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FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT  
 

 Plaintiff, Karla Robinson Hamner, now comes by and through undersigned 

counsel, John M. Singleton, Esq. and Willig, Williams, Davidson & Singleton and brings 

this Complaint alleging gender discrimination sexual harassment and retaliation for 

reporting unlawful conduct and as grounds therefore states as follows: 
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Parties 

1. Plaintiff, Karla Robinson Hamner (herein “Plaintiff” or “Hamner”), is a white, 

female who presently resides in Paducah, Kentucky. 

2. At all pertinent times in the Complaint, Plaintiff worked in Anne Arundel 

County, Maryland.  

3. Anne Arundel County is a charter form of government in accordance with 

Maryland State Law and is tasked with providing county citizens with services 

and facilities. 

4. John R. Leopold (herein “Defendant” or “Leopold”) is the duly elected County 

Executive of Anne Arundel County, Maryland. 

5. Dennis Callahan (herein “Callahan”) is the Chief Administrative Officer of 

Anne Arundel County, Maryland. 

6. At all pertinent times in the Complaint, Leopold acted as a duly authorized 

agent and representative of Anne Arundel County. 

7. Plaintiff filed charges with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

alleging unlawful acts of gender discrimination, sexual harassment and 

retaliation in violation of the Maryland Code and Title VII of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964.   

8. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction to hear this matter pursuant to MD 

Code Art. 20-1013 as more than 180 days has elapsed since the filing of the 

administrative charge alleging violations of both Maryland state law and 

federal law.  

9. Plaintiff has also received a “Right to Sue Notice” issued by the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission granting jurisdiction of the Court since 

180 have elapsed since the filing charges.  Said Notice is attached hereto as 

“Exhibit A”. 

10. Plaintiff was hired as a full time, permanent employee to work for the County 

Executive in August 2007. 

11. Plaintiff had been recruited to work for the County while she was working at 

Bank of America as a Banking Center Manager. 
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12. During the initial interview with the County Executive, Leopold stated, “If you 

were single, I would ask you out because you just seem like you’re a lot of 

fun.”  Hamner did not respond. 

13. After turning down a position as a receptionist, Hamner was offered a position 

as Special Assistant to the Chief Administrative Officer, Dennis Callahan 

(herein “Callahan”).  

14. At that time, the entire support staff for the County Executive’s Administration 

aside from executive positions was female, serving Leopold, Callahan and Erik 

Robey (herein “Robey”).   

15. During all times that Hamner worked in the Executive Offices, Leopold, 

Callahan and even Roby treated women far differently than they treated men, 

treating women in a demanding, intimidating, and oftentimes demeaning 

fashion.  Both Leopold and Callahan would speak very loudly inches away 

from an employees’ face in order to emphasize their displeasure.  

16. Leopold often spoke to other employees about women’s looks or attractiveness. 

Shortly after being hired, Leopold was watching a group of people on the street 

and asked Hamner if she “knew the woman with the blond hair in the green 

dress with big boobs.” Leopold could often be found surveying those women 

coming and going into the building with his pair of binoculars.  Upon seeing 

women who seized his interest, it was not unusual for Leopold to call down to 

“Employee A”, the uniformed guard stationed at the building entrance, 

directing her to give him information regarding the identity of that person. It 

was also known that on occasion, the County Executive would order police 

officers to “run down” the license plates of a car driven by a woman that he 

also found attractive. 

17. Leopold terminated Employee B who was the Press Information Officer (herein 

“PIO”) who preceded Hamner in that position. Employee B had previously 

been spokesperson for Maryland Republican Party and had extensive 

experience in dealing with the Press.  She believed that she was let go because 

she had dared to tell Leopold that many of his ideas were simply wrong.  

“Employee C” had replaced “Employee B” as PIO.  Employee B had been 
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hired after having been selected as Miss Maryland. Hamner, who was then 

hired to replace “Employee C”, unknowingly had found herself in a role for 

which all of the criteria for achieving success in the position had not been 

adequately advertised despite it being a merit position.   

18. Leopold had repeated requested that “Employee C” give him the cell phone 

number of a young woman reporter that he found particularly attractive who 

was working at the time for the Capital Gazette.  After refusing to do so for a 

period of time, Employee Cultimately relented and gave him her number.  

Leopold called the reporter and invited her to dinner. 

19. Leopold’s impatience and disdain for women and extended beyond only those 

women who worked directly under his supervision, particularly those whose 

accomplishments could possible overshadow the County Executive’s.  

20. Leopold has a very high opinion of himself when it comes to women and 

believes that every woman should feel honored to be with or spend time with 

him.  It was not unusual for Leopold to approach unknown women and when 

they appeared reluctant to talk to a stranger, he would state, “Don’t you know 

who I am?”  He had a particular fascination for African American women and 

was once interrupted while he was fondling a very well known and 

accomplished black woman when someone mistakenly entered his office.  It is 

believed that this incident occurred while Leopold was still a state delegate. 

21. A woman receptionist, “Employee D” is an attractive, well-dressed, mature 

woman who had gotten her position partially due to her ties to the Republican 

Party.  She had hoped that she would advance due to her abilities but soon 

found herself being the object of Leopold’s obsessive interest.  He would sit on 

the couch next to her desk and would go on and on about the fact that he found 

her very attractive.  As this behavior continued unabated, this employee finally 

quit.  A fellow county employee in a high level position described Leopold as 

“addicted to women.” 

22.  Women whose role required oftentimes being at odds with Leopold were not 

treated “as kindly.”  Leopold often spoke loudly and openly in front of 

employees concerning a female county worker calling her a “f___ing pig,” in 
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front of those employees’ subordinates.  On one occasion when a supervisory 

worker attempted to get Leopold to tone down his references to that woman. 

Leopold responded by saying “f___ her!” The supervisor responded telling 

Leopold that such a directive was not a duty included within his job 

description, Leopold howled in laughter finding that comment very humorous.  

23. The County Executive’s Administrative Assistants all had work spaces in the 

County Executive’s Suite, while the Special Assistants had offices outside the 

County Executive’s Suite.  

24. Leopold’s Administrative Assistants were referred to as “Leopold’s Angels,” 

due to his preference for attractive women. Those persons included employees 

“Employee E”, “Employee F” and “Employee G”.  A photograph showing 

Leopold surrounded by these women that likened Leopold to a famous 

magazine publisher that features nude women, had been prominently displayed 

in the Executive Offices.  That photo has been replaced with a group photo of 

Leopold surrounded by Robey, Callahan, Hodgson and Allan Friedman, all of 

whom are wearing black suits likened to famous actors dressed in similar 

clothing. Men were hired without regard to hair color or physical appearance.  

25. Leopold had little patience with women and would reassign them to other 

County offices should he become displeased with them for any reason. There 

was a constant movement of women in and out of the Executive Administration 

as the mood of Leopold varied.  He would lose his temper with women over 

trivial matters including their appearance. His demeanor could turn in a minute 

from a friendly, gregarious and charming fellow to a threatening, angry and 

bitter man. 

26. The subject of Leopold’s need for public recognition was oftentimes the subject 

of County employee’s discussions.  After a firefighter failed to recognize the 

County Executive at a fire scene, Leopold had special vests made with the 

letters “AAFD” that he could wear when attending fire scenes.  The vest also 

had lettering that would prominently identity the wearer of the vest as the 

County Executive.  After a policeman failed to recognize Leopold, a 



  6

photograph of the County Executive was required to be placed in every police 

station and was supposed to be available in patrol cars. 

27. Leopold’s desire to be recognized and honored transcended the 

accomplishments of others.  When the head of Recreation and Parks, Frank 

Marzucco was named the “Boy Scout Partner of the Year,” Leopold asked him 

why he (Marzucco) had been selected rather than he and Marzucco assured 

Leopold that he had tried to get them to give the award to Leopold.  When 

Marzucco was named the “South River Hero of the Year,” Leopold asked 

Marzucco if he could talk to another elected official to see if he could get that 

group to give it to him. 

28. The County Executive created the impression that women could only advance 

their careers by submitting to Leopold’s advances by engaging in a public 

relationship with “Employee E”, one of the women who worked in the 

Executive offices. He would often spend a large part of his day standing in 

front of, behind or next to this women’s desk while she was doing her work and 

in the presence of other employees.  He engaged in an obviously inappropriate 

relationship with this employee to the point that it became a serious distraction 

to others that worked in those offices.   

29. It became so pronounced that Callahan called the head of Recreation and Parks 

directing him to transfer this employee to his department because Leopold was 

absolutely obsessed with her.  

30. After this transfer was made, Leopold’s behavior did not improve return.   She 

had to meet with Leopold as various times during work days pursuant to his 

requests causing other employees to believe that she was being provided 

preferential treatment.  It is unknown whether this employee was being coerced 

or intimidated into continuing these meetings due to her fear for her position. 

31.  Leopold met with woman at various places during the workday including 

parking lots behind a Home Depot, behind Nordstrom in the Westfield-

Annapolis Mall and behind “Gary’s Grill,” a restaurant.  While many 

employees including Hamner believed that they knew the identity of the 

woman alleged to have been in a car with the County Executive at the mall, not 
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a single one came forward for fear of reprisal when this was widely speculated 

upon in the press.  

32. Preferential treatment also extended to the filling of open positions.  Despite 

having over a hundred applications and having decided upon the most qualified 

candidate, the Department of Recreation and Parks was told to interview 

Robey’s brother for a vacant position.  After Robey’s brother was passed over, 

the position was frozen and not filled. 

33. Shortly after Hamner had been appointed as Special Assistant to the County 

Executive in charge of press information, Leopold became annoyed about a 

story in the Maryland Gazette and he stated “Dear God, Karla. You’re not very 

bright!”  While Leopold used to have all Executive staff participate in weekly 

strategy meetings, in the Fall 2007, Leopold ceased having the women 

Executive staff attend or participate in these meetings. The female assistants 

were told that the Executive meetings were no longer going to take place.  They 

later learned that they were, in fact, taking place without the women. 

34. In late 2007, Hamner was taking notes during a meeting in Leopold’s office 

when Leopold told her to get the hair out of her eyes.   A few weeks later, 

during a phone call with Hamner about media inquiries, Leopold asked if 

Hamner’s hair was in her eyes while she was talking on the phone with him. 

These comments about Hamner’s hair became frequent.  Male employees were 

not told how to wear their hair. 

35.  In February 2008, an Administrative Assistant, “Employee G”, came into 

Hamner’s office and told Hamner that Leopold had commented to her about 

Hamner’s hair falling across her brow. “Employee G” told her that after 

Hamner had left Leopold’s office, Leopold stated to “Employee G”, “Haven’t I 

told Karla about her hair being in her face?”  “Employee G” offered to talk to 

Hamner so that she would not bear the brunt of Leopold’s anger. 

36. In April 2008, Hamner was made acting Public Information Officer.  She had 

been called into Leopold’s office so that he could dictate a media response.  

Knowing that Leopold demanded that responses be read back to him verbatim, 

she was looking down while taking notes.  Leopold asked her to get her hair out 
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of her face. Hamner quickly complied by putting her hair behind her ear.  

Leopold started dictating again an abruptly stopped, turned toward Hamner and 

grabbed her by both of her upper arms, twisted her around so that she faced him 

and yelled into her face, “I want you to turn and face me, like this. And get 

your hair out of your face!” 

37. A short time later that day, Hamner who was emotionally shaken by the assault 

and Leopold’s outburst told Erik Robey, the Deputy Chief Administrative 

Officer and Director of Community Services, what had occurred.  He asked if 

Plaintiff wanted him to talk to Leopold and she quickly replied “no” because 

she feared retaliation. Other than that inquiry, Robey did not assure her that he 

would remedy the situation and he took no action to prevent any further 

harassment. 

38. It is commonly known that if a women working in the Executive Office had the 

audacity to display conduct that could be interpreted as disloyalty, they were 

immediately displaced from their position. Leopold took preemptive action to 

prevent suspected disloyal behavior by immediately transferring the employee 

from their job. When an employee who had come into the Leopold’s office 

accidently disrupted Leopold who was engaged in inappropriate conduct with a 

woman, that employee was transferred out of her position a short time later 

citing a different reason.  This fear of “pre-emptive” action was so well known 

among county workers that Hamner was called the “gunslinger” during 

executive meetings. She earned this name because she was not bashful about 

discussing Leopold’s conduct.  The reference was to indicate that Hamner was 

courting a fight that she could not win and most likely would result in her 

unemployment. 

39. On or about May 19, 2008, another female Public Information Officer was 

hired.  Hamner’s duties were immediately revoked without explanation and she 

was told by Robey to have no further contact with the media pursuant to the 

County Executive’s decision. 

40. On or about May 29, 2008, Hamner talked with the County Personnel Officer, 

Andrea Fulton asking if she could talk with her in confidence.  After explaining 



  9

what had happened with Leopold and explaining that she was fearful of 

continuing to work in the Executive Offices, Hamner asked if she would be 

able to transfer to another position in County government to avoid Leopold’s 

continued verbal and physical harassment. Hamner stated that she was only 

seeking information on upcoming positions and was not ready to make a formal 

request or a final decision regarding any transfer.  Fulton agreed to keep this 

conversation strictly confidential until Hamner was ready to make any 

decisions. Fulton reassured Hamner stating, “Trust me, let me do what I do,” 

since Hamner was petrified that Leopold would become aware of her inquiries. 

41. Within hours of that conversation, however, Hamner was notified that she 

would be transferred to the Police Department the following Monday as a 

provisional placement as the acting Public Information Officer.  Hamner was 

told that Fulton had informed Chief of Police, James Teare, Jr., that she was 

interested in pursuing this position permanently and that Fulton could “almost 

guarantee that (Hamner) will get the job.” 

42. Later that same day, Robey told Hamner to collect her belongings from the 

Executive’s offices and further, that Hamner was not to work until her transfer 

to the Police Department the following Monday.   He also told her that she  

“should not have gone outside the Administration (to Fulton)” to inquire about 

a transfer and that the situation was not handled correctly.  He assured her that 

he had been able to “calm (Leopold) down and smooth it over.” 

43. After moving over to the Police Department, Hamner received no information 

regarding her job duties nor was she given any job title or description or 

training.  She had been made aware, although given no choice in the matter, 

that this placement was provisional and that she would have to ultimately 

interview for the position. No one at the Police Department had any 

information or knowledge regarding her transfer or that she intended to remain 

in that position permanently.  Everyone assumed that Hamner was “on loan” 

from the County Executive’s office to the Police Department.  They believed 

that Hamner would return to that position once this position was permanently 

filled by another employee. 
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44. In response to receiving that information, Hamner initiated a conversation with 

Captain Tom Wilson and informed him that she would like to stay in her 

position permanently, if possible. He suggested instead that she apply for other 

positions for which Hamner has no education, skills, or training. 

45. On August 6, 2008, Hamner interviewed for the Public Information Officer 

position with the Anne Arundel County Police Department, the same position 

in which she was temporarily serving.  When Hamner sought feedback on her 

interview performance, she was told by one member of the interview panel that 

he thought she must have “had the answers to the questions in advance because 

she did so well.” Hamner continued her duties as acting Public Information 

Officer for the rest of the month. 

46. In late August, Hamner was at a photo shoot when she saw Leopold’s car pull 

up.  He had not been expected to attend the event since he had declined on at 

least three previous invitations and the time for taking pictures had been pushed 

back. Hamner greeted the County Executive who was clearly furious that the 

photo shoot had been delayed for thirty minutes. He refused to wait and 

stormed off. 

47. On or about September 2, 2008, Hamner was informed that she was not being 

offered the position at the Police Department for which she had interviewed in 

early August. She was offered two weeks severance pay.  The male who later 

was hired to replace Hamner as Public Information Officer had little experience 

to qualify him for the position.  Lt. Eric Hodge informed her that, “You have 

not been chosen for the position, and well, that’s all I am going to say about 

that.” 

48.  Upon information and belief, a supervisor at the Police Department had been 

directed to purposely score Hamner low enough on the interview and other 

scores to prevent her being chosen or retained for this position as Public 

Information Officer at the Police Department. Such purposeful manipulation of 

scores was in direct retaliation for having discussed Leopold’s inappropriate 

conduct and to prevent her further ability to discuss this with other employees. 
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49. In response to the large media coverage regarding Hamner’s allegations of 

unlawful conduct, Robey assembled the Administrative Assistants who worked 

in the Executive Offices and prepared them to go outside the building to meet 

with reporters and to defend the County Executive concerning these charges.  

These women did not volunteer to do this but were told that they must do this.  

Robey suggested various responses to questions that they were likely going to 

be asked by reporters. 

50. In September, the female Public Information Officer who had replaced Hamner 

in the Executive Office was given notice of her termination to be effective 

October 31, 2008. Her replacement was Dave Abrams who had previously been 

a PIO during the Leopold Administration. From the time the County Executive 

took office in December 2006, until September 2008, there had been seven 

changes in permanent or acting PIO’s hired by Leopold, all of whom were 

women with the exception of Abrams. 

51. Upon information and belief, it is alleged that Leopold replaced Fire Chief 

David Stokes with Robert Ray after he complained about the sexual harassment 

of a female firefighter. . 

52. While it almost seemed inconceivable that Leopold and his Executive Staff 

could hire, fire and make other management decisions so completely at odds 

with the law, their methods of intimidating employees into silence concerning 

matters of vital concern to the citizens of Anne Arundel County were effective 

and widespread.  There are numerous financial irregularities and other unlawful 

acts that have occurred that have gone unreported due to County employees 

fear of losing their jobs in reprisal for reporting such activities. 

53. On one occasion, a department head reported back to Leopold that the actions 

of Callahan were contrary to what might have seemed acceptable.  Upon 

learning of this disclosure to Leopold, Callahan called this department chief 

and yelled, “Don’t you ever talk to my boss about me.”  Such treatment of an 

agency head had the impact of discouraging any whistle blowing by even the 

bravest County workers. 

 Count One- Gender Discrimination and Sexual Harassment 
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54.  Paragraphs 1 through 53 are incorporated by reference herein and are repeated 

and re-alleged.  

55. Males working for Anne Arundel County, particularly those working in the 

Executive Offices were not directed how to wear their hair beyond it being 

appropriate for the position.  Men, unlike women, were not hired, fired, 

transferred, demoted or treated differently with regard to terms and conditions 

of employment due to their physical appearance. 

56. Women employees working for the County Executive generally enjoyed less 

favorable terms and conditions of employment than similarly situated male 

employees. 

57. The constant pattern of making statements about women’s looks and 

appearance and physically grabbing Plaintiff in relation to her appearance 

created a hostile working environment for women.  Virtually all of the women 

who worked in the County Executive’s office were terrified and terrorized by 

Leopold. 

58. Such hostile working environment violated Plaintiff’s and others’ right to be 

treated uniformly without regard to gender guaranteed by Maryland law and by 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act. 

59. Hamner inquired about a transfer from her position in the County Executive’s 

Office only because no reasonable person could continue to work in that 

environment after being assaulted and fearing nearly constant gender 

discrimination and harassment. 

60. Hamner’s involuntary transfer after disclosing to Fulton, Leopold’s abuse, 

constituted a constructive termination. It was clear from the events that Hamner 

was being removed from her position in the Executive offices because she had 

reported the ongoing discrimination and harassment. 

61. As a direct and proximate result of Plaintiff’s unlawful acts, Hamner suffered a 

loss of her permanent position, anxiety, fear and depression during the time the 

she worked for the County Executive. 
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Wherefore, Plaintiff demands judgment in the amount of $300,000 loss of 

wages and benefits and for humiliation, pain and suffering and reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs. 

 

Count II – Retaliation 

 

62. Paragraphs 1 through 53 are incorporated by reference herein and are repeated 

and re-alleged.  

63. Plaintiff was transferred from her position working for the County Executive 

and was not hired by the Police Department for the permanent position in direct 

retaliation for having complained to Fulton, Robey and others about the 

constant sexual harassment, gender discrimination and assault by the County 

Executive.  

64. This constructive termination from her role in the County Executive’s office 

and her eventual termination from the Police Department were acts of 

retaliation for her having complained to Fulton, Robey and others regarding the 

unlawful discrimination and harassment that was ongoing in the Executive 

office. After Hamner had been unable to find employment in Maryland, she 

eventually re-located to, among other things, obtain suitable employment. 

65. Plaintiff has suffered significant monetary damages due to lost wages for over 

a year.  Hamner has also suffered extreme anxiety and depression regarding 

her loss of job and career and her mounting financial difficulties. 

 

Wherefore, Plaintiff demands judgment in the amount of $300,000 for her loss of 

wages and benefits, loss of reputation, pain, suffering and humiliation and for 

reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs. 

 

Count III – Breach Of Fiduciary Duty and Conversion of Public Assets 

 

66. Paragraph 1 through 53 are hereby re-alleged and incorporated by reference 

herein. 
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67. By the act and conduct as alleged herein, Leopold and Callahan have violated 

their sworn duties to uphold the law and to hold all monies owned by Anne 

Arundel County Citizens for the sole and exclusive use for the benefit of the 

County. 

 

Wherefore, Plaintiff demands an accounting of all spending during the Leopold 

Administration and a review by the Court of all employee separations to 

determine whether such acts were consistent with the laws and the policies of the 

County and State.  Plaintiff further demands judgment in the amount of 

$5,000,000 against Leopold and Callahan personally to be placed in a fund to 

reimburse those citizens who have been unlawfully damaged by such unlawful 

acts. 

 
           
     ___________________________ 
     John M. Singleton, Esq. 
     Willig, Williams Davidson & Singleton 
     400 Redland Court, Suite 107 
     Owings Mills, Maryland 21117 
     (410) 902-0073 
     Counsel for Plaintiff 
     

 
 
 
 

Prayer for Jury Trial 
 

 Plaintiff prays a jury and all issues. 

 

 

           
     ______________________________ 
     John M. Singleton,  
     Counsel for Plaintiff 
     Willig, Williams, Davidson & Singleton 
     400 Redland Court, Suite 107 
     Owings Mills, Maryland 21117 


