








Proven False: Ms. Martin called the APT Committee members, and Deans Bullock and
Newsom as adverse witnesses. As such, she was permitted to cross examine and lead them, but
Howard’s attorneys should not have been permitted to lead their own client. Ms. Martin’s pre-trial
witness list specifically notified both the Court and Howard, in advance, that she intended to call
them as adverse witnesses. No one objected to this process prior to trial.

97)  “Martin contends that she was denied an opportunity to rebut her own testimony
elicited on cross examination because she was not permitted to introduce her own hearsay
memorandum back to Professor Cunningham.” (p.31)

98)  “The only thing that the memorandum could have demonstrated at trial was that
Martin and Professor Cunningham disagreed with each other about whether Professor Taslitz

made certain oral promises during the recruiting process to Professor Cunningham.”
(p.32-33)

Proven False: This excluded memo was relevant to the issue of credibility, since
cunningham’s memo misrepresented what Prof. Martin said she said. Prof. Martin’s memo detailed
her conversation with Prof. cunningham the week before the Committee’s decision. See #48 and 49.
Prof. cunningham never responded to this memo or otherwise disputed Prof. Martin’s
representations in that memorandum.

99) “...[I]n advancing her own self-interests, Martin severely taxed the district court's
resources, filing multiple papers often re-arguing the same unsuccessful points, and then
delaying and interfering with the efficient completion of the trial.” (p.37)

Proven False: It was Howard that taxed the court system and delayed proceedings. As
discussed on pages 1-2, this entire litigation was based on Howard’s perpetuation of fraud after
fraud upon the district court, repeating and covering up Dean Bullock’s lie after lie, and now,
insisting that the lies are true, even where there is irrefutable evidence to the contrary.

Even MJ Facciola berated Howard’s attorneys for arguing the same issues over and over that
it had already lost. Howard produced contradictory evidence, insisted upon re- litigating issues that
it had lost. Howard’s repetition of the same arguments is distinguished from Ms. Martin’s requests
for reconsideration, based on newly decided case law, such as Rochon, Holcomb, Chappelle-
Johnson and Burlington and on her repeated requests that the court decide motions that it never
addressed (such as her motion for Rule 37 sanctions) and her See #280-2, Pl's Motion to strike from
the record defendants motion for summary judgment for its Blatant Violation of the Court’s
September 24, 2002 Order and to preclude defendants eleventh hour defense, alleging bad
judgment, Ex. B (JA8,035).

Howard violated rules of discovery and orders compelling discovery until it was held in
contempt of court on June 27, 2002, #231 (JA4,543). Even then, it failed to produce all documents
ordered produced -- even withholding Prof. Martin’s personnel file. Howard has not produced Ms.
Martin’s personnel file, even to date. Moreover, now, having had ten years of opportunity to tamper
with it, as Howard has demonstrated that it tampered with other evidence, the personnel file may be
worthless — or worse yet — filled with documents fabricated over the past ten years or missing
documents that existed and would strengthen Ms. Martin’s case. Howard made false representations
before the district court for seven years, asserting defenses that it could never support with the
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evidence and denying even the most undisputed facts in Ms. Martin’s Complaint, e.g., such as Alice
Gresham Bullock was the Dean of the law school and Prof. Martin was a professor at the law
school.

To borrow, once again, the words of former Howard University Campus Security Officer,
used to describe Howard’s reaction to Prof. Martin, the district court too “turned deaf ears to her. ..
and that was not right.” See page 2. Ms. Martin asks that her words finally fall upon ears that are
open, minds that open and hearts that are open, so that this case can finally be resolved in a manner
that is just and fair, with the truth revealed.

CONCLUSION

Howard can certainly withdraw its Brief, in its entirety, leaving my appellate arguments
uncontested, or it can move to re-file its Brief, with the improper statements redacted, as I have done
in the attached redacted version of Howard’s Brief. If Howard withdraws its false and frivolous
statements, the court will not have to determine the falsity or frivolity of each of the 98 statements
listed above. I presume that voluntarily withdrawal of the statements would mitigate any punitive
measures that the court may be inclined to take, although I will still certainly ask for compensation
for the time that it took to address these improper statements, both in my Reply Brief and in this
letter.

If, however, Howard files an opposition to my Motion to Sanctions, in effect, repeating the

improper statements and requiring me to address them in a Reply, the misconduct will be
compounded and I will argue that additional and severe sanctions are necessary.

Sincerely,

L g

Dawn V. Martin, Esquire
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