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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

DISTRICT OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

Kimberly Hatch 

PO Box 501 

Madison, NH 03849 

 

v.        Docket No.      

 

Town of Ossipee 

55 Main Street 

PO Box 67 

Center Ossipee, NH 03814 

 

 

COMPLAINT AND REQUEST FOR JURY TRIAL 

 

 NOW COMES, Kimberly Hatch, Plaintiff, (hereinafter “Plaintiff” or “Ms. Hatch”) by 

and through her attorney, Law Office of Leslie H. Johnson, PLLC, and complains against, the 

Town of Ossipee, Defendant, (hereinafter “Defendant”), and in support thereof states as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. PLAINTIFF REQUESTS A TRIAL BY JURY. 

  2. Ms. Hatch brings this action pursuant to the statutory and common laws of the 

State of New Hampshire and the United States, particularly New Hampshire’s law against gender 

discrimination/sexual harassment/hostile work environment, RSA 354-A, et seq., and Title VII, 

42 U.S.C. §2000e, et seq., for slander and abuse of process.  Ms. Hatch seeks to recover all 

damages as allowed by law, and all equitable relief to which she may be entitled.  

PARTIES 

 3. Ms. Hatch, a female, is a citizen of the United States, and a resident of Madison, 

NH.  She was employed by Defendant as a police officer for the Ossipee Police Department.  

She began her employment on or about November 27, 2012, and was a police officer at the time 

of her termination on October 5, 2018.   
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 4. Defendant Town of Ossipee, is a municipality within the County of Carroll and 

State of New Hampshire, with its principal office address at 55 Main Street, PO Box 67, Center 

Ossipee, NH 03814.  The current Town Administrator is Matthew T. Sawyer, c/o 55 Main Street, 

PO Box 67, Ossipee, NH 03814.  The current Chairman of the Board of Selectman is Sandra 

Martin, c/o 55 Main Street, PO Box 67, Ossipee, NH 03814.  The Town of Ossipee and the 

Ossipee Police Department are collectively referred to herein as “Defendant” and/or “OPD”.  

Most officers mentioned outranked Ms. Hatch and were supervisory to her.  

5. Defendant is an employer and a covered entity for purposes of RSA 354-A, and 

Title VII, 42 U.S.C. §2000e, et seq.  Defendant has more than 15 employees.   

6. Defendant is responsible for the actions of its employees and agents under the 

theories of vicarious liability and/or respondent superior.   

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

7.         Ms. Hatch timely filed a Charge of Discrimination (“Charge”), (EDS(H) 00155-

19 / 16D-2019-00165), on or about 03/14/19 with the NH Commission for Human Rights 

(“NHCHR”). Ms. Hatch withdrew her Charge from the NHCHR on or about 11/18/19 which 

closed her case. Ms. Hatch also gave notice to the EEOC that her Charge had been withdrawn 

and she would be filing suit. A Dismissal and Notice of Rights was issued by the EEOC on 

12/03/19, and this suit is filed within 90 days of receipt thereof.   

8. Jurisdiction and venue are proper as Ms. Hatch worked for Defendant in Ossipee, 

Carroll County, New Hampshire, and the unlawful employment acts complained of were 

committed in Ossipee, New Hampshire.  There is jurisdiction in the United States District Court, 

District of New Hampshire because there is a federal question under Title VII.  
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 9. Ms. Hatch always performed her job well and had very good numbers of 

production compared to others, who were male, and had good relationships with multiple 

agencies. In fact, Lt. Duchesne had repeatedly told Ms. Hatch what a great officer she was.  

 10. Ms. Hatch was the only female officer during her tenure there.  Ms. Hatch was 

subjected to gender-based harassment/comments throughout her employment, including but not 

limited to: 

a. Male officers repeatedly told Ms. Hatch she must have a penis and balls 

because her feet were so big. 

b.  Ms. Hatch was constantly made fun of for requesting training.  

c. Lt. Robert King repeatedly told Ms. Hatch she was “just a patrolman” and 

that she needed to know that she was nothing more than that. 

  d. Ms. Hatch would often (at least half a dozen times a week) have to listen 

to other officers/superiors degrading women, and generally showing a lack of respect to them, 

calling them whores, and saying how stupid women are.   

e. When in the office, Ms. Hatch was repeatedly made fun of by the male 

officers, including getting involved with SART, and that her reports were too long.  This 

included Eldridge, Duchesne, King, Castaldo, Ripley and Swift.   

f. The male officers would often belittle Ms. Hatch, and acted as though they 

were better than her.  

g.  Sgt. Castaldo called her a whore one afternoon when she got off shift and 

walked out in her casual clothes because she was going on a date.   

Case 1:20-cv-00295   Document 1   Filed 03/01/20   Page 3 of 19



4 
 

h. Ms. Hatch complained to the brass that she would never get promoted 

because she was female, and they agreed with her.  

11. The male officers bonded with one another and watched out for one another, both 

at work and outside of work, but excluded Ms. Hatch.  They would regularly invite one another 

to watch football together but not invite Ms. Hatch.  When they were fraternizing and she walked 

into the room, the conversations would abruptly stop. 

12. While Sgt. Castaldo was Ms. Hatch’s Field Training Officer and lead supervisor, 

she would observe him belittle and degrade, or harass, women.  For example, he would make 

traffic stops and if it was a pretty woman, he would attempt to get her phone number.  He would 

then friend request the women on FaceBook.  He told Ms. Hatch that he went into a Verizon 

store and began hitting on a female employee but learned she was dating a state trooper. 

13. Ms. Hatch had called Lt. Duchesne as a friend for help moving from her home 

after an argument with her husband, and told him she might have to take the day off.  The next 

day she was written up for allegedly jumping rank.  

14. After Ms. Hatch’s divorce Sgt. King treated her even worse than normal; for 

example, if he found out she was going out on a date he was even more horrible to her, snapping 

at her, belittling her and not being a fair supervisor.  

15. After Ms. Hatch’s divorce, the guys at work would regularly talk about her 

husband and bash him.  She did not appreciate being constantly reminded of him at work.  

16.  Ms. Hatch helped start and run the Carroll County SART team (Sexual Assault 

Resource Team), which OPD had told her was all hers to run, only to later tell her they thought it 

was making her “soft,” and they knew nothing about it which made them look like fools.     
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17. The first time Ms. Hatch called out of work,  it was approximately one hour prior 

to the time she was supposed to report to work.  However, she had only just learned her 

grandmother, who raised her, had died.  Upon Ms. Hatch informing Sgt. Castaldo of the 

situation, his response was that her grandmother’s death shouldn’t bother her that much and that 

she should be able to come into work because “it is just your grandmother”.  

18. Many times Sgt. King would sit at a table most of the day and play games on his 

phone.  Ms. Hatch would have reports waiting for his approval but because he would frequently 

snap at her, she was apprehensive to ask him to review the reports.  Sometimes he would snap at 

her anyway asking where the report(s) were, prior to looking in his bin where he would have 

located them.  

19.  Ms. Hatch would often feel like she would be yelled at if she had to interrupt the 

male officers’ conversations about hunting to deal with work issues.  For example, Sgt. King 

would just snap and tell her to get it done and put it in his box and he would look at it when he 

got a chance  

20. Chief Eldridge repeatedly called Ms. Hatch into his office to discuss her marital 

situation, in which she was having difficulty, but did not affect her work.  He would tell Ms. 

Hatch that if things at home continued, she was in jeopardy of losing her job and repeatedly said 

she should resign because it would look better than being fired.  There was nothing she had done, 

which would justify asking her to resign.   

21. Sgt. Anthony Castaldo offered overtime for employees to come in early if he was 

working by himself, but if Ms. Hatch was required to work by herself, it was fine for her to not 

have assistance, and other officers were generally not offered overtime to come in to assist her. 
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22. On or about June 2013 Cpl. Justin Swift came up behind Ms. Hatch and tased her 

behind the neck.  He then took a permanent marker and wrote on her forehead while she was 

disabled.   

23. In 2016 Ms. Hatch was told by superiors that they were concerned she had posted 

on Facebook that she was proud to be a police officer and felt lucky to have a job she loved.  Sgt. 

King and Sgt. Castaldo told her that people thought this was conceited, and that if she unfriended 

them because of their complaint, they would make her “like” the Ossipee Police Department 

Facebook page so they could monitor what she was posting.  

24. Ms. Hatch’s innocuous Facebook postings were criticized, all the while some of 

her superiors had photos on their Facebook of them drinking and doing dumb things.  

25. In approximately April 2016, while Ms. Hatch was recovering from knee surgery, 

she was released to light duty work.  She asked OPD if there was any light duty work she could 

do, such as court work.  She was advised that OPD didn’t want her back because she might hurt 

herself at court.  However, a few months later, Lt. King (a male) had surgery and was allowed to 

come back early and do court work.  Upon information and belief Sgt. Castaldo (male) was 

allowed to return to work light duty doing court work.  OPD acted this way, even though 

providing light duty work is required in most circumstances under RSA 281-A, et. seq., the NH 

Workers’ compensation law.  

26. At one point, Sgt. Castaldo told Ms. Hatch that she could not do court work 

because she wasn’t “respected”, which was false, and gender based.     

 27. At one point, Sgt. King made Ms. Hatch go for a car ride with him and wanted to 

know what her issue was, because she would not take part in their often inappropriate and 

unprofessional discussions, and they would get upset with her and question her what was wrong.  
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Ms. Hatch then asked him why she had been pulled from court, which he did not answer and 

instead started asking her about her marriage.  

 28. On or about January 21, 2017, Ms. Hatch learned from Officer M. Ciarfella, of 

the Madison Police Department, who was at the scene of an accident with Cpl. Swift, that Swift 

was bad-mouthing her in front of other officers at the scene, including the NH State Police.  Ms. 

Hatch soon learned by speaking with Officer Valley that he too heard Cpl. Swift, and he was 

floored at how disrespectful Cpl. Swift talked about Ms. Hatch. 

 29. Due to Cpl. Swift’s continued inappropriate actions towards her, Ms. Hatch sent a 

letter to her two Sgts. King and Castaldo, to address the issue.  Lt. King advised her that he 

would handle the investigation.  When his investigation was concluded, King told Ms. Hatch that 

in his opinion Ms. Hatch had told M. Ciarfella about how Swift treated her and that she had done 

so while speaking as friends, and therefore the conversation did not happen while they were in 

their official capacities.  This made no sense.  Unbelievably, Lt. King advised Ms. Hatch that 

both she and Ciarfella were the ones in the wrong for speaking about another officer. 

30. At her 2017 Review, Ms. Hatch was informed she needed to work on her 

interview and interrogation skills; however, she had asked earlier in the year if she could take 

classes to help her with these skills and was denied 

31. Ms. Hatch was criticized for staying with a female strangling victim, where the 

perpetrator had run outside and could have looped back; and she was told by another officer that 

he would not review a claim of violation of a restraining order because it was a waste of his time.  

It did not appear to her that OPD took crimes against women seriously; at times they watered 

down charges so they would not have to be bothered with felony prosecutions, which required 

more paperwork and time.   
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32. When Ms. Hatch would work the 3-11 shift, often the officers before her would 

let things stack up until she came in because they knew she would make sure the work got done.  

33. Ms. Hatch never knew if Cpl. Swift was still on duty because he would go home 

early with one of the cruisers, and he would call Carroll County Dispatch to let them know when 

he was off duty, instead of telling her.  This left Ms. Hatch in the position of not knowing 

whether she had back-up or not.   

34. On or about September 11, 2017, Cpl. Swift told Ms. Hatch that he treated her 

differently and was purposely harder on her because she was female. 

 35. Ms. Hatch was also told they were concerned with her judgment and that it was 

affecting her chances of promotion.  Ms. Hatch believes she was not considered for promotion 

because of her gender.  

 36.  At one point, Lt. King told Ms. Hatch, that a local attorney they dealt with was 

on a power trip, and that Ms. Hatch shouldn’t speak to her, though it was necessary to do her job.  

Ms. Hatch believes this attitude was because the attorney was female, as the officers often 

referred to the attorney’s office as an “estrogen fest”.   

 37. In fact, said female attorney had called Ms. Hatch, and Ms. Hatch had called her 

back on her personal phone on a private matter.  That afternoon, Sgt. King advised Ms. Hatch 

that she needed to come upstairs into his office.  When Ms. Hatch went up, he demanded to 

know what the conversation was about. Ms. Hatch said it was a personal conversation, but Sgt. 

King demanded to know what was said, and therefore Ms. Hatch told him if he needed to know, 

the attorney had told her about a job opening for a detective position in Wakefield.  Sgt. King 

told her that this attorney “had it coming to her” and that “most of the departments in this county 

were sick of her bullshit.”   
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38. Sgt. King had also asked Ms. Hatch why she spent time at that attorneys’ office, 

which was for business purposes, and asked if she ever socialized with that office outside of 

work, which she said had not happened, though she had been invited. Sgt. King instructed her 

that she should not socialize with the female attorney and her office, because she was “bad 

news”, and if she “liked her job” at Ossipee, it would be a good idea not to socialize with that 

female attorney or her office.   On the other hand, male officers could spend their entire shift 

sitting in Carroll County dispatch and not be in trouble.  

39. Ms. Hatch was also told by male officers that the Attorney’s Office has turned 

into a male-bashing center, even though three of the five attorneys were male. 

40. On or about January 2018, Ms. Hatch was given a conditional offer from the 

Wolfeboro Police Department for part time work.  The morning she was supposed to interview, 

Ms. Hatch was told by Wolfeboro PD that one of their sergeants was retiring early which 

effected their budget and they couldn’t hire her. Ms. Hatch later learned they were still looking to 

hire summer part time help even after pulling her offer.  Ms. Hatch believes someone from OPD 

said something false and derogatory about her and that was why her offer was pulled.  

41. Ms. Hatch was reprimanded by OPD for working (part-time) for the Effingham 

Police Department, and then immediately signing on to her OPD shift.  Lt. King advised her that 

it was against OPD policy to do this.  Ms. Hatch is not aware of any such policy.  Instead, it was 

a policy that officers were not supposed to have another shift right after OPD, in case they were 

delayed at OPD, yet male officers would often do so.   For example, upon information and belief, 

Ofc. Mullen (male) has signed off from a different department and then immediately signed on to 

his OPD shift as often as weekly, yet he was apparently never reprimanded for doing this.  

Officers Duchesne and King constantly did this.    
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42. Ms. Hatch was criticized for asking for time off, which she was entitled to. She 

had always been told it was granted on a first come first serve basis, yet Sgt. Castaldo told her 

that he needed to know why she wanted those days off, and he might not be able to approve them 

because someone else might later ask for them off.  Ms. Hatch then detailed what her time off 

was requested for, and then in front of others later, Sgt. Castaldo criticized her saying he wasn’t 

sure why she wrote the reasons for the requests on the requests.   

43. Ms. Hatch was questioned as a witness by the sheriff’s office about a neighbor of 

hers.  Sgt. King insisted on questioning her about what the topics of the questions were, even 

though it had nothing to do with her, or the OPD.  Thereafter, he and others started telling her 

that she needed “to find a new place to live.”   They said it was out of “concern for” her, but 

really it was much more of them telling her what to do in her life and at work.  At times they 

would tell her this on a daily basis.  

44. Ms. Hatch has witnessed harassment of the other female employee at work, who 

is the secretary.  For example, she has witnessed the following:  

A. The secretary is often being picked on by the male policemen, and often states she 

doesn’t know from day to day if she will have a job as she is made to feel that no one at OPD 

likes her;  and  

B.  In the Fall of 2018, Sgt. King put a praying mantis on the steps in the garage as 

revenge for her allegedly picking on him.  Sgt. King knows the secretary is scared to death of a 

praying mantis, and her reaction was to start screaming and hyperventilating, which was very 

disturbing to watch. 
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45. At one point, Officer Valley had a domestic call where the victim wrote in her 

statement that the other party had strangled her.  Sgt. Castaldo told Ofc. Valley to just make it a 

misdemeanor charge so he would not have to deal with the felony paperwork.  

46. Ms. Hatch was afraid to make complaints about the treatment she received 

because she had been told on numerous occasions that if she did not like the conversation or 

anything about the workplace to get out and find work somewhere else.  

 47. Due to the discrimination and harassment she was subjected to, Ms. Hatch started 

to get sick to her stomach whenever she walked into the police department, or when her phone 

rang and it was someone from the department, due to increased anxiety.     

48. On or about September 17, 2018, Ms. Hatch had a minor accident while driving 

her police cruiser and immediately reported it, filing an incident report and a property damage 

report, though she did not at the time know what she had hit and stated so in her report. 

 49. The following morning, September 18, 2018, Ms. Hatch received a text message 

from Lt. King asking her about the accident.  Ms. Hatch texted back stating she thought she hit a 

rock, but did not see the object to know for certain. King stated he was not happy with her report, 

that he believed she hit something larger than a rock, and that the Chief and Lt. King were going 

to investigate.  Ms. Hatch reiterated she did not know what she hit and was not trying to hide 

anything. 

50. On or about September 18, 2018 at 1:00 p.m. Ms. Hatch met with Lt. King and 

Sgt. Castaldo. She proceeded to tell them how the accident occurred.  They informed Ms. Hatch 

that her report was too short and not detailed as her reports typically were.  Ironically, Ms. Hatch 

had been faulted for filing reports which were too detailed, and instructed to shorten them up.  
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She was trying to comply with OPD’s requests when she filed her shorter report about the 

accident, though it was still complete.  

51. Ms. Hatch told them where she was when she heard the thud, and that she did not  

know what she had hit, but assumed it was a rock.  King and Castaldo stated it was more likely 

she had hit a yellow yield sign.  The meeting ended with King and Castaldo stating they would 

be looking further into the matter.   

52.  They also repeatedly threatened her with criminal action for conduct after an 

accident, which was ridiculous as she had immediately reported the accident and filed a report.  

This is also believed contrary to the Garrity warning she was given.      

53. Ms. Hatch had reported on multiple occasions prior to the accident, that the 

cruiser had a horrible blind spot and she did not like driving it because of this.  There were other 

cruisers available, however, she was forced to continue using this one.  When she complained to 

Castaldo about the blind spot his response was, “you just have to be more careful”.   

54. On or about September 19, 2018 Ms. Hatch was called into another meeting, this 

time with Sgt. Castaldo and Chief Duchesne, at which time she was read her Garrity rights.  Ms. 

Hatch did not completely understand the Garrity rights, however, due to her fear of being 

terminated, she signed them.   

 55. During the September 19, 2018 meeting, Castaldo stated a piece of the cruiser 

was found embedded in the yield sign and proceeded to state how he believed the accident 

occurred, which he admitted did not make complete sense as there should have been tire marks 

on the town hall lawn but there were none.  It was clear from his descriptions that Castaldo had 

spent an exorbitant amount of time investigating a simple accident that Ms. Hatch had timely and 

honestly reported.  
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 56. Ms. Hatch believes if this had happened to one of the male officers the report 

would simply have been accepted, and further states that other male officers have had accidents 

and not received any discipline.   

57. In fact, Castaldo stated he believed it “odd” that Ms. Hatch had cried during their 

earlier interview, and that somehow this proved she was lying. This conclusion was obviously 

based on gender.   

58. The meeting ended, with Castaldo stating it did not look good for Ms. Hatch, that 

the best outcome was she was a negligent officer, with the possibility she would be placed on the 

Laurie List which would mean termination.  Castaldo stated he would have to look into it further 

and would provide his report to the Chief and Lt. King.  

59. Placement on the “Laurie List”, aka the “Exculpatory Evidence List” is to be 

reserved for officers that purposefully lie, or commit severe misconduct such as using excessive 

force.     

60. There was a male officer who had not admitted to taking (aka stealing) a knife 

that had been evidence and was waiting to be picked up; upon information and belief that person 

did not receive any discipline, and was not put on the Laurie List.   

61. Ms. Hatch should not have been put on the Laurie List/EEL, and this is a 

slanderous action that is on-going and preventing her from finding a job in her chosen career of 

law enforcement.   

62. Chief Duchesne told Ms. Hatch he felt she needed “mental time” off, and she 

could use it and “no one needs to know”.  This was the complete opposite of what Ms. Hatch had 

experienced in the past, where they would degrade her and insult her for taking sick time, 

including her request for time off when her grandmother died.   
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63. Chief Duchesne said he would put Ms. Hatch on administrative leave with pay, 

stating the break would be good for her. 

64. On or about October 5, 2018 Chief Duchesne terminated Ms. Hatch, allegedly 

because of the circumstances surrounding the accident, alleging that she had falsified her 

accident report and lied to a police officer, all of which was known by Duchesne to be false.   

65. Ms. Hatch believes that she was treated differently in many respects than males, 

as noted throughout this charge, and alleges that she was fired because of her gender.  

 66. After Ms. Hatch was fired, the prior chief’s son (male) was hired.  There are now 

no female officers at OPD.  It is believed that Respondent wanted to get rid of Ms. Hatch 

because she is female, in order to replace her with a male.  That male officer was less 

experienced than Ms. Hatch. 

 67. OPD terminated Ms. Hatch’s employment because of her gender.  Said 

termination also caused the loss of her part time job at Effingham PD, and together with her 

unjustified placement on the EEL, has prevented her from finding work elsewhere as a 

policeman.    

 68. The discrimination, harassment and abuse that Ms. Hatch suffered was severe 

and/or pervasive, and because of her sex/gender, and a reasonable woman/person would not be 

expected to endure same.  The actions described herein, and as experienced by Ms. Hatch, were 

contrary to RSA 354-A, et. seq. and Title VII.  

 69. The Town of Ossipee/OPD are liable under the theories of respondeat superior,  

vicarious liability, for violation of the anti-discrimination statutes (RSA 354-A and Title VII) for 

all of the actions, or failures to act, which were taken/done by its employees, whether or not they 
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are supervisory because of the widespread and known pattern of discrimination, and is also 

directly liable for its own actions.   

 70. Ms. Hatch claims all damages allowed to her by law, including but not limited to 

liberal/enhanced compensatory damages, punitive damages, unpaid wages, lost wages and 

benefits (past and future), damages for emotional distress, embarrassment, humiliation, 

aggravation, damage to her reputation, medical expenses, attorney fees, costs and an amount to 

compensate for any negative tax consequences that result from any judgment or decision. Ms. 

Hatch also claims all equitable relief to which she may be entitled and claim, including 

reinstatement.     

 

COUNT I 

GENDER DISCRIMINATION/ SEXUAL HARASSMENT/ 

HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT 

NH RSA 354-A, et seq. 

 

 71. Ms. Hatch incorporates herein each and every allegation elsewhere in the 

Complaint as if fully set forth herein and further states as follows: 

 72. The actions of which Ms. Hatch complains herein constitute gender 

discrimination/sexual harassment/hostile work environment and termination, all contrary to NH 

RSA 354-A, et seq. 

73. The discrimination which Ms. Hatch suffered and observed towards others, 

including co-employees, female attorneys and crime victims, was severe and/or pervasive, 

including but not limited to Ms. Hatch being repeatedly subjected to gender-based 

harassment/comments; observing her lead supervisor belittle and degrade, or harass women 

while on duty; being falsely accused of jumping rank; being spoken to about her marital and 

housing situation and threatened with losing her job, and repeatedly asked to resign because she 
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was going through a divorce; having to endure her superiors and co-workers bash her ex-

husband; being yelled at when she had to interrupt the male officers’ conversations about hunting 

to deal with work issues; being excluded from conversations between the male officers;  not 

having assistance when other officers were provided assistance, and generally not offering other 

officers overtime to assist her; being tased and then permanent marker being written on her 

forehead while she was disabled; being criticized and reprimanded for Facebook postings which 

were appropriate, while other male officers posted what should have been considered 

inappropriate and where not criticized or reprimanded; refusing to provide Ms. Hatch with light 

duty work while recovering from surgery, but providing light duty work to a male counterpart; 

badmouthing Ms. Hatch to fellow officers in other police departments, including the state police 

while at the scene of an accident and Ms. Hatch being written up for reporting it to Defendant; 

witnessing other female employees being harassed, being terminated and replaced with a male 

officer with less experience, being inappropriately placed on the EEL, to name a few.  See 

paragraphs 30-66 for further examples.   

 74. Said hostile environment/harassment continued during the term of Ms. Hatch’s 

employment with Defendant. 

 75. Ms. Hatch asserts that the treatment she received as described herein, including 

her termination, was because of her gender, female.   

 76. As a result, Ms. Hatch has suffered the damages as alleged herein, and claims all 

damages as allowed by law, and all equitable relief to which she is entitled.   
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COUNT II 

GENDER DISCRIMINATION/ SEXUAL HARASSMENT/ 

HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT 

TITLE VII- 42 U.S.C. §2000e, et seq. 

 

 77. Ms. Hatch incorporates herein each and every allegation elsewhere in the 

Complaint as if fully set forth herein and further states as follows: 

 78. The actions of which Ms. Hatch complains herein constitute gender  

discrimination/sexual harassment/hostile work environment and termination, all contrary to Title 

VII, 42 U.S.C. §2000e, et seq. 

79. The discrimination which Ms. Hatch suffered was severe and/or pervasive, As 

described above, including in paragraph 73.   

 80. Said hostile environment/harassment continued during the term of Ms. Hatch’s 

employment with Defendant despite her complaints. 

 81. Ms. Hatch asserts that the treatment she received as described herein, including 

her termination, was because of her gender, female.   

 82. As a result, Ms. Hatch has suffered the damages as alleged herein, and claims all 

damages as allowed by law, and all equitable relief to which she is entitled.   

 

COUNT III 

SLANDER AND/OR ABUSE OF PROCESS 

 

 83. Ms. Hatch incorporates herein each and every allegation elsewhere in the 

Complaint as if fully set forth herein and further states as follows: 

84. Ms. Hatch asserts that the actions taken by Defendant by unjustifiably placing her 

on the Laurie List/EEL, which action Defendant knew or should have known was slanderous, 

damaged her reputation, caused her to lose a part-time job, and to be unable to obtain another job 

in her chosen career of law enforcement, which she loved.  
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85.  OPD placing Ms. Hatch on the Laurie List (EEL) was defamatory and damaging 

to her reputation, which has caused Ms. Hatch substantial damages.  

86. Ms. Hatch claims all damages as allowed by law, and all equitable relief to which 

he may be entitled.  

 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Kimberly Hatch prays that the Honorable Court and/or jury 

order the following:  

 A. Back wages, together with lost fringe benefits and any other benefits, including 

increased retirement benefits, which Plaintiff would have earned had she not been terminated; 

 B. Future wages, together with lost fringe benefits and any other benefits, including 

increased retirement benefits, going forward; 

 C. Compensatory and emotional distress damages;  

 D. Enhanced/liberal compensatory damages; 

 E. Punitive damages; 

 F. Reinstatement; 

 G. An amount to be awarded by the Court to make up for any adverse tax   

  consequences due to any judgment or award; 

 H. All available pre-judgment and post-judgment interest; 

 I. Reasonable attorney’s fees, interest and costs; 

 J. All equitable relief which may be available;  

 K. All other damages as set forth herein and/or as allowed by law; and, 

 L. Such other and further relief as may be deemed just and proper. 
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       Respectfully submitted, 

       KIMBERLY HATCH, Plaintiff 

       By her attorney 

 

 

Dated:  March 1, 2020     /s/Leslie H. Johnson    

       Leslie H. Johnson, Esquire - #5545 

       Law Office of Leslie H. Johnson, PLLC 

       PO Box 265 

       Center Sandwich, NH 03227 

       603.284.6600 

       leslie@lesliejohnsonlaw.com  
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