she was already part of the cabinet. 

82. Next, Kronser raised an issue involving Dr. Mondragon allegedly disparaging Kramarz’s 

leadership role and effectiveness.  Dr. Mondragon indicated that this was a new allegation and 

asked for clarification about the conduct for cabinet members, such as any policy.  Kronser did 

not provide any clarification. 
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83. Kronser then jumped to an issue involving a charter school.  The exact issue is confused, 

which resulted in Kronser returning to the Austin trip.  It is unclear if Kronser is talking about 

the Houston trip or some other trip to Austin.  He shared an email with Dr. Mondragon, which 

she asked to have a copy of.  Kronser did not ask her any substantive question about the email, 

but then pivoted, once again, to the issue involving Principal Balderas. 

84. Kronser alleged that Dr. Mondragon “attacked leadership” by stating that people question 

her leadership because of her color.  Dr. Mondragon corrected Kronser and educated him about 

critical race theory, which is precisely the reason why she was hired by the District.  She noted 

that critical race theory surmises that “people of power, if they are white” results in the decisions 

of people of color being questioned – a critical race theory known as “racial positionality.”  Dr. 

Mondragon pointed out to Kronser that one of the reasons why she was hired by the District was 

to embrace talking about critical race theory.  Dr. Mondragon further noted that Defendant Steel 

also talked about “whiteness.” 

85. Apparently, the conversation was a bit over Kronser’s head and he then moved to discuss 

the alleged inappropriate relationship between Dr. Mondragon and Manny Gonzales, District 

employee.  Kronser admitted that Defendant Duran reached out to “senior leadership” about the 

relationship.  Dr. Mondragon refused to speak about a matter related to her marital or personal 

life. 

86. According to the notes taken by the District, no other issue was raised with Dr. 

Mondragon related to her administrative leave. 

E. Communication with Defendant Cherry Creek Employees 
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87. Recognizing and experiencing the discriminatory and retaliatory conduct of the District 

directly, Dr. Mondragon began looking at the possibility of starting her own business.  High level 

and cabinet level employees from Defendant Cherry Creek, who also were friends of Dr. 

Mondragon, had frequent meetings with Dr. Mondragon to find out how she was doing.  It was 

during these meetings that Dr. Mondragon began discussing her ideas about starting a business.   

88. During these meetings Dr. Mondragon confided in her friends about the discrimination 

and retaliation she was facing at the District and they provided her advice. 

89. During one particular meeting, one executive level employee, Jennifer Perry (“Perry”), 

made a comment that a Cherry Creek principal was authorized to set aside Title I and Title II 

dollars for a contract involving equity work.  Perry, because of her position, would have first-

hand knowledge of these set aside dollars.  Dr. Mondragon and Perry discussed the possibility of 

Dr. Mondragon being hired to do this work.  In support of this position, Perry went one step 

further to schedule an hour long meeting to discuss Dr. Mondragon. 

90. Dr. Mondragon also spoke with two other Defendant Cherry Creek executive level 

officials who expressed enthusiasm about Dr. Mondragon picking up work at Defendant Cherry 

Creek related to education excellence and equity.   

91. At no time did anyone in Defendant Cherry Creek advise Dr. Mondragon that there was a 

problem with the way she left Cherry Creek Schools in July 2014 – in fact, they encouraged her 

to look at opportunities within Cherry Creek Schools. 

92. Defendant Cherry Creek also was very aware of Dr. Mondragon’s discrimination and 

retaliation issues she faced at the District.  The Colorado K-12 education community is quite 

small.     
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93. As indicated earlier, Dr. Mondragon spoke with high level Defendant Cherry Creek 

employees about the discrimination and retaliation she was experiencing at the District.  Again, 

these individuals were friends to Dr. Mondragon.  Dr. Mondragon sought their advice about her 

EEOC narrative statement.   

94. Two high level Defendant Cherry Creek employees provided their opinion about Dr. 

Mondragon’s narrative.  On April 22, 2015, one of the high level Defendant Cherry Creek 

employees stated the following: 

BTW, the narrative is no joke.  EEOC will be like DAMNNNNN! 
Reads like systemic corruption should be investigated/considered.  Too many 
red flags to ignore IMO.  Especially, with the added layer of OCR.  Will be 
interested to see what they do. 
 

95. A second high level Defendant Cherry Creek employee stated the following on April 26, 

2015: 

Hey girl!   
I read through this and, wow!  I think you have a [sic] clearly identify [sic] all 
of the areas in which the admin leave has no merit. 
My only suggestion would be to maybe put a narrative in front of all of it that 
outlines everything that happened in order from the time you were recruited 
until today (very objectively).  You might want to even include in there things 
that you have heard they are saying out in the community about you being 
fired, etc. 
I still can’t believe someone would do something so horrible to you… 
 

F. Termination of Dr. Mondragon and Retaliation with Defendant Cherry Creek 

96. On May 8, 2015, the District’s outside counsel advised that the District would move 

forward with terminating Dr. Mondragon’s employment.  This was the first time Dr. Mondragon 

was made aware that the District intended to terminate her employment.  No explanation was 

given for the reason behind the termination despite the fact that Dr. Mondragon’s contract would 

expire on June 30, 2015.      
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97. To retaliate further, on May 19, 2015, Defendant Kramarz, contacted Defendant Cherry 

Creek, to inquire about a rumor he heard that Defendant Cherry Creek was going to rehire or 

consult with Dr. Mondragon.   

98. This conversation was confirmed by Defendant Cherry Creek School District Counsel 

Sonya McKenzie (“McKenzie”) to the CCRD.   

99. It is unknown exactly what was said between Defendant Kramarz and McKenzie and no 

clear explanation has been given by the District or Defendant Kramarz as to why he would make 

a phone call to Defendant Cherry Creek to discuss Dr. Mondragon’s potential hire – a personnel 

matter within the Cherry Creek School District.    

100. The same day Defendant Kramarz spoke with McKenzie, Cherry Creek School District’s, 

Educational Operations Leadership Team (“EdOp”) met to discuss a variety of topics, including 

a potential contract for Dr. Mondragon.   

101. A copy of the May 19, 2015 EdOp agenda shows that the meeting started at 8:00 a.m.  

On the EdOp agenda was Dr. Mondragon’s consultation company, Aspiring Equity Group, LLC 

(“AEG”). 

102. At 12:06 p.m., Dr. Mondragon started receiving text messages from a cabinet level 

official with Defendant Cherry Creek.  This cabinet level official was at the May 19, 2015 EdOp 

meeting.  The 12:06 p.m. text messages state: 

Cabinet official: folks were advised not to let schools hire the company… 
just want to give you a heads up 
Dr. Mondragon: Why 
Cabinet official: dunno… directive came from DLT [District Leadership 
Team] 
Dr. Mondragon: Interesting… On the back end.  There’s an implied 
message. 
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Cabinet official: it was just a [sic] Harry says no… Well… I’ll say nothing 
was explicit 
Dr. Mondragon: I get it.  Still. 
Cabinet official: I see your point with the implicit… totally see your 
point… but didn’t want you blindsided… I’m just amazed how it… 
 

103. At 12:07 p.m., the same cabinet level official sends additional text messages to Dr. 

Mondragon.  The 12:07 p.m. text messages state: 

Cabinet official: Just found out from Mike what happened… Tell you in a 
bit… Someone from Adams spoke to Sonia.  Sonia spoke to Harry.  Adams 
person said you were consulting. 
Dr. Mondragon:  Walt… The lawyer… He’s part of the smear campaign. 
Cabinet official: Well there you o [sic]… go 
Dr. Mondragon: How does Mike know? 
Cabinet official: It was brought up at EdOp… Judy came to him Friday… 
After Sonia approached Harry 
Dr. Mondragon: She told him it was Sonia. 
Cabinet official: Yes… Confirmed via Brooke 
 

104. Dr. Mondragon lost out on an opportunity to contract with Defendant Cherry Creek 

because of communications between Defendant Kramarz and employees of Defendant Cherry 

Creek. 

105. Dr. Mondragon was not afforded an opportunity to defend her liberty interests, which 

resulted in the denial of a contract with Defendant Cherry Creek and harm to her reputation.  

106. On May 27, 2015, the District formally terminated Dr. Mondragon’s employment despite 

the fact that her contract ended on June 30, 2015.   

107. On June 4, 2015, the District’s outside counsel formally advised the undersigned that the 

District terminated Dr. Mondragon’s contract.  Again, no reason was provided as to why Dr. 

Mondragon’s contract was terminated.   

108. The District refused to pay the remainder of Dr. Mondragon’s contract. 
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109. The District refused to provide an explanation as to why the contract was being 

termination. 

110. The District did not afford Dr. Mondragon an opportunity to be heard in response to the 

contract termination, to defend her liberty interests or to defend her right to complete the 

contract. 

111. Other male employees have engaged in the same or similar conduct for which Dr. 

Mondragon was accused. 

112. These male employees have not been similarly disciplined or terminated.    

113. During the course of the CCRD investigation, Defendant Sanchez showed numerous 

community members, including Anita Mercado and Timio Archuleta (then a community member 

and now a school board member), and District employees documents written by the District’s 

counsel.  These documents, upon information and belief, were the District’s Position Statement 

to the CCRD and email messages, which allegedly showed unprofessional conduct on behalf of 

Dr. Mondragon and alleged that she had been “sleeping around” with a fellow employee.  

114. The District and Defendant Sanchez did not afford Dr. Mondragon an opportunity to be 

heard and to defend herself in response to Defendant Sanchez’s conduct, false allegations and 

false statements to members of the community, thereby violating Dr. Mondragon’s liberty 

interests. 

115. In fact, on May 1, 2016, Newark Unified School District Board Member Nancy Thomas 

(“Thomas”) reached out to Manny Gonzales to discuss allegations raised by Defendant Sanchez 

to the Newark Unified School District Board (“Newark Board”) about Gonzales and Dr. 

Mondragon.  Gonzales returned Thomas’ phone call on May 2, 2016. 
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116. Defendant Sanchez, acting in his capacity as superintendent with the District and in the 

course of being interviewed for a superintendent position with the Newark Unified School 

District, discussed with the Newark Board an “inappropriate relationship” between Dr. 

Mondragon and Gonzales.   

117. In the course of this public discussion, Defendant Sanchez showed the Newark Board a 

document or documents written by the District’s counsel as alleged evidence to support his 

allegation.   

118. Defendant Sanchez had no purpose for discussing a District personnel matter involving 

Dr. Mondragon or accusing her of engaging in an extramarital affair. 

119. During a recorded, public Newark Board meeting, on May 3, 2016, Defendant Sanchez 

advised the community that he has documents that are supposedly “public record” and he is 

willing to share them with the public about the alleged affair. 

120. Upon information and belief, Defendant Sanchez did not advise the Newark Board that 

there is no District policy, rule or regulation that prohibits employees from having relationships 

of any kind. 

121. Upon information and belief, Defendant Sanchez did not advise the Newark Board that 

he was prohibited by the District’s policies from speaking about personnel issues.   

122. Upon information and belief, Defendant Sanchez did not advise the Newark Board that 

he and a subordinate employee, Principal Segura, had been engaged in a romantic relationship; a 

fact he revealed to Larry Quintana (former Adams 14 school board member) and Connie 

Quintana (current Adams 14 school board member).   

Case 1:16-cv-01745-LTB   Document 1   Filed 07/08/16   USDC Colorado   Page 23 of 35



 24

123. Upon information and belief, Defendant Sanchez did not reveal to the Newark Board that 

the alleged “inappropriate relationship” was based on an allegation received from Dr. 

Mondragon’s estranged husband, Defendant Duran, a family friend to Defendant Sanchez. 

124. On May 2, 2016, OCR issued another letter to the District regarding its failure to 

investigate complaints of discrimination. 

125. The District has not conducted an investigation into Dr. Mondragon’s April 2, 2015 

complaint of discrimination. 

126. OCR stated in its letter to the District that it is aware of national origin, race, and color 

allegations involving “the highest level of the District, including current and past members of the 

Board of Education that have not been investigated.”  

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 Denial of Equal Protection – Defendants District, Board, Defendants 

Sanchez, Steel and Kramarz) 
 

127. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

128. Defendants acted under the color of state law, pursuant to a policy, custom or practice of 

Defendant District and Board, to deprive Dr. Mondragon the equal protection of the law, as 

guaranteed under the United States Constitution and Colorado Constitution, when they placed 

her on investigatory leave, refused to investigate her claims of employment discrimination and 

retaliation, and when they terminated her employment.   

129. The deprivation was based on Dr.  Mondragon’s national origin, Hispanic, sex, female 

and in retaliation for her complaints of discrimination. 
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130. Dr. Mondragon was subjected to adverse treatment because of her national origin and 

sex, including but not limited to being unlawfully disciplined, being unlawfully investigated and 

having her contract unlawfully terminated. 

131. Dr. Mondragon engaged in activities and speech in opposition to discriminatory and 

retaliatory employment practices prohibited by the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteen 

Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

132. Defendants have been found by OCR to have engaged in a pattern and/or practice of 

national origin discrimination against Hispanic parents, students and staff and found to have 

engaged in a pattern and/or practice of retaliation against anyone who complains of Defendants’ 

discriminatory and retaliatory practices. 

133. Defendants are not entitled to qualified immunity as the law, the publicly known OCR 

findings and the publicly known OCR Agreement clearly established Dr. Mondragon’s statutory 

and constitutional rights to be free from discrimination, retaliation, disparagement of her 

reputation, and she was entitled to the benefit of having her complaints of discrimination and 

retaliation investigated. 

134. Dr. Mondragon spoke out on behalf of parents, students, staff and herself because she had 

a reasonable and good faith belief that Defendants were continuing their proven practice of 

discrimination and retaliation as detailed by the OCR. 

135. Defendants treated Dr. Mondragon more adversely than her similarly situated 

counterparts who engaged in the same or similar behavior for which Dr. Mondragon was 

accused. 
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136. Defendants failed to properly monitor, train, supervise and/or discipline members of their 

Board and employees regarding anti-discrimination laws.  This inadequate monitoring, training, 

and/or supervision results from a conscious or deliberate choice to follow a course of action from 

among various alternatives available to Defendants.  Such failure to properly hire, train, and/or 

supervise was the moving force behind and proximate cause of Defendants’ discrimination and 

retaliation against Dr.  Mondragon and constitutes an unconstitutional policy, procedure, custom 

and/or practice. 

137. Defendants are deliberately indifferent to or tacitly approved of their Board members and 

employees’ misconduct, which is performed through official custom, policy, or practice 

promulgated by the Board and decisionmakers, and that custom, policy, or practice was the 

moving force behind Defendants’ unconstitutional acts.  

138. Defendants’ acts were deliberate or in reckless disregard of Dr. Mondragon’s 

constitutional and statutory rights and demonstrate an invidiously discriminatory and/or 

retaliatory animus as the motivating factor behind Defendants’ actions. 

139. As a proximate result of Defendants’ violation, Dr. Mondragon suffered and continues to 

suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 Conspiracy – All Defendants) 

 
140. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

141. Defendants conspired with one another to investigate Dr. Duran, place her on 

administrative leave, terminate her employment, preclude her from gaining employment and 

harming her personal and professional reputation; 

142. Each of the Defendants operated under the color of state law during the conspiracy; 
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143. The Defendants deprived Dr. Mondragon her federal right to due process, equal 

protection, freedom of speech and liberty interests. 

144. Defendants’ acts were deliberate or in reckless disregard of Dr. Mondragon’s 

constitutional and statutory rights. 

145. Their overt acts were done pursuant to the conspiracy, which caused and continues to 

cause harm to Dr. Mondragon and to her personal and professional reputation for which she 

suffers injuries, damages and losses. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 Denial of Due Process – Defendants District, Board, Sanchez, and 

Kramarz) 
 

146. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

147. Dr. Mondragon held a property interest in a contract made with Defendants Board and 

District. 

148. The contact with Defendants expired on June 30, 2015. 

149. Defendants terminated Dr. Mondragon’s contract prior to June 30, 2015, without 

affording her notice of charges or an opportunity to be heard. 

150. Defendants, acting under the color of law, made public statements that impugned the 

good name, reputation, honor or integrity of Dr. Mondragon, specifically impugning her 

professional and personal reputation in violation of her constitutional rights guaranteed under the 

United States Constitution and Colorado Constitution. 

151. Dr. Mondragon was not afforded any name clearing hearing or an opportunity to defend 

herself or her professional or personal reputation from Defendants’ acts and statements. 
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152. Defendants’ acts were deliberate or in reckless disregard of Dr. Mondragon’s 

constitutional and statutory rights. 

153. Defendants’ statements occurred in the course of terminating Dr. Mondragon, after her 

termination from employment, during the CCRD investigation into Dr. Mondragon’s 

discrimination and retaliation complaints. 

154. Defendants’ actions violated the OCR Agreement, which provided Dr. Mondragon due 

process related to her discrimination and retaliation complaint. 

155. As a proximate result of Defendants’ violation of her procedural due process rights, Dr. 

Mondragon suffered and continues to suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(42 U.S.C. § 1983 Retaliation Against Dr. Mondragon for Freedom of Speech – Defendants 

District, Board, Sanchez, Steel and Kramarz) 
 
156. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

157. Community members of the District issued public complaints about discrimination, a 

hostile environment and retaliation within the District to the Board.  These discrimination 

complaints about the District and its administration were a matter of public concern. 

158. In line with the OCR Agreement, Dr. Mondragon investigated these community 

discrimination complaints.   

159. As a result of the OCR Agreement, Defendants did not have the right to place any 

restriction on Dr. Mondragon’s speech in investigating the parent complaints, issuing findings or 

making her own complaints of discrimination and retaliation against Defendants.  

160. As required by the OCR Agreement, Dr. Mondragon issued findings on January 30, 2015 

that school administrators: 1) engaged in creating an atmosphere of distrust and conflict; and 2) 
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implemented disproportionate measures against particular parents, fracturing parent-to-parent 

and parent-to-administrator relations.  Dr. Mondragon’s findings are matters of public concern. 

161. After her January 30, 2015 findings, Defendants began investigating Dr. Mondragon, 

stripped her of her duties, placed her on investigative leave, refused to investigate her 

discrimination and retaliation complaints, which is an important employee benefit, terminated 

her employment and spoke with potential employers about Dr. Mondragon in a manner that 

resulted in her loss of reputation and employment opportunities. 

162. Defendants’ actions did not promote the efficiency of public service and did not outweigh 

Plaintiff Mondragon’s free speech interests. 

163. Plaintiff Mondragon’s protected speech is a motivating factor in those actions Defendants 

took against her. 

164. As Dr. Mondragon was not under investigation prior to the January 30, 2015 final report, 

Defendants cannot show that they would have taken the same action against Dr. Mondragon 

absent her protected speech. 

165. As a proximate result of Defendants’ violation, Dr. Mondragon suffered and continues to 

suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(National Origin, Ancestry and Sex Discrimination Under Title VII and CADA – 

Defendant District and Board) 
 
166. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

167. Dr. Mondragon belongs to a protected group based on her national origin/ancestry, 

Hispanic, and sex, female. 

168. Dr. Mondragon was qualified for her position, receiving a raise and a promotion. 
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169. Dr. Mondragon suffered an adverse employment action. 

170. The circumstances of the adverse employment actions suffered give rise to an inference 

of unlawful discrimination. 

171. As a proximate result of Defendants’ violation, Dr. Mondragon suffered and continues to 

suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Retaliation Under Title VII and CADA – All Defendants) 

 
172. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

173. Dr. Mondragon participated in a discrimination investigation (January 30, 2015) and 

opposed discriminatory employment practices (April 2, 2015) against Defendants District, 

Sanchez, Steel and Kramarz. 

174. Defendants District, Sanchez, Steel and Kramarz stripped Dr. Mondragon of her duties, 

placed her on investigatory leave, failed/refused to investigate her discrimination and retaliation 

complaints, terminated her employment and harmed her reputation. 

175. Defendant Duran assisted Defendant Sanchez by providing allegations of an extramarital 

affair, which was later used as a reason for Dr. Mondragon’s termination from employment by 

Defendant District. 

176. Defendant Kramarz further retaliated against Dr. Mondragon by interfering with Dr. 

Mondragon’s ability to seek other employment with Defendant Cherry Creek. 

177. Upon hearing from Defendant Kramarz, Defendant Cherry Creek advised its staff that Dr. 

Mondragon would never receive a contract. 
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178. Defendant Board terminated Dr. Mondragon’s contract one month before its completion 

date and failed to pay Dr. Mondragon the remainder of the contract in retaliation for her 

complaints of discrimination and retaliation. 

179. There exists a causal connection between Dr. Mondragon’s investigation into 

discrimination complaints against Defendant District and its administration, her findings that 

were not favorable to Defendant District and its administration, her complaints of discrimination 

and retaliation, which went uninvestigated, and the adverse employment actions taken against 

her by Defendants resulting in harm to Dr. Mondragon and to her professional and personal 

reputation.   

180. As a proximate result of Defendants’ violation, Dr. Mondragon suffered and continues to 

suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Aiding and Abetting Discrimination in Violation of CADA – Defendants Sanchez, Steel, 

Kramarz, Duran and Cherry Creek ) 
 

181. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

182. By and through the conduct of Defendants, the District was assisted in engaging in 

discriminatory and retaliatory acts against Dr. Mondragon, leading to her termination from 

employment and harm to her personal and professional reputation. 

183. As a proximate result of Defendants’ violation, Dr. Mondragon suffered and continues to 

suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Defamation – Defendants Sanchez, Kramarz and Duran) 

 
184. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 
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185. Defendants Sanchez and Kramarz made defamatory statements to community members 

and other school districts about Dr. Mondragon, particularly about her professional and personal 

reputation. 

186. Defendant Duran made defamatory statements about Dr. Mondragon having an affair to 

Dr. Mondragon’s employer and Dr. Mondragon’s children. 

187. Defendants Sanchez and Kramarz made these willful and wanton defamatory statements 

while acting within the scope of their duties. 

188. Defendants’ statements caused harm to Dr. Mondragon’s professional and personal 

reputation.  

189. As a proximate result of Defendants’ violation, Dr. Mondragon suffered and continues to 

suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Extreme and Outrageous Conduct – Defendants Sanchez, Kramarz and Duran) 

 
190. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

191. Defendants engaged in extreme and outrageous conduct. 

192. They engaged in this extreme and outrageous conduct recklessly or with the intent of 

causing Dr. Mondragon severe emotional distress. 

193. Defendants’ willful and wanton conduct caused Dr. Mondragon severe emotional 

distress.   

TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Tortious Interference with Prospective Business Relations – Defendants Kramarz) 

 
194. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 
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195. Defendant Kramarz, by and through his actions, intentionally and improperly interfered 

with Dr. Mondragon’s potential business relationship with Defendant Cherry Creek.  

196. Defendant Kramarz’s intentional and improper acts caused Defendant Cherry Creek not 

to enter into any contracts with Dr. Mondragon and prevented Dr. Mondragon from gaining any 

contracts with Defendant Cherry Creek. 

197. As a proximate result of Defendant Kramarz’s willful and wanton conduct, Dr. 

Mondragon suffered and continues to suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Tortious Interference with Contractual Relations – Defendant Duran) 

 
198. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

199. Dr. Mondragon had a contract with Defendants Board and District that would have 

expired on June 30, 2015. 

200. Defendant Duran, by and through his actions, intentionally and improperly interfered 

with Dr. Mondragon’s contract with Defendants Board and District. 

201. As a result of Defendant Duran’s conduct, Defendants Board and District stopped 

performing on the contract with Dr. Mondragon.   

202. As a proximate result of Defendant Duran’s intentional and improper conduct, Dr. 

Mondragon suffered and continues to suffer injuries, damages and losses.  

 
TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Breach of Contract – Defendants District and Board) 
 

203. Dr. Mondragon incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 
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204. A contract existed between Dr. Mondragon and Defendants District and Board, whereby 

she would perform work for the District until June 30, 2015, for which she would receive 

compensation. 

205. Dr. Mondragon performed her duties under the contract. 

206. Defendants failed to perform its duties under the contract and terminated the contract 

prior to June 30, 2015, without reason. 

207. Dr. Mondragon suffered foreseeable financial and emotional damages due to Defendants 

willful and wanton breach of the contract. 

WHEREFORE, Dr. Mondragon respectfully prays this Court to grant the following relief: 

a) Declaratory relief and injunctive relief, as appropriate; 

b) Actual economic damages as established at trial; 

c) Any economic losses or injuries that Dr. Mondragon suffered to the present time or 

which Dr. Mondragon will probably suffer in the future, including but not limited to 

loss of earnings or damage to her ability to earn money in the future, and other 

expenses; 

d) Compensatory, consequential, nominal and special damages past, present and future, 

in amounts to be proven at trial, including mental pain and suffering, inconvenience, 

emotional stress, impairment of the quality of life, humiliation and embarrassment, 

injury to reputation, economic and non-economic losses, financial hardship, loss of 

earning capacity, and all other damages as provided by law or equity; 

e) Punitive damages for all claims as allowed by law in an amount to be determined at 

trial; 
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f) Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest at the highest lawful rate; 

g) Attorney’s fees and costs in this action; and  

h) Such other and further relief as allowed by law or in equity. 

Respectfully submitted this 6th day of July, 2016. 
        
        
           
     Joseph A. Salazar, Esq. 
     Smith Shellenberger & Salazar, LLC 
     14694 Orchard Parkway, Suite 210 
     Westminster, Colorado 80023 
     (303) 255-3588 Office 

(303) 255-3677 Fax 
     E-mail: jas@ssslawyers.com   
     Atty. Reg. #35196 
 

JURY DEMAND 
 
 Dr. Mondragon requests a trial by jury on all issues and claims. 
 
 
Address of Plaintiff: 
 
Dr. Robyn Mondragon 
1054 S. Alcott Street 
Denver, CO 80219 
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