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On March 17, 2008, Federal Appeals Court will Hear Case of Howard 

U Law Professor who was Sexually Harassed by Serial Campus Stalker 
and Lost her Job when She Complained 

        
 
Washington, D.C. – On March 17, 2008, the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit will 
hear the appeal of Martin v. Howard University, 1999 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 19516, 1999 WL 1295339; 
81 Fair Empl. Prac. Cas. (BNA) 964; 15 I.E.R. Cas. (BNA) 1587 (D.D.C. 1999).  Prof. Dawn V. 
Martin was harassed by a serial campus stalker on campus.  Her contract was “not renewed” after 
she asked the university to implement its own established security procedures to bar the stalker from 
campus.      
 
In 1999, the federal district court set precedent in Martin by adopting the EEOC Regulation 29 CFR 
1604.11(e), holding that an employer can be held liable for the sexual harassment of an employee, 
by a non-employee, if the employer knew or should have known of the harassment and failed to take 
reasonable steps to stop it.  Howard asks the Court to reverse this decision and invalidate the EEOC 
Regulation.  If the Court rejects EEOC Regulation 29 CFR 1604.11(e), the law will leave other 
racial, ethnic, religious, age and disability groups unprotected where they are targeted for harassment 
at work by non-employees (e.g., Maupin v. Howard County Board of Education, Howard County, 
Maryland Circuit Court (July 2, 2007) (an African-American teacher received intimidating calls at 
work from a purported member of Ku Klux Klan and her request for security was denied).  Ms. 
Martin said, “It is ironic that Howard University, with its civil rights legacy, has filed a Brief taking 
the position that an employer has no legal obligation to prohibit harassment in the workplace against 
people who are targeted based on their gender, race, ethnicity, religion, age or disability and that the 
employer is free to fire a person who is harassed and complains about it.” 
 
The Court of Appeals’ decision will set liability standards for cases involving workplace violence, 
domestic violence, stalking, sexual harassment, retaliation, and violence on campuses.  It is therefore 
important to various women’s rights, victim’s rights and racial/ethnic minority groups, as well as to 
employers and educational institutions.   The National Association of Women Lawyers (NAWL), as 
Amicus Curiae filed a Brief supporting Martin.  All Briefs filed in the case are uploaded onto 
http://www.dvmartinlaw.com/MartinvHowardU.html).  Groups interested in supporting NAWL’s 
Brief should contact Ms. Martin at dvmartinlaw@yahoo.com and Roberta Wright, Esq., counsel for 
NAWL, at Roberta Wright at rywright@msn.com or rywright820@aol.com.  Supporters are invited 
to attend the oral argument at the U.S. Court of Appeals on March 17, 2008, at 9:30 a.m. 
 
Martin is the first case considering the concept of “gender profiling” in employment, under Title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex.  Prof. Martin was 
stalked on Howard’s law school campus by a delusional, homeless stranger with a criminal record, 
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Leonard Harrison.  Harrison targeted African-American female professors, searching for a “wife,” 
based on his obsession with a fictitious female character, Geneva Crenshaw, in a book, written by 
NYU law professor, Derrick Bell.  
 
Martin said, “In 1999, the district court judge said that it was ‘clear’ that Harrison harassed me based 
on my sex –but seven years later, after all of the evidence was presented at trial, the same judge 
suddenly submitted the question to the jury.  The jurors were clearly confused on the law.  They 
asked the court to give them additional instruction on the definition of sexual harassment, but the 
judge would not provide it.  Based on what they understood the law to be, the jurors concluded that 
Harrison’ stalking was not sexual in nature or based on my gender.  That meant that there is no 
statute to protect me from being stalked in my workplace from being fired for reporting it.”  Martin 
continued, “After the jury’s verdict, I got calls and e-mails from people who were shocked.  I got 
comments like, ‘What did they think he wanted to do with a wife – talk politics?’  One attorney said, 
“‘The point is that he wouldn’t have stalked you if you were Prof. Dan Martin.’”   
 
The district court also held that “groping” and “touching” are “typical” indicia of sexual harassment 
cases and that since Harrison did not touch Prof. Martin, the jury had reason to find that she was not 
sexually harassed.  Ms. Martin said, “This ruling must be reversed.  This district court just set 
precedent that requires a woman to be assaulted in order to establish that she was sexually harassed 
in her workplace.  This has never been the state of the law.”   
 
The district court also held that because Harrison had, on one occasion in 1990, threatened a male 
professor, Derrick Bell, this was enough to defeat Ms. Martin’s claim that Harrison harassed her 
because of her gender; however, the court did not address the fact that Harrison was only 
confronting Prof. Bell as a means of identifying the woman he believed was the model for Geneva 
Crenshaw, and hence, his next stalking victim.   Ms. Martin and NAWL ask for reversal of this 
holding as well.  Ms. Martin said, “NAWL’s Brief addresses that issue very well.  Howard’s 
argument is like saying that John Hinckley did not sexually harass Jodie Foster when he stalked her 
because he also attempted to kill President Reagan.  The fact that a sexually harassing stalker may 
also have committed a violent act against a man in his lifetime does not negate the fact that he 
sexually harassed a woman in another setting.”  
 
Martin will also help define actionable retaliation under Title VII.   After Prof. Martin complained 
that she was being stalked in her workplace, the law school Dean, Alice Gresham Bullock, withheld 
and concealed vacant faculty positions from the Faculty Appointments Committee to preclude Prof. 
Martin’s selection for any vacant position.  The district court held that these actions did not 
constitute actionable adverse actions under Title VII.  The Court of Appeals will now decide 
whether, under the Supreme Court’s 2006 decision in Burlington Northern v. White, an employer 
can legally cancel, convert or leave vacant positions in order to prevent an employee who has 
protested unlawful discrimination from being considered for the vacancy.     
 
Ms. Martin and NAWL also ask the Court to define the circumstances under which Title VII plaintiffs 
may be ordered to pay the litigation costs of the defendant.  The National Organization of Women 
(NOW) recently ran a campaign protesting the 11th Circuit’s assessment of costs against the plaintiff in 
Ledbetter v. Goodyear, after the Supreme Court ruled against her in her sex discrimination claim.  
NOW and NAWL have argued that such assessments unfairly punish women who file sex 
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discrimination lawsuits, in good faith, in the public interest.  
 
Howard also argues that former Dean Alice Gresham Bullock’s perjury does not require vacating the 
jury’s verdict.  Martin said. “Neither Howard nor her own personal counsel has denied that she 
committed perjury.  Alice Gresham Bullock created ten years of contentious and expensive litigation 
for both sides.  It has resulted in Howard advocating bad legal precedent that will hurt African-
Americans and other minorities in future employment discrimination cases.  She has caused ten 
years of suffering for my family and me.  We will never get those years back – the years that I was 
raising my daughter. This could all have been avoided if she had simply followed the university’s 
own security procedures and barred Harrison from the law school rather than devoting her efforts to 
removing me from the law school.”   
 
Referring to Prof. Isaiah Leggett, the then Chair of the Appointments Committee, Martin said, “I 
was shocked.  Ike Leggett attempted to defend against charges of sex discrimination and retaliation 
with an admission of age discrimination.  He actually testified that he voted to reject me, in favor of 
a less experienced applicant, to give the ‘young rookie’ a chance.  He compared law professors to 
football players.  Leggett is the Montgomery County Executive and wants to be Governor of 
Maryland.  He was the Director of the County Human Rights Division for ten years and has built his 
political career on portraying himself as a civil rights advocate; yet, not only did he go along with, 
and cover up for Bullock’s retaliatory actions, but he sat on the stand and admitted to committing 
illegal age discrimination. So, I have asked the Court to allow me to amend the Complaint to add in 
a claim under the Age Discrimination in Employment Act.”   
 
Ms. Martin has also filed a Motion for Sanctions against Howard and its attorneys for making false 
statements to the Court and for perpetuating fraud upon the Court, both in the district and appellate 
courts. 
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