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Background Information and Important Dates 

 
Sabatini had 3 employers: Whitehead Institute (WI), MIT, and the Howard Hughes Medical Institute 
(HHMI). His lab was physically located in the WI and he was paid a small salary by WI. Most of his 
salary and benefits, and a significant part of his lab budget, were paid by HHMI. He had tenure in 
the Biology Department at MIT, and he taught classes there but none of his salary was paid by 
MIT. Ruth Lehmann took over as Director of the WI in July 2020. 
 
The online DEI survey was conducted at the end of 2020 (it was commissioned by Ruth Lehmann 
and led by Sharon Jones from Jones Diversity, Inc.). In court documents, Director Lehmann claims 
that the WI Board asked her to run a climate and culture survey when she started as WI Director. 
 
Lehmann has claimed that the results of the DEI survey were what led the WI to hire Hinckley Allen 
& Snyder (HAS) to conduct an outside investigation of Sabatini’s lab. The HAS attorneys who 
conducted the HAS investigation are William Sinnott, Elizabeth McEvoy, and Tara Singh. 
 
The HAS investigation started at the end of March 2021. 
 
Sabatini was given the HAS report on the afternoon of August 19, 2021. The decision to terminate 
him from WI and HHMI had been made even before he was given the report. He departed the WI 
and HHMI on August 20, 2021. Court documents show that HHMI never interacted with him and 
that Lehmann refused to talk to him during the HAS investigation and even after he was given the 
report.  
 
Soon after his departure from WI, MIT started an investigation to decide if his tenure at MIT should 
be revoked. The committee consisted of Nergis Mavalvala (Dean of Science), Alan Grossman 
(Head of Biology) and Martin Schmidt (Provost). The committee interviewed Sabatini once but did 
not talk to anyone else from his lab. 
 
Sabatini resigned under pressure from MIT on April 2022 
 
During the MIT investigation Sabatini sued Kristen Knouse and Ruth Lehmann and WI. Knouse 
countersued Sabatini about a month later.  
 
Sabatini is represented by Arrowood LLP (Lisa Arrowood, Ed Foye, Sara Sousa and Shayne 
Kinsella). 
 
Knouse is represented by the Zucker Lab Group LLP (Ellen Zucker, Christopher Wurster) and by 
Nancy Gertner. Gertner is retired Judge and so sometimes still uses this title even though this is 
not allowed. 
 
WI and Lehmann are represented by Stoneman, Chandler & Miller LLP (Kaye Hoge and John 
Simon). 
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Knouse recruited several people to aid her in destroying Sabatini’s career and their names appear 
throughout court documents and this report. They are: 
 

Heather Keys 
Nora Kory 
Danica Rili 
 
Izabella (Iza) Pena 
 
Tina Lopez 

 
Heather Keys, Nora Kory, Danica Rili had been in Sabatini’s lab (Heather Keys was a 
graduate student, Nora Kory a post-doc, Danica Rili his assistant) but all had departed the 
lab by the time the HAS investigation began (in some cases many years before (Heather 
Keys)). 
 
Izabella Pena was a post-doc who was still in the lab when the investigation began.  
 
Knouse manipulated these 4 women into complaining to WI and HAS about Sabatini and 
used them to interfere with the investigation. She manipulated them to the point that Kory, 
Pena, and Rili eventually joined her in wishing for Sabatini’s death.  
 
Tina Lopez is Knouse’s own graduate student and became Knouse’s main confidant in her 
crusade against Sabatini. Sabatini never met alone with Tina Lopez. 
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Information about the unredacted public documents analyzed in this report 
 

The court website contains many motions from Sabatini seeking documents from Knouse and 
WI/Lehmann as well as the countermotions in which they argue that the documents should not be 
produced. In most cases Sabatini won his motions, forcing Knouse and WI/Lehmann to provide 
documents they wished to keep hidden. However, by stamping these documents as confidential, 
they made sure that they remain hidden from the public. In a recent hearing, the court expressed 
its dissatisfaction with this practice and unredacted 3 motions that Sabatini filed in 2024, making 
public the full motions and their associated exhibits (6 total PDFs).  
 
It is clear from the court website that there are several other motions still under consideration by 
the judges and so it is likely that other documents will become public in the next few months. 

 
 
To obtain the newly unredacted PDFs follow these directions: 
 
1) Using the Chrome browser, access the court docket in Massachusetts at: 

https://www.masscourts.org 
 
2) Check the "im not a robot" box, and click the button that says "click here to search public 
records". 
 
3) From there, select the "The Superior Court" from the "Court Department" pull down menu.  
 
4) A "Court Division" pull down menu will now pop up. From this, select "Suffolk County Civil". 
 
5) Then, write ''whitehead'' in the ''Company Name'' search box.  
 
6) From here, click on case number 2284CV01449 (the most recent case). This will take you the 
page containing all information about the court case. The most informative is the ''docket'' section. 
Click on the “docket” tab. Exhibits are posted as ''image'' PDF attachments that open upon clicking 
and can be downloaded. 
 
7) If you search (control +F) for the word ''unredacted' it will highlight the docket entries containing 
recently unredacted material. There are 3 files with unredacted documents on the following dates: 

 
04/18/2024 Unredacted Exhibits to P#175 
 
04/22/2024 Unredacted Exhibits to P#181  
 
06/14/2024 Unredacted Exhibits to P#190 
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Above each of these, there is a PDF for the motion that describes the unredacted exhibits.  
 
Below are screenshots of what the search results look like for each date. You will want to download 
all of these PDFs (6 in total). Unfortunately, they will be numbered “searchresults.page” followed 
by a number. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
8) The files are best renamed as: 

 
04-18-2024 P#175 motion.PDF 
04-18-2024 P#175 unredacted exhibits.PDF 
 
04-22-2024 P#181 motion.PDF 
04-22-2024 P#181 unredacted exhibits.PDF 
 
06-14-2024 P#190 motion.PDF 
06-14-2024 P#190 unredacted exhibits.PDF 
 

These names are used to refer to these files in this report. 
 

9) Adobe Acrobat can convert the files into machine searchable PDFs using its Scan & OCR 
function. However, it does not do a perfect job so not all text is machine searchable, particularly 
when it is within a text message. 
 
10) The newly unredacted documents are complex and to orient oneself we recommend first 
reading the motions in the following files: 

 
04-18-2024 P#175 motion 
04-22-2024 P#181 motion 
06-14-2024 P#190 motion 
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Overall conclusions drawn from the unredacted documents and other public documents on 
the court website 

 
To prepare this report, we analyzed the newly unredacted documents alongside hundreds of other 
documents already on the court website, like the HAS report, as well as investigative journalism 
articles from The Free Press and the Spotlight team at the Boston Globe.  
 
Our analysis is divided into 10 parts described in detail (pages 8-102 of this report). We draw the 
following overall conclusions: 
 
A. The new documents speak to an aspect of the case that was not extensively covered by the 
press: the complete disregard for fairness and due process on the part of WI/Lehmann, HAS, and 
eventually even MIT, in what transpired to Sabatini. Sabatini was never told of the charges against 
him. The decision to fire and publicly out Sabatini was made in Oct-Dec 2020, which is before the 
DEI survey (end of 2020) and the HAS investigation even started (April 2021) (Part 1). The DEI 
survey was planned as a cover up to the HAS investigation (Part 1). Knouse and her student Tina 
Lopez colluded on what to put into the DEI survey (Part 2). Sabatini was never given the 
opportunity to respond to the HAS report (Sabatini legal claims). In her counterclaims, Knouse 
belittles as conspiracy theories assertions by Sabatini that are now obviously true (Knouse 
counterclaims). 
 
B. Knouse and her attorneys and allies behaved unethically before and during the HAS 
investigation and threatened WI/Lehmann, the HAS investigators, and even MIT. Knouse and her 
attorneys cherry picked the documents they gave HAS and tampered with the ones they provided 
(Part 3). They threatened the WI and Lehmann that they would go to the press and Twitter/X if they 
did not get their way (Part 4). They intimidated and “smacked around” the HAS investigators (Part 
4). Knouse’s main ally at MIT (Professor Sangeeta Bhatia) influenced the composition of the MIT 
committee evaluating Sabatini (Part 5). Bhatia threatened to go to the MIT President if Knouse did 
not get her way (Part 5). Thus, Knouse was not just Sabatini’s accuser. She was also his judge and 
jury and executioner. Ironically, in a time when academic institutions are trying to foster diversity, 
under Knouse’s influence, WI/Lehmann and MIT destroyed the career of one of the few Hispanic 
scientists at MIT. 
 
C. Knouse was determined that Sabatini not only lose his position at WI and HHMI and his tenure 
at MIT but also all his opportunities in the biotechnology industry, his capacity to publish papers, 
and his potential employment at other institutions (Part 6). She worked with her accomplices, 
particularly Nora Kory, to deprive him of these opportunities even before the HAS investigation was 
complete. After he departed WI, Knouse’s attorney interfered with his potential recruitment to NYU 
by threatening to sue them for defamation because NYU referred to Knouse as a colleague of 
Sabatini’s and by lying to NYU about the contents of the HAS report (Part 7). NYU recorded her 
call, so an exact transcript is available (Part 7). 
 
D. Ironically, Knouse engaged in behaviors she accused Sabatini of, including the use of 
inappropriate and racist language (Part 8) and she misled the court by inappropriately redacting 
evidence of her behavior (Part 8).   
 
E. Knouse espoused violence against Sabatini, even offering to kill him (Part 9).   
 
F. Anne Carpenter, who trained with Sabatini 18 years ago, attacked him on Twitter/X despite 
praising him in the past. However, when Knouse’s legal team attempted to depose her, she filed a 
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motion with the court saying she had no information relevant to the case and asking that the 
deposition to be quashed (Part 10). 
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Detailed analysis in 10 Parts of the newly unredacted documents and other public 
documents on the court website 

 
Part 1. The decision to fire and publicly out Sabatini was made before the DEI survey and HAS 
investigation even began. The DEI survey was intended as a cover up. 
 
Kristin Knouse (KK) and Whitehead Institute (WI) Director Ruth Lehman (RL) had multiple in 
person and by phone conversations during Oct-Dec 2020. KK reported these conversations via 
text messages to her friends (Heather Keys, Nora Kory, Danica Rili, Izabella Pena) and her student 
(Tina Lopez). Nora Kory also met with RL to plan the investigation and reported her conversations 
to KK and Izabella Pena. 
 
a. More than two months before the DEI survey (October 19, 2020), KK reported to her friend 
Heather Keys the conversation she just had with Ruth Lehmann (the entire text exchange is on 
pages 78-88 of 04-18-2024 P#175 Unredacted Exhibits). (Bates# HAS-WHI-001076985-HAS-WHI-
001076995). 

On page 78 (Bates# HAS-WHI-001076985): 
 

KK: “conversation with ruth went SO WELL. she clearly knows who and what im talking 
about without me having to drop details right now ...” 

 
KK: “as if she wants a formal reason to fire him” 
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Later in the same text exchange (page 80; Bates# HAS-WHI-001076987), KK continued: 

 
KK: “…now both angelika AND ruth agree that public outing is critical” 
 
KK: “implied in 2) is that he must be taken down” 

 
KK: “and she was on board with those two parts being equally essential” 
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b. KK reported to Keys another conversation she had with Ruth Lehmann, this time in early 
December 2020 (a few weeks before the DEI survey). Lehmann proposed remediation for 
Sabatini instead of firing and KK says “no.” (pages 96-99 in 04-18-2024 P#175 Unredacted 
Exhibits). (Bates #s HAS-WHl-001069396- HAS-WHl-001069399). 

 
On page 96 (Bates# HAS-WHl-001069396): 

 
KK: “convo going okay, she's basically wanting more thoughts from me, wondering if 
it's better for whitehead if he just goes to remediation rather than firing, and i was like 
um no ..” 
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Later in the same text exchange KK explained her power over RL (page 98; Bates# HAS-
WHl-001069398): 

 
KK: “I think arguably the reality is” 

 
KK: “is if I say no a 30 minute sexual harassment tutortial isn’t enough” 

 
KK: “she’s not gonna do it” 

 
KK: “because I can just as easily leave and tell everyone the story” 

 
KK: “and then the court of public opinion destroys whitehead” 
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c. In a long text exchange between Nora Kory and KK and Izabella Pena, Kory recounted how she 
and RL planned that the DEI survey as a cover up for the investigation (complete exchange is on 
pages 37-71 of 06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits) (Bates# KORY0528-0529; 0655-0657; 
0663-0667; 0692-0694; 0741-0754; 0767-0773). 
 

On pages 49-50 (Bates# KORY0693-KORY0694): 
 
KORY: “Although we know the diversity survey was just a cover up and it was planned long 
before...” 

 
And KK responds, Ruth ”was a little loose lipped early on…” 
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Later in the same text exchange Kory continued recounting her meeting with RL (pages 54-55 of 
06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits). (Bates# KORY0744-KORY0745). 
 

KORY: “She didn’t sound scared when I talked to her but was calmly thinking about how to 
do this best (we came up with the idea of “covering the investigation up” with the diversity 
survey)...” 
 
KK: “Yea I mean this supports the notion that she has all along wanted to follow through on 
this but scared to do it without a smoking gun ...” 
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In her deposition, Nora Kory confirmed the exchanges she had with RL (pages 75-77 of 06-14-
2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits). 
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2. Knouse and her student Tina Lopez colluded to fill out the DEI survey to implicate Sabatini.  
 
In a long text exchange between KK and her student Tina Lopez, they discussed in mid-December 
of 2020 what to put in the DEI survey (pages 416-420 in 06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits) 
(EXHIBIT 35; Bates# KK013693-KK013696).  
 
Tina Lopez made very strong accusations against Sabatini despite never having met with him 
alone. In the messages KK mentioned Sharon Jones, who is the head of Jones Diversity, Inc., the 
firm that carried out the DEI survey.  
 

The exchange begins as follows on pages 418-419 (KK013694-KK013695): 
 

KK: “unleash on Sharon Jones...” 
 

And continues for many pages afterwards, which is shown below  
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3. During the HAS investigation, Knouse provided a very selective set of documents to the HAS 
investigators and even those she gave she tampered with to mislead the investigators.  
 
Knouse did this because she was aware that Sabatini did not have any text messages with her 
from before Jan 2020 because she knew that he had broken his phone and did not back up 
messages. The HAS report alleged that Sabatini sexually harassed Knouse at the 2018 WI retreat 
in New Hampshire based on Knouse’s testimony during the HAS investigation and the selective 
text messages she gave to them. After a ruling from the court, KK was forced to provide all text 
messages with Sabatini. Only a small fraction of these messages is publicly available (pages 246-
262 & 272-289 of 04/18/2024 P#175 Unredacted Exhibits and 115-119 & 272-289 of 04/22/2024 
P#181 Unredacted Exhibits), but even this subset reveals a different picture of the relationship than 
she portrayed. It contradicts her claim that every interaction with Sabatin was coerced. 
 
A good example of how Knouse manipulated the text messages is shown below. She provided the 
snippet of a text exchange shown below to make it appear that she was at Sabatini’s beck and call 
at the 2018 WI retreat (page 242 of 04/18/2024 P#175 Unredacted Exhibits) (Bates# HAS004390 
or KNOUSE-037).  
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However, in the complete exchange, which is excerpted below and provided in full on pages 23-29 
of this report, one can see that KK initiated the sexual interaction with Sabatini and that their 
relationship was consensual. The snippet Knouse provided is in the middle of a much longer text 
exchange in which Sabatini was responding to a request for sex that KK had sent in the wee hours 
of September 23, 2018 (page 256 of 04/18/2024 P#175 Unredacted Exhibits). (Bates# KK004185). 
 

KK: “Too tired for fun now?” (9/23/2018 1:42 AM) 
DMS: “Text me in the morning” (9/23/2018 1:42 AM) 

 
Which she did when she woke up: 

 
KK: “I am awake” (9/23/2018 7:19 AM) 
 
Banter follows and then the first message that KK gave to the investigators 
 
DMS: “Coffee attained” (9/23/2018 7:40 AM) 

 
 
 

 
The full text exchange begins on the next page and is from pages 256-262 of 04-18-2024 P#175 
Unredacted Exhibits. (Bates# KK004185-KK004190). 
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KK did not provide messages between herself and Sabatini, such as the following text exchange, 
that clearly show two people enthusiastic about seeing each other and includes graphic/violent 
language from Knouse (pages 115-119 of 04-22-2204 P#181 Unredacted Exhibits (Exhibits A to N). 
(Bates# KK003725- KK003729). 
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Part 4: Before and during the HAS investigation (April 2021-August 2021), Knouse and her lawyer 
threatened and intimidated the WI and Ruth Lehmann. During the HAS investigation Knouse’s 
lawyers intimidated the HAS investigators. A major threat was that they would make their 
allegations public through the press, particularly the Boston Globe, and Twitter/X. 
 

KK revealed to her student Tina Lopez that her lawyer Ellen Zucker is manhandling Ruth 
Lehmann. She says that “Ruth’s carcass is on the corner and Ellen’s hands covered in 
blood?” (Page 428 of 06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits) (Bates# KK013629): 
 

 
 

 
Right after her second HAS interview, KK wrote to her friend:  
 
“Just did my follow up. Ellen smacked them around hard at the beginning it was glorious. 
They now have all of my documents and said “now we can take action”… (Page 39 of 06-
14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits) (Bates# KORY0655): 
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KK recounted to Nora Kory how her lawyer Ellen Zucker treated the lead HAS investigator 
(Liz McEvoy): “Ellen (Zucker) has smacked her around a few times for assorted failures” 
(Page 12 of 04-22-2204 P#181 Unredacted Exhibits)(Exhibits A to N). 
 

 
 
 

There are many examples in the newly unredacted documents of KK, her attorneys, and her 
friends of threatening to make KK’s allegations public via the press or Twitter/X, presumably 
to intimidate Lehmann/WI into quick action against Sabatini. 

 
Page 39 of 06-14-2204 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits)(Bates# KORY0655): 

 
 

Page 42 of 06-14-2204 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits)(Bates# KORY0657-658): 
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Page 54 of 06-14-2204 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits)(Bates# KORY0743-744): 
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Page 52 of 06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits)(Bates# KORY0741-742): 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Page 110 of 04-18-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits)(Bates# HAS-WHI-001121071): 
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Part 5: Knouse used her accomplices to corrupt Sabatini’s tenure revocation evaluation at MIT.  
 
MIT formed a committee of Nergis Mavalvala (Dean of Science), Allan Grossman (Head of 
Biology), and Marty Schmidt (Provost) to consider the case for revoking Sabatini’s tenure, which 
they ultimately decided to do.  
 
It turns out that the composition of this committee was influenced by Sangeeta Bhatia (Professor of 
Health Sciences and Technology and Electrical Engineering and Computer Science at MIT) who is 
KK’s main ally at MIT. KK reported to her friend Izabella Pena that Bhatia was asked who to place 
on the committee that would evaluate Sabatini and KK also boasted that Bhatia would protest to 
MIT President Rafael Reif if the decision did not go her way. Clearly, given her personal friendship 
with KK and her advocacy for KK against Sabatini, Bhatia should have recused herself 
 

Relevant excerpts from page 367 of document 06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits 
(Bates # KK014913).  

 
KK: Sangeeta just called (9/27/2021, 6:38 PM) 
Pena: Woww  (9/27/2021, 6:38 PM) 

 
There are then a few redacted texts marked as ACP (Attorney Client Privelege). 

 
KK: But she said ‘expect it to take a while’ but they even asked for insight into who to 
put on the committee (9/27/2021, 6:39 PM) 

 
Pena: Omg wtf (9/27/2021, 6:39 PM) 

 
KK: AND she said she will go to Rafael Reif’s office and protest the decision if and 
when needed. (9/27/2021, 6:39 PM) 

 
Pena: At least they are asking her insight (9/27/2021, 6:40 PM) 

 
KK: Exactly (9/27/2021, 6:40 PM) 

 
KK: This is good (9/27/2021, 6:40 PM) 
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Full text exchange is on page 367 of 06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits (Bates # KK014913): 
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In addition, it appears that KK had a direct line of communication to Nergis Mavalvala (Dean of 
Science at MIT), the leader of the committee. While the committee spoke to Sabatini once and did 
not speak to any members in the Sabatini lab, KK was having direct conversations with Mavalvala 
and pushing her accomplice Izabella Pena to do the same.  
 
For example, see page 404 of 06-14-2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits (Bates# KK015007): 

 
Another example is suspiciously surrounded by redacted text: page 413 of 06-14-2024 P#190 
Unredacted Exhibits (Bates# KK015018): 
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Part 6: Even before the WI/HAS report was complete and Sabatini was terminated, KK and her 
accomplices, particularly Nora Kory, were successfully interfering with Sabatini’s employment at 
HHMI, relationships with journals, biotech companies, and blocking him from being considered for 
a Chair position at MSKCC in NYC.  
 
This information comes from a long text exchange (pages 7-16 of 04-22-2204 P#181 Unredacted 
Exhibits (Exhibits A to N)) between KK and Nora Kory. Below are some excerpts that illustrate 
some of the themes in the exchange. 
 

 
KK’s motivation (page 5): 

 
KK: It would kill me if he just slinks off to biotech and is 
never held publicly accountable for this 

 
Kory: I know 

 
KK: That eliminates so much of the lesson here ... 

 
KK: not letting him get away with this 

 
 
 Blocking potential position at MSKCC in NYC (page 6):  
 

KK: I think I and my colleague successfully nipped the MSKCC chair position in the 
bud too. 

 
 
 Interfering with Sabatini’s relationships with journals (page 8): 
 

Kory: Editor is fine with me writing the review on my own/with my grad student. He 
hadn't heard any rumors about David whatsoever. 

 
KK: Well victory that you were able to cut the cord 

 
KK: Perhaps this can now make its way around the 
editorial circles ... 

 
 
Interfering with his position at a new biotech he was starting (pages 8-9): 
 

KK: Got a favorable update from my friend at the VC firm ... 
 

KK: Apparently they want to cut ties but also legally might have to wait for signal from 
Whitehead/HHMI... 

 
KK then pastes in the message her friend sent her: 

 
"they likely need to put in some due processes to 
take any action but have strong propensity to kick 
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him out if they can especially if the Whitehead 
investigation flags him or he resigns of his own 
accord. Ppl are sure Marion Dorsch (CSO)has no 
idea and would be disgusted. David is just a name 
no IP - Jarred and Ralph are the main founders and 
people love them. There has been no talk of David 
joining the startup. All agree a big company a la Jay 
Bradner would be more likely. Bob Tjian was on 
vacation but I'll schedule time to talk with him later 
when he returns. My bet is HHMI will definitely have 
stuff to say (Tij used to head HHMI for 9 years and 
still has huge influence" 

 
 

Later KK pastes in another update from her friend who reached out to the CSO of the 
biotech and Bob Tjian, the ex-president of HHMI (page 16): 

 
Brief update (nothing solid but a star t). As expected people need some type of 
substantiation to take solid action, but at least some actions are being made. 
For the company, press releases are being held off. The CSO Marion is 
appalled and checking the globe every day. She has no issue letting David go 
(but again an investigation being opened is not enough in itself to do so 
contractually). She is thinking about how to inform her team of the 
investigation, many team members have scientific ties to his lab and still 
interface scientifically with sabatini lab members. To clarify there are no 
qualms about inter facing with lab members, she is just thinking through how 
her team should hear it (ie not just through the grapevine) 
 
I also told Bob tjian. He didn't know about it. His reaction was one of 
disgust/surprise but also (likemany ppl) "yeah I can see it". He obviously isn't 
president at Hughes anymore but says he is sure they will take it super 
seriously. I also mentioned that the main goal was accountability and 
prevention of having this happen to others. So if the Whitehead just does a 
slap on the wrist naming him will still be a priority. Hopefully that will urge huge 
to be very thorough. 
 
Wish I had more to say! Please keep me updated if u hear more!” 
 
 

Nora Kory says that Sabatini has many other companies, but that they will deal with all of 
them: 
 

KORY: “Ok, just about 20 other likely companies left. We’ll get them all though.” 
(page7): 
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Full text exchange on pages 7-16 of 04-22-2024 P#181 Unredacted Exhibits (Exhibits A to N)): 
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Part 7. Even once Sabatini had departed WI, KK, through her lawyer (Ellen Zucker), continued to 
interfere with his job opportunities.  
 
A particularly dramatic example of KK’s interference comes from a recorded phone conversation 
between Zucker and attorneys in the NYU office of general consult when NYU was considering him 
for a position. Motions on the court website show that despite the recording of her voice and her 
stating her name, Zucker refused to acknowledge it was her on the call and asked the court to 
prevent the recording from being included as evidence in the case. She lost these motions and the 
call transcript was added to the court website as part of 04-22-2024 Unredacted Exhibits to P#181. 
 
Ellen Zucker called an attorney in the NYU general counsel’s office (Dan Driesen) and threatened 
NYU with a defamation suit because NYU had called Knouse “a colleague” of Sabatini’s. In 
addition, Zucker repeated and grossly misrepresented, many of the allegations leveled against 
Sabatini in KK’s counterclaim and referenced in the HAS Report. For example, Zucker told Driesen 
that Dr. Sabatini had asked a woman (Postdoc 11) at a whiskey tasting, “Do you want to fuck my 
brother?” (Page 5 of 04-22-2024 P#181 motion). However, neither Dr. Knouse’s counterclaims, nor 
the HAS report, alleges that Sabatini used those words. Indeed, in his motions Sabatini alleges 
that almost everything that Zucker claimed in the call is false and was intended to intimidate and 
mislead NYU. 
 
Below is the entire transcript of the conversation between Zucker and Driesen, which was recorded 
by NYU (Pages 75-91 of 04-22-2204 P#181 Unredacted Exhibits (Exhibits A to N). (Bates# 
SABATINI 005245-005261). 
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Part 8: Knouse tried to cover up her extensive use of inappropriate language by inappropriately 
redacting offensive, including racist, language from the documents the court forced her to produce 
after Sabatini won 1.5 years of motions filed by Sabatini.  
 
The motions included with this analysis cover this topic extensively and carefully compare redacted 
and unredacted messages (see pages 6-13 of 06-14-2024 P#190 motion for a discussion of what 
KK did and many examples). 
 
For example, pages 9-10 show how KK tried to hide that she called her Mexican graduate student 
(Tina Lopez) the “flawed Hispanic” (Bates# KK2512 and KK3075), something she wrongfully 
accused Sabatini of doing despite there being zero evidence that he did. Sabatini is a first 
generation Hispanic with US citizenship. 
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Pages 10-13 of the same document show how KK also tried to hide her insults about junior female 
faculty member Dr. Pulin Li at WI, who she compared to “Hitler” and called an “anencephalic cunt” 
(Bates# KK2362) and her use of a picture of a girl with Down’s syndrome. 
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In her deposition, KK blamed her lawyers for the redactions (Page 13 of the same document). 
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Part 9: KK espoused violence towards Sabatini, even offering to castrate and kill him. 
 
  Page 57 of 06/14/2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits (Bates# KORY0747): 
 

KK: “And frankly if Ruth is reluctant to do this, give me a 
bullet proof vest and a helmet and I will gladly go in for the kill.” 
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KK and her friends continued relaying their violent thoughts regarding Sabatini (pages 68-69 of 
06/14/2024 P#190 Unredacted Exhibits). (Bates# KORY0770- KORY0771). 
 

Kory: “I want to laugh, but more so I want to 🔫   him in the 🥜  ” 
 

KK: "Balls in formaldehyde" as promised by Nancy” 
 

KK: "If you're going to shoot at the king, you have to shoot to kill" 
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Part 10: Anne Carpenter (Director of the Imaging Platform at the Broad Institute of MIT and 
Harvard), who attacked Sabatini via Twitter/X, now claims in a motion to the court that she knows 
nothing of relevance to the Sabatini vs. Knouse and Lehmann/WI case and thus should not be 
subpoenaed. 
 
When Sabatini was being considered for a position at NYU, a group of alumni wrote a letter of 
support. Anne Carpenter, who left Sabatini’s lab 18 years ago, not only publicly refused to sign it 
but also claimed on Twitter/X that the lab was “toxic” without providing any details. She even 
offered specific numbers of reportedly aggrieved people without providing supporting evidence 
provided and when she was challenged to do so, she refused. 
 
This was despite previous posts on Twitter/X in which she had praised her time in the Sabatini lab. 
Unsurprisingly, her public stance led Knouse’s legal team, including Nancy Gertner (retired Judge), 
to send Carpenter a subpoena for deposition testimony. Instead of complying, Carpenter filed a 
motion with the court saying she had no information relevant to the case and seeking to quash the 
subpoena. The judge rejected her motion.  
 
Below are screenshots and links to some of Carpenter’s critical Twitter/X postings followed by her 
motion to quash in full. 
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https://x.com/DrAnneCarpenter/status/1622381694819901446 
 
https://x.com/DrAnneCarpenter/status/1513184158956331016 
 
https://x.com/DrAnneCarpenter/status/1613726010301710336 
 
https://x.com/JenLSargent/status/1513827753493209088 
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Carpenter’s motion to the court is provided in full below as well as all the exhibits, including 
correspondence between Carpenter’s attorney and Nancy Gertner in which Gertner is trying to get 
Carpenter to comply “because more than simply Dr. Knouse’s litigation is riding on this case.” 
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