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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF BRONX
X
N.T. Index No.:
SUMMONS
Plaintiff,
-against- JURY DEMAND
Plaintiff designates

Bronx County
as the place of trial
CITY OF NEW YORK, and JEREMY SCHEUBLIN, Individually pursuant to CPLR 504
because the events
giving rise to this
action occurred in
Bronx County.
Defendants

TO THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANTS:

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED to answer the complaint in this action and to serve
a copy of your Answer, or if the complaint is not served with the summons, to serve a notice of
appearance on Plaintiff’s attorney within twenty (20) days after service of this summons, exclusive
of the day of service, (or within thirty (30) days after service is complete, if this summons is not
personally delivered to you within the State of New York); and in case of your failure to answer,
judgment will be taken against you by default for the relief demanded hereto.

Dated: New York, New York
March 5, 2026

/s/
John Scola
Law Office of John A. Scola, PLLC
Attorneys for Plaintiff N.T.
90 Broad Street, Suite 1023
New York, New York 10004
(917) 423-1445

DEFENDANTS ADDRESS:
CITY OF NEW YORK
Corporation Counsel of the City
Of New York

100 Church Street

New York, NY 10007
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JEREMY SCHEUBLIN
450 Cross Bronx Expy,
Bronx, NY 10457
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

COUNTY OF BRONX
X

N.T.

Index No.:

Plaintiff,
VERIFIED
COMPLAINT
-against-
CITY OF NEW YORK, and JEREMY SCHEUBLIN,
Individually JURY DEMAND
Defendants.
X

The Plaintiff, N.T. by her attorneys THE LAW OFFICE OF JOHN A. SCOLA, PLLC,,
as and for her complaint against defendants’ CITY OF NEW YORK, and JEREMY
SCHEUBLIN, Individually, (collectively referred to as “Defendants”) for sex, gender
discrimination in the form of sexual harassment, hostile work environment, and retaliation
pursuant to New York State Executive § 296, and New York City Local Law §8-107 et al.

This action arises from the violent sexual assault of Plaintiff by her Commanding Officer,
Defendant Inspector JEREMY SCHEUBLIN, while both were on duty and in uniform at the 46th
Precinct of the New York City Police Department. Defendant SCHEUBLIN — an Inspector five
ranks above Plaintiff — forcibly grabbed Plaintiff, attempted to kiss her, threw her onto a couch
inside his office, and attempted to remove her gun belt in an effort to rape her. Plaintiff physically
fought off Defendant SCHEUBLIN by kicking him in the groin and escaping his office. Despite
Plaintiff reporting the assault to the NYPD, the Internal Affairs Bureau, and the Bronx County
District Attorney's Office, the Defendant CITY OF NEW YORK took no disciplinary action
against Defendant SCHEUBLIN for over thirteen months, allowing him to remain armed, in

uniform, and in a direct supervisory position over Plaintiff throughout that entire period. This
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action seeks to hold both Defendant SCHEUBLIN and the City of New York accountable for that
assault, and for the institutional failure that enabled it.
INTRODUCTION

This is a civil rights action on behalf of Plaintiff N.T. (hereinafter referred to as
“Plaintiff”) to vindicate her rights related to the gender and sex discrimination, sexual
harassment, retaliation, and hostile work environment created by the Defendants CITY OF NEW
YORK, (hereinafter referred to as “CITY”), and JEREMY SCHEUBLIN (hereinafter referred to
as “SCHEUBLIN”), Individually. More specifically, Plaintiff seeks compensatory, emotional
distress and punitive damages against all Defendants as well as attorney’s fees related to the
deprivation of Plaintiff’s rights secured by New York State Executive § 296, and New York City
Local Law §8-107 et al. Plaintiff was subjected to discrimination in the terms and conditions of
her employment on the basis of her sex and gender, sexually harassed, forced to work in a hostile

work environment, and retaliated against for lawfully protected complaints of said

discrimination.
PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENT
1. Plaintiff has filed suit with this Court within the applicable statute of limitations period.
2. The claims asserted herein arise under the New York State Human Rights Law, New York

State Executive Law § 296, and the New York City Human Rights Law, New York City
Administrative Code § 8-107 et seq. The applicable statute of limitations for claims brought
pursuant to both the New York State Human Rights Law and the New York City Human
Rights Law is three (3) years from the date the cause of action accrued. The conduct giving
rise to Plaintiff’s claims commenced in or about December 2023 and continued through the

filing of this action, with the most recent discriminatory and retaliatory acts occurring within
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three (3) years of the date of filing. This action is therefore timely.

3. 3. No Notice of Claim is required as a condition precedent to the commencement of this
action. Plaintiff’s claims are brought solely pursuant to the New York State Human Rights
Law and the New York City Human Rights Law, which are civil rights statutes that do not
require the filing of a Notice of Claim under General Municipal Law § 50-e or any other
provision of law as a prerequisite to suit.

PLAINTIEF

4. Plaintiff N.T. is a female citizen of the United States of America, over twenty-one (21)
years of age, resident of Bronx County.

5. Plaintiff is a current employee of the New York City Police Department (“NYPD”) where
she is employed as a police officer.

6. Plaintiff is a Black woman.

DEFENDANTS’

7. Defendant the CITY OF NEW YORK is a municipal corporation organized and existing
under and by virtue of the law of the State of New York.

8. Defendant JEREMY SCHEUBLIN is an Inspector in the New York City Police
Department and is employed by the Defendant CITY OF NEW YORK.

9. At all times herein, Defendant SCHEUBLIN was five (5) ranks higher than Plaintiff.

10. Defendant CITY, and their agency the NYPD, are equal opportunity employers which
prohibit discriminatory employment actions against, and treatment of, their employees
and applicants for employment based on actual or perceived race, color, national origin,
alienage or citizenship status, religion or creed, gender (including “gender identity” --

which refers to a person’s actual or perceived sex, and includes self-image, appearance,
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behavior or expression, whether or not different from that traditionally associated with
the legal sex assigned to the person at birth), disability, age (18 and over), military
status, prior record of arrest or conviction, marital status, partnership status, genetic
information or predisposing genetic characteristic, sexual orientation, status as a victim
or witness of domestic violence, sex offenses or stalking, and unemployment status.

FACTUAL ALLEGATI
11. Plaintiff joined the New York City Police Department (“NYPD”) as a police officer on

January 6, 2020.

12. Plaintift successfully completed the NYPD Police Academy.

13. Prior to joining the NYPD, Plaintiff served as a Correction Officer with the New York City
Department of Correction.

14. In or about July 2020, Plaintiff was assigned to the 46th Precinct.

15. At all relevant times prior to Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s arrival, Plaintiff performed her
duties without incident and with satisfactory performance.

16. On December 22, 2023, Defendant SCHEUBLIN was promoted to the rank of Inspector
and assigned as the Commanding Officer of the 46th Precinct.

17. Shortly after assuming command, Defendant SCHEUBLIN began displaying an
inappropriate and targeted interest in Plaintiff.

18. Shortly after taking command, Plaintiff was informed by Sergeant Giuseppe Alvarado that
Defendant SCHEUBLIN wanted Plaintiff to report to his office.

19. Plaintift perceived the request as inappropriate and declined to go to Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s office.

20. Plaintiff immediately understood that Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s interest in her was sexual

in nature.
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21. Plaintiff believed Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s summons was not related to legitimate police
business but to personal interest.

22. The NYPD operates under a rigid paramilitary chain of command in which directives from
a Commanding Officer to a junior officer carry significant authority.

23. Plaintiff nevertheless declined Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s repeated invitations to meet

privately in his office because she believed they were improper and unrelated to official

duties.

24. Plaintiff is also forced to decline the advances from third parties who are acting on behalf
of SCHEUBLIN.

25. Plaintift’s ability to ignore communications from a Commanding Officer five ranks above

her was itself unusual within NYPD culture.

26. In NYPD practice, failure to comply with a Commanding Officer’s directive ordinarily
carries immediate professional risk.

27. Plaintift was never disciplined, questioned, or counseled for disregarding Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s invitations.

28. The absence of discipline confirmed that the invitations were not legitimate supervisory
directives.

29. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s requests therefore fell outside normal chain-of-command
authority.

30. Defendant SCHEUBLIN invoked the appearance of command authority to pursue private
access to Plaintiff.

31. The absence of disciplinary follow-up signaled that the invitations were personal and

improper.
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32. Plaintiff subsequently learned that Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s administrative assistant,
Detective Denise Melendez, was retiring.

33. It was widely rumored within the 46th Precinct that Defendant SCHEUBLIN had romantic
relationships with members of service within the Command as well at his previous
assignment.

34. Almost immediately Sergeant Alvarado and Lieutenant Mellerson attempted to convince
Plaintiff to take the position working for Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

35. After Plaintiff declined to report to Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s office, Detective Melendez
approached Plaintiff and informed her that she was retiring.

36. Detective Melendez suggested that Plaintiff should consider becoming Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s assistant.

37. Detective Melendez stated that the assistant position carried significant benefits.

38. Detective Melendez represented that she had received promotions and increased
compensation through her role assisting Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

39. Plaintiff, who had prior experience in correctional command environments, perceived the
offer as improper.

40. Plaintiff believed Defendant SCHEUBLIN was bypassing the normal supervisory chain to
access her.

41. Plaintiff felt uncomfortable with the proposal.

42. Plaintiff declined the opportunity to become Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s assistant.

43. After Plaintiff declined the position, Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s attention toward Plaintiff
intensified.

44, Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s interest in Plaintiff was sexual and unwelcome.

8 of 66



[FTLED._BRONX COUNTY CLERK 03706/ 2026 06:35 PM | NDEX NO. 804313/ 2026E

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 03/06/ 2026

45. As Plaintiff rejected Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s attention, he increased efforts to pursue her.

46. Defendant SCHEUBLIN began interacting with Plaintiff directly, outside normal
supervisory channels.

47. Defendant SCHEUBLIN initiated conversations with Plaintiff unrelated to police work.

48. Defendant SCHEUBLIN asked Plaintiff about personal matters such as her weekend and
out of work activities.

49. Defendant SCHEUBLIN commented on Plaintiff’s appearance.

50. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s interactions made Plaintiff uncomfortable.

51. Defendant SCHEUBLIN repeatedly attempted to engage Plaintiff in non-work
conversation.

52. Plaintiff perceived Defendant SCHEUBLIN as fixated on her.

53. Plaintiff recognized Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct as a personal threat.

54. Plaintiff resolved that she would not allow herself to be alone with Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

55. Plaintiff thereafter attempted to avoid Defendant SCHEUBLIN whenever possible.

56. Because Defendant SCHEUBLIN was the Commanding Officer, Plaintiff could not fully
avoid him while performing her duties.

57. Plaintift was forced to navigate her responsibilities within a sexually charged and
uncomfortable environment.

58. Defendant SCHEUBLIN regularly made inappropriate comments in Plaintiff’s presence.

59. Defendant SCHEUBLIN commented on the sexual relationships of members of service
within the Precinct.

60. Defendant SCHEUBLIN commented on the physical appearance of women in the
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

Command.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN made statements such as “I don’t know why he is banging her” in
reference to female officers he considered unattractive.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN asked Plaintiff about her romantic and personal life.

Plaintiff refused to engage in such conversations and attempted to change the subject.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN interpreted Plaintiff’s lack of engagement as resistance.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN increased his pursuit of Plaintiff after she rebuffed him.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN refused to sign Plaintiff’s reports at times in order to force her to
interact with him.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN again attempted to recruit Plaintiff to work directly for him.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN made clear that Plaintiff’s career would benefit if she became his
assistant.

Plaintiff believed the offer was unrelated to her merit and was instead tied to Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s sexual interest.

Plaintift declined the position despite the career advantages and the constant pressure from
other supervisors in the Command to take the position.

It was clear to Plaintiff that the other supervisors were acting at the direction of Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

Plaintiff believed acceptance would require acquiescence to sexual expectations.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN subsequently replaced Detective Melendez with Police Officer
Keona Moore.

A few months later Police Officer Zora Strothers also becomes an assistant to Defendant

SCHEUBLIN

10
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75. After that change, police officer Strothers began attempting to recruit Plaintiff on
Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s behalf.

76. Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued asking Plaintiff about her personal life.

77. Plaintiff continued attempting to avoid him and deflect inappropriate topics.

78. In early 2024, while police officer Strothers was out on maternity leave, Plaintiff was issued
a command discipline by Lieutenant Sanchez regarding her hairstyle.

79. Command disciplines are adjudicated by the Commanding Officer of the Precinct.

80. When Defendant SCHEUBLIN learned of Plaintiff’s command discipline, he expressed
satisfaction at the prospect of interacting with her.

81. Defendant SCHEUBLIN told Plaintiff, “You must really want to get rid of that CD.”

82. Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated, “We will see what I can do for you.”

83. Plaintiff understood these comments as implying that Defendant SCHEUBLIN expected
something in return.

84. Plaintiff attempted to avoid further interaction with him.

85. Defendant SCHEUBLIN suggested he could “warn and admonish” Plaintiff rather than
adjudicate the discipline.

86. Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated he could “recycle the command discipline number.”

87. Plaintiff understood this to mean he could make the discipline disappear.

88. Plaintiff understood the implication that assistance would require acquiescence.

89. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct constituted quid pro quo sexual harassment.

90. Defendant SCHEUBLIN made these comments in the presence of other members of
service.

91. No member of service objected or reported the conduct.

11
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92. Plaintiff’s command discipline later disappeared without formal adjudication.

93. Plaintiff was distressed by Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s repeated insinuations.

94. Shortly thereafter, as Plaintiff exited a meeting led by Defendant SCHEUBLIN, he pulled
her aside.

95. Defendant SCHEUBLIN told Plaintiff, “I do not know whether I should smack or kiss you.”

96. Plaintiff was startled by the statement and attempted to leave quickly.

97. Plaintiff had never expressed any romantic or sexual interest in Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

98. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s repeated attention caused Plaintiff to work in a hostile
environment.

99. Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued to make comments to Plaintiff.

100.  If people were present he would change the comment to “I don’t know whether I should
hug or smack you” or “smack or choke you.”

101.  Plaintiff was treated less well than male officers as a result of her gender.

102.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct toward Plaintiff became known within the Command.

103.  Multiple supervisors witnessed Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s comments.

104.  No supervisor reported the conduct to the Office of Equal Employment Opportunity
(“OEEQO”).

105.  Supervisors were mandated reporters of sexual harassment.

106.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s harassment of Plaintiff continued throughout 2024.

107.  Thereafter, Administrative Lieutenant Edward Lawyerr approached Plaintiff regarding a
vacancy in the Domestic Violence Unit.

108.  Specialized units within an NYPD precinct, including the Domestic Violence Unit, provide

enhanced overtime opportunities and career advancement.
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109.  Assignment to such units materially increases eligibility for promotion to Detective
Specialist.

110.  Lieutenant Lawyerr informed Plaintiff that she should apply for the Domestic Violence
position.

111.  Plaintiff applied for the Domestic Violence Unit vacancy.

112.  Immediately after learning of Plaintiff’s application, Defendant SCHEUBLIN approached
her.

113.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated he had heard Plaintiff wanted to work in Domestic
Violence.

114.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN questioned Plaintiff about why she wanted the assignment.

115.  Plaintiff perceived the questioning as an effort by Defendant SCHEUBLIN to insert himself
into her career advancement.

116.  Plaintiff became uncomfortable and ended the conversation.

117.  Plaintiff was thereafter denied the Domestic Violence Unit position.

118.  Around this same period, Defendant SCHEUBLIN told Plaintiff that his ex-wife had a
Brazilian butt lift.

119.  Plaintiff understood the comment as sexualized boasting intended to impress or intimidate
her.

120.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN openly commented on Plaintiff’s appearance.

121.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN also commented on the appearance of other women in the
Command.

122.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN repeatedly told Plaintiff she was attractive.

123.  On one occasion Plaintiff was present with Defendant SCHEUBLIN and Police Officer

13
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Strothers.

124.  Police Officer Strothers left the room to use the restroom.

125.  Plaintiff suddenly found herself alone with Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

126.  Plaintiff attempted to summon Sergeant Alvarado to the office to avoid being alone.

127.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN immediately began sexually harassing Plaintiff.

128.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated, “We are all grown and I think we know what we both
want.”

129.  Plaintiff understood this as a sexual proposition.

130.  Plaintiff stated she was not interested.

131.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued pursuing her.

132.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN discussed his ex-wife and child support obligations.

133.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated he lived with his “baby mama” with whom he had twin
children.

134.  Plaintiff had no interest in Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s personal life.

135.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN appeared to derive gratification from making Plaintiff
uncomfortable.

136.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN treated Plaintiff as a conquest.

137.  Plaintiff simply wanted to perform her duties free from harassment.

138.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s authority prevented Plaintiff from escaping him.

139.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN regularly discussed sexual topics in Plaintiff’s presence.

140.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN asked Police Officer Strothers about her sexual preferences in
front of Plaintiff.

141.  Police Officer Strothers engaged in the sexual discussion.

14
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142. It was rumored within the Command that Defendant SCHEUBLIN and Police Officer
Strothers were in a sexual relationship.

143.  Their open sexual conversations reinforced that perception.

144, Defendant SCHEUBLIN then described his own sexual preferences.

145.  These conversations occurred in Plaintiff’s presence.

146.  Plaintiff experienced a hostile work environment as a result.

147.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN repeated the statement that he did not know whether to smack or
kiss Plaintiff on multiple occasions.

148.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN repeatedly attempted to isolate Plaintiff.

149.  Plaintiff made excuses to avoid being alone with him.

150.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN began calling Plaintiff’s personal cellular telephone late in the
evening hours while she was off duty.

151.  Plaintiff observed multiple incoming calls from Defendant SCHEUBLIN outside work
hours and intentionally did not answer.

152.  The following workday, Defendant SCHEUBLIN confronted Plaintiff about her failure to
answer his personal calls.

153.  Plaintiff felt uncomfortable and fabricated benign explanations to avoid confrontation with
her Commanding Officer.

154.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s off-duty calls to Plaintiff’s personal phone were unrelated to
legitimate police business and constituted an intrusion into her private life.

155. In order to stop the unwanted contact, Plaintiff ultimately blocked Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s number on her phone.

156.  Plaintiff did not know how many additional calls Defendant SCHEUBLIN made after she

15
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blocked him.

157.  Plaintiff asked Police Officer Strothers to be her point of contact with Defendant
SCHEUBLIN as she was terrified of Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

158.  Police Officer Strothers advised Plaintiff to unblock Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

159.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN later referenced that Plaintiff had blocked his number, confirming
he had attempted to contact her repeatedly.

160.  Plaintiff felt compelled to unblock Defendant SCHEUBLIN due to his command authority
over her employment.

161.  Around this time, Defendant SCHEUBLIN learned from Police Officer Strothers that
Plaintift had two children.

162.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN began inquiring into Plaintiff’s parental status and personal
relationships.

163.  Plaintiff initially believed Police Officer Strothers could be trusted as a supervisor as she
would communicate with officers while she was on maternity leave.

164. Over time, Plaintiff realized Police Officer Strothers was aligned with Defendant
SCHEUBLIN and acted on his behalf.

165.  Plaintiff came to understand that Police Officer Strothers was facilitating Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s access to her.

166.  Later in 2024, Defendant SCHEUBLIN told Plaintiff, “I do not know whether I should
choke or smack you.”

167.  Plaintiff understood references to choking in this context as sexualized and threatening.

168.  The choking comment was overheard by other members of service within the Command.

169. Those members of service warned Plaintiff to “be careful” around Defendant

16
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SCHEUBLIN.

170.  Members of service openly questioned whether Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s statements
toward Plaintiff were serious.

171.  In 2024, Plaintiff was temporarily assigned to the Property Unit within the Command.

172.  In that assignment Plaintiff worked with Police Officer Miguel Colon and developed a
collegial friendship.

173.  Police Officer Colon warned Plaintiff that Defendant SCHEUBLIN had a reputation from
a previous Command for being “creepy.”

174.  Officer Colon further advised Plaintiff that she should never be alone with Defendant
SCHEUBLIN as he is dangerous.

175.  Officer Colon’s warning reinforced Plaintiff’s existing perception that Defendant
SCHEUBLIN posed a personal and professional threat to her.

176.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN became aware of Plaintiff’s friendly working relationship with
Officer Colon.

177. Defendant SCHEUBLIN reacted negatively and appeared jealous of Plaintiff’s
interactions with Officer Colon.

178.  Shortly thereafter, Plaintiff was removed from her assignment in the Property Unit.

179.  Plaintiff understood her removal as motivated by Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s jealousy and
possessiveness toward her.

180.  Following Plaintiff’s removal, Defendant SCHEUBLIN assigned Officer Colon
undesirable or punishment posts.

181.  Officer Colon’s treatment signaled to Plaintiff that Defendant SCHEUBLIN would

retaliate against male officers who interacted with her.
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182.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN acted as though he had proprietary entitlement over Plaintiff’s
associations.

183.  Despite Plaintiff’s complete lack of romantic interest, Defendant SCHEUBLIN treated
her interactions with other men as disloyalty.

184.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN thereafter avoided partnering Plaintiff with male officers when
possible.

185.  Plaintiff perceived this as further evidence of Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual fixation
and control.

186.  Sergeant Alvarado was removed from the Administrative Office.

187.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN became angrier when he learned that Sergeant Alvarado was
once Plaintiff’s squad sergeant.

188.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN isolated Plaintiff in the Command as he was jealous of Plaintiff
interacting with other men.

189.  This treatment caused Plaintiff to have to work in a hostile work environment.

190.  Around this time, Defendant SCHEUBLIN referenced that Plaintiff had blocked his phone
number.

191.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s statement confirmed he had attempted repeated personal
contact.

192.  Plaintiff did not know how many calls Defendant SCHEUBLIN had made while blocked.

193.  Plaintiff felt compelled to unblock Defendant SCHEUBLIN because he remained her
Commanding Officer.

194.  In December 2024, the 46th Precinct held its annual holiday party.

18
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195.  Plaintiff intentionally did not attend the party to avoid contact with Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

196. In the days leading up to the event, Police Officer Strothers repeatedly encouraged
Plaintiff to attend.

197.  Plaintiff declined attendance due to fear of Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s presence.

198.  After Plaintiff did not attend, Police Officer Strothers began calling Plaintiff repeatedly at
home during the evening.

199.  Plaintiff understood Police Officer Strothers was calling at Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s
direction.

200. Police Officer Strothers attempted to persuade Plaintiff to meet her and Defendant
SCHEUBLIN socially after the party.

201.  Police Officer Strothers told Plaintiff she, Defendant SCHEUBLIN and Sergeant Ortiz
intended to pick Plaintiff up and go to a bar together.

202.  Plaintiff refused to meet Defendant SCHEUBLIN socially.

203.  Plaintiff had deliberately avoided the party to prevent exactly such contact.

204.  Police Officer Strothers persisted that Plaintiff attend despite her refusals.

205.  Police Officer Strothers told Plaintiff that she and Defendant SCHEUBLIN were coming
to Plaintiff’s home and would wait outside.

206.  Police Officer Strothers told Plaintiff to “say yes” and come out with them.

207.  Plaintiff experienced this statement as alarming and coercive.

208.  Plaintiff again refused to go out with Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

209.  Plaintiff did not know whether Defendant SCHEUBLIN and Police Officer Strothers

actually came to her residence.
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210.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s pursuit of Plaintiff outside work hours represented a
significant escalation.

211.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN used Police Officer Strothers to compel Plaintiff’s off-duty
presence.

212.  The conduct was coercive given Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s authority over Plaintiff’s
career and assignments.

213. A Commanding Officer directing a subordinate to socialize late at night through another
member of service constituted abuse of power.

214.  Threatening to appear uninvited at Plaintiff’s home invaded her private life.

215.  Plaintiff reasonably perceived these directives as orders rather than invitations.

216.  Plaintiff feared professional retaliation if she continued refusing.

217.  Plaintiff’s decision to avoid the holiday party, as well as every other precinct event,
underscored her fear of Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

218.  Plaintiff refused to be alone with Defendant SCHEUBLIN for any reason due to her fear
and the persistent sexual harassment.

219. Defendant SCHEUBLIN nevertheless pursued her through Police Officer Strothers after
the event.

220. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s insistence on securing Plaintiff’s presence after hours
demonstrated his refusal to respect her boundaries as a subordinate officer.

221. Defendant SCHEUBLIN repeatedly tried to make sexual advances at Plaintiff while
continuously making his “choking or kissing” comments.

222. It was obvious that Defendant SCHEUBLIN wanted more than a work relationship with

Plaintiff.
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223.  Plaintiff never showed any interest in Defendant SCHEUBLIN who repulsed her.

224.  The prospect that a Commanding Officer would appear uninvited at a subordinate’s home
late at night was inherently intimidating and coercive.

225.  Plaintiff experienced fear, distress, and humiliation as a result of Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s off-duty pursuit.

226. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct extended beyond workplace harassment into
Plaintiff’s personal safety and sense of security in her home.

227.  Within the NYPD’s hierarchical structure, Plaintiff reasonably understood that continued
refusal could jeopardize her career.

228. The events surrounding the December 2024 party reinforced Plaintiff’s belief that
Defendant SCHEUBLIN was exploiting his authority to obtain sexual access to her.

229.  This was not the first time that Police Officer Strothers had attempted to get Plaintiff to
party with her and Defendant SCHEUBLIN outside of work.

230.  Each time Plaintiff was approached by Police Officer Strothers, Plaintiff rejected the
offers.

231.  In the final week of December 2024, Plaintiff learned that the father of her children was
being transferred to the 46th Precinct.

232.  Plaintiff was distressed by the prospect of her children’s father working in the same
Command.

233.  Plaintiff privately asked Police Officer Strothers whether anything could be done to
prevent the transfer.

234.  Plaintiff was worried that Defendant SCHEUBLIN would harass her and her children’s

father if he transferred to the Command.
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235.  Plaintiff was worried for her children’s father, her children and herself if Defendant
SCHEUBLIN controlled their schedules.

236.  Plaintiff requested that Police Officer Strothers keep the issue confidential from
Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

237.  Plaintiff did not want Defendant SCHEUBLIN involved in her personal family
circumstances.

238. The day before the assault, Defendant SCHEUBLIN again called Plaintiff’s personal
phone.

239.  Plaintiff did not answer the call.

240.  On January 1, 2025, Plaintiff was working the 6:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. tour inside the
Command.

241.  When Plaintiff arrived in the Command, she is notified by Sergeant Alvarado that she is
to bring summonses to the office for the new officers.

242.  When Plaintiff arrived downstairs with the summonses, Sergeant Alvarado informed her
that Defendant SCHEUBLIN was looking for her.

243.  Plaintiff saw Defendant SCHEUBLIN standing outside the Muster Room.

244, Defendant SCHEUBLIN states “I called you and you did not answer.”

245.  Plaintiff stated that she needed to talk to Defendant SCHEUBLIN about the qualifying at
the range.

246.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN instructed Plaintiff to come to his office.

247.  Plaintiff believed the meeting would involve Police Officer Moore and Police Officer
Strothers.

248.  Plaintiff entered Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s office and realized she was alone with him.
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249.  Plaintiff was startled because no other member of service was present in the office area.
250.  Plaintiff had intentionally avoided being alone with Defendant SCHEUBLIN for over a

year.

251.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN closed the door behind him.

252.  Plaintiff realized she was isolated with her Commanding Officer inside a closed office.

253.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN asks Plaintiff about her children and the situation with the kids’
father.

254.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN was Plaintiff’s Commanding Officer and exercised supervisory
authority over Plaintiff’s employment, assignments, discipline, and working conditions.

255.  Plaintiff reasonably understood that Defendant SCHEUBLIN possessed authority over
her career and that she was required to comply with his directives while on duty.

256.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN used his supervisory authority to isolate Plaintiff inside his
office where she was alone with him and unable to safely leave without risking
professional consequences.

257.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN exploited the power imbalance created by his command position
in order to initiate unwanted sexual contact with Plaintiff.

258.  Plaintiff told Defendant SCHEUBLIN not to concern himself with her relationship.

259.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN asked whether Plaintiff was still with the children’s father.

260.  Plaintiff falsely stated that she remained in the relationship in an attempt to deter him.

261.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN asks Plaintiff where she wants to work.

262.  Plaintiff states she wants to be on patrol.

263. Defendant SCHEUBLIN proceeds to tell Plaintiff that she is not ready for patrol and asks

Plaintiff to “show him” how she would be on patrol.
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264.

265.

266.

267.

268.

269.

270.

271.

272.

273.

274.

275.

276.

277.

278.

279.

280.

281.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN, as he has many times before, states “I don’t know whether to
kiss or choke you.”

Defendant SCHEUBLIN then tries to place his hand around Plaintiff’s neck without
consent.

Plaintiff immediately knocked his hand away.

Plaintiff felt fear and panic rising physically in her body.

Plaintiff physically pulled back to break contact.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated, “Oh, you are strong — that’s the type of woman I like.”
Plaintiff told Defendant SCHEUBLIN, “You’re doing too much — stop.”

Defendant SCHEUBLIN then grabbed Plaintiff’s buttocks.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN lifted Plaintiff and threw her onto a couch in his office.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN attempted to kiss Plaintiff on the lips, but Plaintiff turned her
face and he kissed her on the face instead.

Plaintiff physically resisted Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s assault.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued grabbing Plaintiff’s buttocks while attempting to kiss
her.

Plaintiff struggled to push him away.

Plaintiff placed her hands over her face to block his attempts to kiss her.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN attempted to pull Plaintiff on top of him during the struggle.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN attempted to remove Plaintiff’s belt which had a pancake holster
on it.

Plaintiff never consented to any sexual contact.

Plaintiff was fighting to escape an ongoing sexual assault.
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282.  Plaintiff believed Defendant SCHEUBLIN would rape her if she did not fight him off.
283.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN was armed with his service weapon during the assault.

284.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s attempt to remove Plaintiff’s gun belt intensified her fear.

285.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s possession of a service weapon during the assault intensified
Plaintiff’s fear and reinforced the coercive power he held over her as her Commanding
Officer.

286.  Plaintiff ultimately broke free and regained her footing.

287.  Plaintiff kicked Defendant SCHEUBLIN in the groin in self-defense.

288.  Plaintiff continued physically fighting him to stop the assault.

289.  Plaintiff shouted for Defendant SCHEUBLIN to “chill the fuck out.”

290.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated he wanted Plaintiff and wanted to “make biracial babies”
with her.

291.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN told Plaintiff she should wear sweats the next time she came to
his office.

292.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN spoke as though Plaintiff’s physical resistance were flirtatious
rather than defensive.

293.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN appeared to interpret Plaintiff’s struggle as sexual play rather
than refusal.

294, Defendant SCHEUBLIN again grabbed Plaintiff’s buttocks while attempting to kiss her.

295.  Plaintiff again fought him off and forced separation.

296.  During the struggle Police Officer Strothers called Plaintiff who tried to answer the phone.

297.  Plaintiff demanded that Police Officer Strothers come to the precinct immediately.

298.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN held on to Plaintiff’s phone after the call ended.
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299.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN told Police Officer Strothers to come to his office.

300.  After the call ended, the assault continued.

301.  Plaintiff used physical force to push Defendant SCHEUBLIN away from her body.

302.  Plaintiff slammed Defendant SCHEUBLIN backward onto the couch in order to create
distance.

303. Plaintiff’s only objective was to escape the ongoing assault.

304.  Both Plaintiff and Defendant SCHEUBLIN were disheveled from the struggle.

305.  Plaintiff fell to the floor during the altercation.

306. Defendant SCHEUBLIN began adjusting his clothing after the physical encounter.

307.  Plaintiff experienced immediate physical pain in her knees and legs.

308.  Plaintiff’s clothing was displaced from the struggle.

309. Plaintiff had emerging bruising and redness from the assault.

310.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN ordered Plaintiff to wait until he fixed his clothing.

311.  Plaintiff was forced to remain in the office with her assailant after the assault.

312.  Plaintiff’s use of force was solely defensive and necessary to escape Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s sexual assault.

313.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct constituted forcible and non-consensual sexual
contact with Plaintiff.

314.  Plaintiff repeatedly attempted to disengage, verbally objected, and physically resisted
Defendant SCHEUBLIN throughout the encounter.

315.  Plaintiff reasonably believed that if she did not physically defend herself Defendant

SCHEUBLIN would escalate the assault into rape.
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316.

317.

318.

319.

320.

321.

322.

323.

324.

325.

326.

327.

328.

329.

330.

331.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct caused Plaintiff immediate physical injury, emotional
distress, humiliation, and fear.

Plaintiff was shaking and in visible distress.

Both Plaintiff and Defendant SCHEUBLIN were flushed and breathing heavily.

Plaintiff sat on the couch trembling while waiting to be allowed to leave.

Plaintiff feared further violence if she moved without permission.

Plaintiff felt trapped inside the office with her Commanding Officer.

Plaintiff waited for Defendant SCHEUBLIN to finish adjusting himself.

Plaintiff then exited the office alongside Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

Plaintiff observed redness and bruising on her legs and knees.

Plaintiff was shaking uncontrollably.

Plaintiff wanted to report the incident to her union delegate, but the delegate was
preoccupied with new recruits.

Plaintiff immediately following the attack went to the bathroom in the Muster Room to
clean herself and regain composure.

Shortly thereafter Plaintiff received a phone call from Lieutenant Mellerson.

Lieutenant Mellerson informed Plaintiff that Defendant SCHEUBLIN was looking for
her.

Lieutenant Mellerson stated that Defendant SCHEUBLIN reported that Plaintiff was not
answering her phone.

Lieutenant Mellerson directed Plaintiff to report to Defendant SCHEUBLIN in the

conference room.
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332.

333.

334.

335.

336.

337.

338.

339.

340.

341.

342.

343.

Plaintiff’s recollection of Lieutenant Mellerson’s call and the subsequent arrival of

Strothers to the command on the day of the assault is set forth below.

Plaintiff informed Police Officer Strothers what happened with Defendant SCHEUBLIN
over the phone.

Police Officer Strothers told Plaintiff she was minutes away from the Command.
Plaintiff’s union delegate, overhears the call and states “if this actually happened then you
should report it as this is serious.”

The union delegate’s questioning of Plaintiff’s story is indicative of culture in the NYPD
where victims of sexual harassment and abuse are attacked.

While Plaintiff remained in the bathroom, Lieutenant Steven Mellerson called her
repeatedly.

Lieutenant Mellerson told Plaintiff Defendant SCHEUBLIN had run upstairs frantic and
demanded Plaintiff be contacted.

Lieutenant Mellerson tells Plaintiff that the Defendant SCHEUBLIN ordered him to check
in with Plaintiff immediately because she was not answering his calls.

Plaintiff then spoke directly with Lieutenant Mellerson who informed Plaintiff that the
Defendant SCHEUBLIN wanted her to report to the conference room and for her not to
be alone.

Lieutenant Mellerson informed Plaintiff that Defendant SCHEUBLIN looked disheveled,
red faced and panicked when he was conversing with him.

Lieutenant Mellerson inquired as to whether or not Plaintiff was ok.

Plaintiff reported exactly what transpired in Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s office, including

that he grabbed her, threw her onto the couch, and sexually assaulted her.

28

28 of 66

| NDEX NO. 804313/ 2026E
RECEI VED NYSCEF: 03/06/2026



[FTLED._BRONX COUNTY CLERK 03706/ 2026 06:35 PM | NDEX NO. 804313/ 2026E

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 03/06/ 2026

344.

345.

346.

347.

348.

349.

350.

351.

352.

353.

354.

355.

356.

357.

358.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN was observed pacing within the Command area prior to Police
Officer Strothers arriving.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN was overheard discussing what someone should do if grabbed.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN appeared to be preemptively constructing a narrative about the
incident.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN'’s statements were inconsistent with Plaintiff’s report of assault.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct indicated an attempt to minimize or reframe the
assault.

Police Officer Strothers arrived at the Command shortly thereafter.

Plaintiff proceeds to tell Lieutenant Mellerson and Police Officer Strothers, in person,
what took place in Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s office.

Plaintiff stated that she was embarrassed and was worried about the retaliation from the
incident.

Police Officer Strothers appeared visibly upset after hearing Plaintiff’s account.

Police Officer Strothers stated she did not feel like speaking to Defendant SCHEUBLIN.
On January 1, 2025, Plaintiff called the NYPD Internal Affairs Bureau to report the
assault.

Plaintiff became fearful of retaliation during the call and hung up.

Plaintiff’s resistance to Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual assault constituted protected
activity under the NYCHRL.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN began retaliating immediately after the assault and disclosure.
On January 2, 2025, Defendant SCHEUBLIN met with Plaintiff in the presence of Police

Officer Strothers.
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359.

360.

361.

362.

363.

364.

365.

366.

367.

368.

369.

370.

371.

372.

373.

Plaintiff was upstairs in the Traffic Office recovering from the previous day’s attack by
Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

Plaintiff was feeling embarrassed, flustered and did not want to be at work and in the same
vicinity of her attacker, Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

Police Officer Strothers went down stairs to bring the Executive Officer food when
Defendant SCHEUBLIN appeared unexpectedly.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN states “I want to speak with you, do you have a moment.”
Plaintiff is present with Officer Oliver, so she tries to ignore the question, hoping that
Defendant SCHEUBLIN was talking to Oliver.

Oliver responds that she can speak with Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN proceeds to close the door to the Traffic Office, leaving just him
and Plaintiff in the room.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN asks Plaintiff what was wrong and asked why was distant.
Plaintiff, in fear for her safety in the enclosed space, tries to down play the severity of the
incident in order to get out and tells Defendant SCHEUBLIN to leave the office.

When Defendant SCHEUBLIN refuses to leave the enclosed area, Plaintiff states that she
does not want to speak with him.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN asked if Plaintiff was recording him.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN then proceeds to offer Plaintiff lucrative specialized positions.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN told Plaintiff she could have any assignment she wanted.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN specifically offered the Field Intelligence Officer position or the
Domestic Violence Unit.

Both positions carried significant overtime and promotion potential.
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374.  Plaintiff understood the offers as an attempt to silence her regarding the assault.

375. This is quid pro quo sexual harassment as Plaintiff was offered lucrative positions to
prevent her from reporting the sexual assault.

376.  Plaintiff refused the positions despite their career value.

377.  The differences in these positions within the Command is up to $50,000 a year as well as
the ability to be promoted to Detective Specialist.

378.  These benefits result in hundreds of thousands if not millions of dollars in lost income
and pension benefits.

379.  Plaintiff’s refusal to accept the lucrative assignments offered by Defendant SCHEUBLIN
immediately angered him.

380.  Plaintiff explicitly rejects the quid pro quo offer, telling Defendant SCHEUBLIN that she
doesn’t want anything from him.

381.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN states that Plaintiff can go anywhere she wants in a clear effort
to bribe her.

382.  When Plaintiff refused, Defendant SCHEUBLIN reacted with visible frustration when
Plaintiff declined both the Field Intelligence Officer and Domestic Violence Unit
positions.

383.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN asked Plaintiff why she was “acting like this.”

384.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN stated to Plaintiff, “You were fine yesterday.”

385.  Plaintiff was horrified that Defendant SCHEUBLIN was characterizing the prior day’s
violent sexual assault as consensual interaction.

386.  Plaintiff responded that she was not fine, she wanted him to leave her alone and that he

knows what he did yesterday.
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387.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN dismissed Plaintiff’s statement and denied wrongdoing.

388.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN attempted to reframe the assault as mutual or welcome conduct.

389.  Police Officer Strothers walked in to the office, after a period of time, and said to
Defendant SCHEUBLIN and Plaintiff they were “acting weird.”

390.  Police Officer Strothers made that statement despite having been told by Plaintiff that
Defendant SCHEUBLIN had sexually assaulted her.

391.  Plaintiff experienced Police Officer Strothers’s response as betrayal and alignment with
Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

392.  During the same meeting, Defendant SCHEUBLIN warned Plaintiff that “it didn’t go well
for the last person who made accusations against me.”

393.  Police Officer Strothers responds by shouting, “Woah! Is that a threat?”

394.  Plaintiff understood this statement as a direct threat of retaliation.

395.  Plaintiff understood Defendant SCHEUBLIN was referencing prior allegations of sexual
misconduct against him.

396.  Plaintiff reasonably interpreted the statement as a warning not to report or pursue the
assault complaint.

397.  Following the meeting, Plaintiff confides in Officer Oliver what happened and the quid
pro quo offer from Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

398.  Plaintiff also spoke privately with Police Officer Strothers.

399.  Police Officer Strothers tells Plaintiff that she spoke with Defendant SCHEUBLIN, and
she can get her the Domestic Violence Position.

400.  Police Officer Strothers advised Plaintiff that she should accept the Domestic Violence

Unit position being offered by Defendant SCHEUBLIN.
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402.

403.

404.

405.

406.

407.

408.

409.

410.

411.

412.

Police Officer Strothers also advises Plaintiff to ask Jeremy (Defendant SCHEUBLIN)
for $25,000 as a bribe since “he didn’t rape you (Plaintiff) and call it a day”

Police Officer Strothers further tells Plaintiff she is lucky that Defendant SCHEUBLIN
didn’t “get in her pants.”

Plaintiff understood this advice as pressure to accept a benefit in exchange for silence.
Police Officer Strothers's advice that Plaintiff should accept money and a position in
exchange for silence, and her statement that Plaintiff was "lucky" Defendant
SCHEUBLIN did not rape her, reflects the culture of impunity that pervades the 46th
Precinct and the NYPD's handling of sexual misconduct by supervisory officers.

That a fellow officer — herself a mandated reporter — responded to a sexual assault
disclosure by advising the victim to accept a bribe rather than report the crime is itself
evidence of the hostile work environment Plaintiff was forced to endure.

Police Officer Strothers did not report the assault to OEEO or Internal Affairs despite
being a mandated reporter.

On January 3, 2025, Lieutenant Steven Mellerson reported Plaintiff’s sexual assault
allegation to the NYPD Office of Equal Employment Opportunity (“OEEQO”).

Plaintiff’s complaint became known within the 46th Precinct command structure shortly
thereafter.

This complaint constitutes protected activity under New York City Human Rights Law.
Members of service became aware that Plaintiff had accused the Commanding Officer of
sexual assault.

Plaintiff began experiencing retaliation immediately following the report.

Plaintiff thereafter provided a detailed statement to the NYPD Internal Affairs Bureau.
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413.  Plaintiff described that Defendant SCHEUBLIN had grabbed her, thrown her onto the
couch, restrained her, and attempted to sexually assault her.

414.  Despite Internal Affairs knowledge of the assault allegation, Defendant SCHEUBLIN
remained in command of the Precinct.

415.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN was not removed from supervisory authority over Plaintiff.

416. Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued exercising command authority affecting Plaintiff’s
assignments and schedule.

417.  Internal Affairs made a criminal referral concerning Defendant SCHEUBLIN to the Bronx
County District Attorney’s Office.

418.  Plaintiff later met with Bronx District Attorney investigators regarding the assault.

419. Internal Affairs directed Plaintiff to place a recorded telephone call to Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

420.  Plaintiff complied and called Defendant SCHEUBLIN under Internal Affairs direction.

421.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN answered the phone but then stated that he was busy and would
call her back.

422.  Police Officer Strothers subsequently calls Plaintiff back.

423.  Plaintiff could hear Police Officer Strothers pause during the conversation and whisper to
someone close to her.

424.  Upon information and belief, Police Officer Strothers was communication with Defendant
SCHEUBLIN during the call.

425.  The call was recorded by Internal Affairs as part of its investigation.

426.  Following the call, Plaintiff is contacted by Lieutenant Lawyerr who inquires as to why

Plaintiff called Defendant SCHEUBLIN.
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427.  Plaintiff declines to discuss the nature of the call with Lieutenant Lawyerr.

428.  After the call with Lieutenant Lawyerr, Police Officer Strothers calls Plaintiff again and
asks her where she is and to send pictures of her family.

429.  Plaintiff refuses the strange order.

430. Defendant SCHEUBLIN became aware of the complaint almost immediately and
retaliated against Plaintiff.

431.  Following Plaintiff’s complaint, Defendant SCHEUBLIN altered Plaintiff’s schedule,
reduced her overtime opportunities, removed her partner, and repeatedly required her to
report at unusual hours designed to interfere with her childcare obligations.

432.  Following Plaintiff’s complaint, Defendant SCHEUBLIN began imposing punitive
scheduling changes.

433.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN required Plaintiff to report to the Command at approximately
3:00 a.m. for pre-tour overtime.

434.  Such pre-tour assignments were atypical for Plaintiff and similarly situated officers.

435.  Plaintiff and her partner were disproportionately assigned these punitive assignments as
were other officers whom upper management disfavored.

436.  Plaintiff understood the assignment as punishment for reporting the assault.

437.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN knew Plaintiff had childcare responsibilities for her young
children.

438.  The 3:00 a.m. reporting requirement disrupted Plaintiff’s childcare arrangements and
family obligations.

439.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN thereafter repeatedly required Plaintiff to return to the Command

between approximately 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. after completing assignments.
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440.  These forced returns lacked operational necessity.

441.  Plaintiff experienced the forced returns as targeted harassment.

442.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN kept Plaintiff away from the Command, often denying Plaintiff
lunch and other benefits.

443.  Plaintiff was forced to remain after tour for pretextual reasons.

444.  Plaintiff is asked to stay and write summonses at the end of her tour in order to harass her
and disrupt her childcare.

445.  Plaintiff is the only one treated in this manner.

446.  The retaliation wasn’t limited to Plaintiff, Lieutenant Mellerson who made the report
against Defendant SCHEUBLIN was retaliatorily transferred to midnight tour despite
being one of the more senior lieutenants in the Command.

447.  Lieutenant Mellerson expressed a desire to be placed on the day tour but was denied the
desired assignment to not place him with Plaintiff and in retaliation for reporting the
sexual assault.

448.  Plaintiff is stripped of her partner on the day tour.

449.  The retaliation in the Command was not limited to Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

450.  Shortly thereafter it was well known throughout the Command that Defendant
SCHEUBLIN did not want to be around Plaintiff.

451.  On one occasion Executive Officer Graham Brathwaite came into the Command around
3:00 pm and ordered Plaintiff off the desk and directed the Lieutenant to send Plaintiff out
to write summonses.

452.  In reality Plaintiff was being asked to leave the Command as Defendant SCHEUBLIN

was arriving shortly and did not want to see Plaintiff.
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453.  This was common place within the Command as it was well known that an inappropriate
sexual incident had occurred between Plaintiff and Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

454.  Lieutenant Lawyerr altered Plaintiff’s tour to make her shift start at 3:00 am, despite
Plaintiff informing him of child care obligations.

455.  The sudden tour changes, weekend and pre-tour assignments were atypical for the
Command and done to harass Plaintiff for objecting to Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual
advances.

456. Defendant SCHEUBLIN assigned Plaintiff undesirable or punishment posts after the
complaint.

457.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN abruptly altered Plaintiff’s work schedule on multiple occasions.

458.  These adverse changes occurred after Plaintiff engaged in protected activity by reporting
the assault.

459.  Following Plaintiff’s report of the sexual assault, Plaintiff observed that a surveillance
camera within the 46th Precinct Command area had been moved from its prior position.
Plaintiff reported the repositioning to investigators.

460. In response to Plaintiff’s report, NYPD Technical Assistance Response Unit (“TARU”)
personnel responded to the 46th Precinct to inspect the surveillance equipment.

461. TARU personnel confirmed that the camera had in fact been moved from its prior position.

462.  The repositioned camera had previously captured portions of the area outside Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s office, including his parking spot and the front corner of the precinct.

463.  Plaintiff reasonably believed the camera was moved to eliminate or reduce surveillance
coverage of areas relevant to the assault and investigation.

464. TARU restored or recovered the camera equipment following their inspection.
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465.  After the cameras were restored, they were moved again.

466.  Plaintiff experienced this second repositioning as an act of intimidation, causing her
significant fear, panic, and anxiety regarding her personal safety and the integrity of the
investigation.

467.  The repeated repositioning of surveillance cameras within the Command, following the
initiation of a sexual assault investigation against the Commanding Officer, is consistent
with an effort to obstruct the investigation and to intimidate Plaintiff

468.  In February 2025, Plaintiff returned to full duty.

469.  Plaintiff was supposed to partner with Officer Harris which was communicated to her by
Lieutenant Lawyerr.

470.  When Plaintiff returned Officer Harris had his tour changed abruptly to ensure Plaintiff
did not have a male partner.

471.  Plaintiff contacted Lieutenant Lawyerr who lied and stated he would change Officer
Harris back but never did.

472.  Plaintiff is also isolated from Lieutenant Mellerson after Defendant SCHEUBLIN learned
that Lieutenant Mellerson had filed a complaint for the sexual assault.

473.  Rumors circulated within the Command that Defendant SCHEUBLIN had a history of
sexual misconduct.

474.  Upon information and belief, Defendant SCHEUBLIN had a long history of sexual
misconduct on the job which was known or should have been known to the NYPD.

475.  Plaintiff heard that at a prior command Defendant SCHEUBLIN had forcibly kissed a

female member of service at a holiday party.
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476.  Plaintiff also heard that Defendant SCHEUBLIN had grabbed that member of service’s
buttocks.

477. It was further rumored that Defendant SCHEUBLIN paid that officer approximately
$25,000 to prevent reporting.

478.  The prior incidents of sexual misconduct by Defendant SCHEUBLIN, including his
payment of approximately $25,000 to silence a prior victim, the provision of a favorable
assignment to secure that victim's silence, and his forcible kissing and groping of a female
member of service at a prior command, constituted a pattern of predatory conduct that was
known or should have been known to the Defendant CITY through its supervisory chain
of command, the NYPD's internal disciplinary mechanisms, and the Office of Equal
Employment Opportunity. Defendant CITY's failure to investigate, discipline, or restrict
Defendant SCHEUBLIN following these prior incidents directly enabled him to continue
his pattern of sexual misconduct and emboldened him to sexually assault Plaintiff.
Defendant CITY's retention of Defendant SCHEUBLIN in a position of command
authority despite knowledge or constructive knowledge of this history constitutes a failure
to take reasonable steps to prevent discrimination and harassment in violation of the New
York City Human Rights Law and New York State Human Rights Law.

479.  That happened to be the same amount that Police Officer Strothers told Plaintiff to demand
from Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

480.  Plaintiff also heard that Defendant SCHEUBLIN secured a favorable assignment for that
officer in exchange for silence.

481.  These rumors reinforced Plaintiff’s fear that Defendant SCHEUBLIN used authority to

obtain sexual access to subordinates.
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482.

483.

484.

485.

486.

487.

488.

489.

490.

491.

Upon information and belief, the aforementioned rumors about Defendant
SCHEUBLIN’s history of sexual misconduct are accurate.
At all times herein the Defendant CITY knew or should have known about Defendant
SCHEUBLIN sexual misconduct and failed to protect their employees, including Plaintiff,
from harm.
In September 2025, Police Officer Strothers is promoted to Sergeant and transferred to
the 48™ Precinct.
As a result of Plaintiff passing on the quid pro quo assignment by Defendant
SCHEUBLIN, she lost significant income.
For the year 2025, Plaintiff earned $130,141, nearly $20,000 less than she did in 2024.
After Plaintiff refused the Domestic Violence position, which was offered to her, under
the unspoken offer that she does not report the sexual assault, the position was held by a
series of officers which included, but are not limited to:

a. Josue Rodriguez

b. Camille Williams, and

C. Randy Bautista
Each of the aforementioned comparators are similarly situated to Plaintiff in every way
but for the sexual harassment objections related thereto.
For the year 2025, Josue Rodriguez earned $183,457, $53,316 more than Plaintiff.
For the year 2025, Camille Williams earned $157,457, $27,726 more than Plaintiff.

For the year 2025, Randy Bautista earned $162,357, $32,216 more than Plaintiff.

40

40 of 66



[FTLED._BRONX COUNTY CLERK 03706/ 2026 06:35 PM | NDEX NO. 804313/ 2026E

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 03/06/ 2026

492.  The list of comparator officers who earned more money than Plaintiff due to her being
retaliated against for reporting Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual assault and harassment
is not limited to the officers herein.

493.  Despite this incident occurring during an active sexual assault investigation, Defendant
SCHEUBLIN remained on full duty.

494.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued serving in a supervisory capacity within the NYPD
following Plaintiff’s complaint.

495.  Plaintiff continued working within the same Command structure as Defendant
SCHEUBLIN throughout 2025.

496.  Plaintiff was repeatedly required to be present in the same facility as the Defendant
SCHEUBLIN, the Commanding Officer who had sexually assaulted her.

497.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN remained armed with his service weapon during this period.

498.  Plaintiff experienced ongoing fear and distress each time she encountered Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

499.  Plaintiff reasonably feared further violence or retaliation.

500.  Plaintiff continued cooperating with the Bronx County District Attorney’s Office
investigation.

501.  Plaintiff attended multiple meetings with prosecutors and investigators regarding the
assault.

502.  Plaintiff met with Bronx District Attorney’s Office on three separate occasions.

503.  Plaintiff understood that the NYPD had referred Defendant SCHEUBLIN for potential

criminal prosecution.
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504.

505.

506.

507.

508.

509.

510.

511.

512.

513.

514.

515.

516.

Despite knowledge of the assault and referral for prosecution, the NYPD did not discipline
Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN remained a member of service in good standing during 2025.
Plaintiff continued experiencing retaliatory treatment during this period.

Plaintiff was repeatedly required to report for duty in ways that ensured continued
proximity to Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

Plaintiff experienced ongoing anxiety and fear reporting to work.

Plaintiff remained under the authority of the Commanding Officer who had assaulted her.
Plaintiff repeatedly awaited disciplinary action by the NYPD that did not occur.

Internal Affairs informed Plaintiff that there was no statute of limitations for crimes
committed by members of service.

Plaintiff was told that charges against Defendant SCHEUBLIN did not need to be brought
immediately.

Plaintiff experienced this delay as institutional indifference to her assault.

After Plaintiff’s complaint became known, Lieutenant Lawyerr addressed members of the
Command.

Plaintiff was subsequently informed by the Bronx County District Attorney’s Office that
there is no statute of limitations on the internal discipline as they are actively investigating
Defendant SCHEUBLIN for the crimes he committed against Plaintiff.

The Defendant CITY has allowed Defendant SCHEUBLIN to work full duty since

January 3, 2025, the date they unequivocally learned that he sexually assaulted Plaintiff.
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517.  Despite investigating the matter and referring Defendant SCHEUBLIN to the Bronx
County District Attorney’s Office, the Defendant CITY has allowed Defendant
SCHEUBLIN to work at full duty for 13 months since.

518.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN still has access to women on the job whom he supervises and his
firearm.

519.  Lieutenant Lawyerr stated that officers needed to be wary of “two-legged rats.”

520.  Plaintiff understood this statement as a reference to her complaint against Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

521.  Lieutenant Lawyerr further stated that the NYPD had “great Jewish lawyers” who would
get them out of trouble.

522.  Lieutenant Lawyerr’s statements were made within the Command in the presence of other
members of service.

523.  Plaintiff understood the statements as signaling hostility toward her for reporting
Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

524.  Plaintiff perceived the comments as discouraging officers from cooperating with her
complaint.

525.  Plaintiff experienced the remarks as retaliatory and intimidating.

526.  Despite the sexual assault allegation and criminal referral, the NYPD took no disciplinary
action against Defendant SCHEUBLIN during 2025.

527.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued to serve as a supervisory officer within the NYPD
during that period.

528.  The Defendant CITY is strictly liable for the actions of Defendant SCHEUBLIN given

his supervisory position.
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529.  Plaintiff remained assigned within the same overall command structure.

530.  Plaintiff continued being required to encounter Defendant SCHEUBLIN in the workplace.

531.  Plaintiff remained fearful of Defendant SCHEUBLIN given his prior violence toward her.

532.  Plaintiff reasonably believed Defendant SCHEUBLIN could retaliate further.

533.  Plaintiff understood Defendant SCHEUBLIN remained armed at all times while on duty.

534.  Plaintiff experienced ongoing distress each time she observed him in the Command.

535.  Plaintiff continued cooperating with investigative authorities throughout 2025.

536.  Plaintiff attended additional meetings with Bronx District Attorney investigators.

537.  Plaintiff provided information and updates regarding Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct
and retaliation.

538.  Plaintiff awaited NYPD disciplinary action that did not occur.

539.  Plaintiff remained under the authority of the Commanding Officer who had assaulted her.

540.  Plaintiff experienced prolonged fear and institutional betrayal.

541.  Plaintiff continued working despite the unsafe environment.

542.  On January 12,2026, Defendant SCHEUBLIN was transferred out of the 46th Precinct to
Patrol Borough Bronx.

543.  The transfer occurred more than one year after Plaintiff’s sexual assault complaint.

544. The transfer was not accompanied by disciplinary findings against Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

545.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN remained a full-duty NYPD member of service following
transfer.

546.  To date, Defendant SCHEUBLIN has not been disciplined by the NYPD for the sexual

assault of Plaintiff.
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547.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN has remained employed in law enforcement authority despite
Plaintiff’s complaint.

548.  Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer emotional distress as a result of Defendants’
conduct.

549.  Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer professional harm and retaliation.

550.  Plaintiff has suffered humiliation, fear, and degradation within her workplace.

551.  The conduct described herein reflects not an isolated incident but a sustained pattern of
predatory behavior by Defendant SCHEUBLIN and a deliberate institutional failure by
Defendant CITY.

552. Defendant SCHEUBLIN spent over a year grooming, isolating, and pursuing Plaintiff
within a paramilitary workplace where she could not escape him, culminating in a violent
sexual assault on January 1, 2025.

553.  When Plaintiff reported the assault, the City of New York did not remove Defendant
SCHEUBLIN from command, did not protect Plaintiff from retaliation, and allowed her
assailant to supervise her daily work life for thirteen additional months while armed with
a service weapon.

554.  The Bronx County District Attorney's Office opened a criminal investigation.

555.  Internal Affairs made a criminal referral. Surveillance cameras in the precinct were moved
— twice. And still the City did nothing.

556.  Plaintiff brings this action because the New York City Police Department failed her not
once, but every day for over a year.

557.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct was based on Plaintiff’s gender.
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558.

559.

560.

561.

562.

563.

564.

565.

566.

567.

568.

569.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN used his supervisory authority to pursue sexual access to
Plaintiff.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct created a sexually hostile work environment.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct constituted quid pro quo sexual harassment.

Plaintiff engaged in protected activity by rejecting Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual
advances and reporting the assault.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN retaliated against Plaintiff for engaging in that protected activity.
Defendant CITY knew or should have known of Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct.
Defendant CITY failed to take prompt and effective remedial action.

Defendant CITY allowed Defendant SCHEUBLIN to remain in supervisory authority
over Plaintiff after learning of the assault and thus control every aspect of Plaintiff’s career
despite knowing that he sexually assaulted her.

Defendant CITY thereby ratified and condoned Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s unlawful
conduct.

At all relevant times, Defendant SCHEUBLIN served as Plaintiff’s commanding officer
within Defendant CITY’s chain of command and exercised supervisory authority over her
employment.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN possessed authority to influence Plaintiff’s assignments,
overtime opportunities, evaluations, and eligibility for specialized positions within
Defendant CITY.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN used that supervisory authority to pursue Plaintiff for sexual

contact and access.
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570.

571.

572.

573.

574.

575.

576.

577.

578.

579.

580.

581.

582.

583.

584.

585.

586.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN repeatedly summoned Plaintiff to his office under the pretext of
discussing assignments and career opportunities.

During those encounters, Defendant SCHEUBLIN communicated that he could secure
Plaintiff desirable and specialized roles.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN linked such professional opportunities to his personal sexual
interest in Plaintiff.

Plaintiff rejected and objected to Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual advances.

Plaintiff’s objections made clear that Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct was unwelcome.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued to seek private access to Plaintiff after her objections.
On January 1, 2025, Defendant SCHEUBLIN isolated Plaintiff in his office while acting
in his supervisory capacity.

During that encounter, Defendant SCHEUBLIN grabbed Plaintiff’s buttocks without
consent.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN attempted to kiss Plaintiff against her will.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN physically restrained Plaintiff when she attempted to disengage.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN attempted to force Plaintiff onto furniture in the office.
Plaintiff physically resisted Defendant SCHEUBLIN in order to escape.

Plaintiff exited the office as soon as she was able.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct occurred in the workplace and during duty hours.
Defendant SCHEUBLIN used his supervisory authority and physical control of the office
to facilitate the assault.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct constituted unwanted sexual touching and coercion.

Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct toward Plaintiff was based on her gender.
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587.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct constituted quid pro quo sexual harassment.

588.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct also created a sexually hostile work environment.

589.  Plaintiff reported Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual harassment and assault through
supervisory channels within Defendant CITY.

590.  Plaintiff’s report identified Defendant SCHEUBLIN as her commanding officer and the
perpetrator.

591.  Defendant CITY, through supervisory personnel, received Plaintiff’s report of sexual
misconduct.

592. Defendant CITY thereby obtained actual notice of Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s harassment
and assault of Plaintiff.

593.  Defendant CITY did not remove Defendant SCHEUBLIN from authority over Plaintiff
following the report.

594.  Defendant CITY did not reassign Plaintiff away from Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

595. Defendant CITY allowed Defendant SCHEUBLIN to remain within Plaintiff’s
supervisory chain of command.

596. Defendant CITY allowed Defendant SCHEUBLIN continued workplace access to
Plaintiff after learning of the assault.

597. Defendant CITY did not implement protective measures to prevent further interaction
between Plaintiff and Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

598. Defendant CITY did not promptly discipline Defendant SCHEUBLIN following
Plaintiff’s complaint.

599. Defendant CITY did not promptly conclude any investigation into Plaintiff’s allegations.
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600.  After Plaintiff rejected Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s advances, Defendant SCHEUBLIN
retaliated against her.

601.  Following Plaintiff’s objections, Defendant SCHEUBLIN retaliated against Plaintiff by
disrupting child care and other retaliatory actions that were taken purposefully to dissuade
others from engaging in protected activity.

602.  Prior to Plaintiff’s rejection of Defendant SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff received overtime
opportunities available to similarly situated officers.

603.  After Plaintiff rejected Defendant SCHEUBLIN, her overtime opportunities were
curtailed.

604.  Plaintiff experienced a reduction in overtime hours following her objections.

605.  The reduction in overtime caused Plaintiff economic loss.

606. Defendant SCHEUBLIN also interfered with Plaintiff’s access to economic benefits
associated with her position.

607.  Plaintiff’s loss of overtime and economic benefits occurred after she rejected Defendant
SCHEUBLIN.

608.  Plaintiff’s overtime and benefits were reduced relative to her prior treatment.

609. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s actions caused Plaintiff to be treated less well in the terms and
conditions of her employment.

610.  The reduction in Plaintiff’s overtime and economic opportunities would deter a reasonable
employee from rejecting a supervisor’s sexual advances.

611.  The reduction in Plaintiff’s overtime and benefits would deter a reasonable employee from

reporting sexual misconduct.
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612.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s retaliatory actions were motivated by Plaintiff’s refusal to
submit to his sexual demands.

613. Defendant SCHEUBLIN used his supervisory authority to impose those adverse
consequences.

614.  Defendant CITY retained Defendant SCHEUBLIN in supervisory authority over Plaintiff
after her objections and report.

615.  Within the NYPD’s paramilitary structure, a Commanding Officer exercises extraordinary
authority over subordinate officers, including assignments, disciplinary adjudication,
overtime opportunities, and promotion eligibility. Plaintiff reasonably believed that
refusal to comply with Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s directives could jeopardize her career.

616. Defendant CITY permitted Defendant SCHEUBLIN to continue controlling or
influencing Plaintiff’s overtime and opportunities.

617. Defendant CITY knew or should have known that Plaintiff’s overtime and economic
opportunities were reduced after her objections.

618.  Defendant CITY permitted the reduction in Plaintiff’s overtime and benefits to continue.

619. Defendant SCHEUBLIN exercised managerial and supervisory responsibility over
Plaintiff at all relevant times.

620. Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s discriminatory and retaliatory conduct occurred while
exercising that authority.

621. Defendant CITY is responsible for the acts of its managerial and supervisory employee
Defendant SCHEUBLIN.

622.  Defendant CITY retained Defendant SCHEUBLIN in supervisory authority over Plaintiff

after learning of his misconduct.

50

50 of 66



[FTLED._BRONX COUNTY CLERK 03706/ 2026 06:35 PM | NDEX NO. 804313/ 2026E

NYSCEF DOC. NO. 1 RECEI VED NYSCEF: 03/06/ 2026

623.  Defendant CITY s failure to act enabled the continuation of discriminatory and retaliatory
conditions affecting Plaintiff.

624.  Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s conduct altered the terms and conditions under which Plaintiff
was required to work.

625.  As a result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiff’s employment conditions and professional
opportunities were adversely affected.

626.  Defendant CITY is strictly liable for the discriminatory and retaliatory acts of Defendant
SCHEUBLIN under the New York City Human Rights Law § 8-107(13).

627. Defendant SCHEUBLIN was a managerial and supervisory employee of Defendant CITY
who exercised authority over Plaintiff’s employment within the meaning of NYCHRL §
8-107(13).

628.  Plaintiff engaged in protected activity by rejecting Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s sexual
advances and by reporting his sexual harassment and assault through supervisory channels
within Defendant CITY.

629. Defendant SCHEUBLIN reduced Plaintiff’s overtime and economic opportunities
because Plaintiff rejected his sexual advances and complained of his misconduct.

630. By retaining Defendant SCHEUBLIN in supervisory authority over Plaintiff after learning
of his sexual misconduct and retaliation, Defendant CITY ratified and condoned
Defendant SCHEUBLIN’s unlawful conduct.

631.  Plaintiff was required to continue working under the authority of the commanding officer
who had sexually assaulted and retaliated against her.

632.  Plaintiff has experienced severe emotional trauma, anxiety, humiliation, and fear as a

result of Defendants’ conduct and has required ongoing mental health treatment.
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COUNT1
SEX/GENDER DISCRIMINATION/SEXUAL HARASSMENT
STRICT LIABILITY IN VIOLATION OF
NEW YORK CITY ADMINISTRATIVE CODE § 8-107(13)(b)
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
633.  Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count

I of this complaint.

634.  Plaintiff alleges that New York City Administrative Code § 8-107 (13) (b), makes a
Defendant strictly liable for the discriminatory acts of managers and supervisors against
a subordinate employee, such as the Plaintiff herein.

635.  Plaintiff was subjected to repeated sexual harassment following the lawful complaints
made by Plaintiff regarding sex and gender discrimination.

636. The Defendants were aware of the actions of managers and supervisors, including
Defendant SCHEUBLIN, but failed to take corrective remedial action which forced
Plaintiff to be subjected to future sexual harassment, sexual assault and repeated
comments involving sex.

637. The Defendants failed to exercise reasonable diligence to prevent such discriminatory
conduct.

638.  Plaintiff performed her job duties satisfactorily which is reflected in Plaintiff’s stellar
performance evaluations. Nevertheless, Defendants denied Plaintiff benefits of
employment, including all favorable conditions and emoluments thereof because of
Plaintiff’s gender, sex, sexual harassment, created a hostile work environment by the
conduct of Defendant SCHEUBLIN and without any non-discriminatory basis thereof.
The wrongful conduct was condoned by the Defendant CITY.

639. Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
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discrimination.

640.  The direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff
was denied promotional opportunities, overtime, suffered lost past and future wages, lost
other valuable benefits and emoluments of employment, hurt her credit rating, business
opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured
severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

641.  Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in
various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff based on her sex and gender.

642.  Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred
significant legal costs, back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, punitive damages,
attorneys’ fees, emotional distress, and damage to her personal and professional
reputation.

643.  As a result of Defendants willful actions, they are strictly liable to Plaintiff for their

actions.

COUNT I
SEX/GENDER DISCRIMINATION/SEXUAL HARASSMENT
HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT
STRICT LIABILITY IN VIOLATION OF
NEW YORK CITY ADMINISTRATIVE CODE § 8-107(13)(b)
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
644.  Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count

IT of this complaint.
645.  Plaintiff alleges that New York City Administrative Code § 8-107 (13) (b), makes a
Defendant strictly liable for the acts of managers and supervisors against a subordinate

employee, such as the Plaintiff herein.
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646.  Plaintiff was subjected to repeated retaliatory acts following the lawful complaints made
by Plaintiff regarding sex, gender discrimination and sexual harassment.

647. The Defendants were aware of the actions of managers and supervisors, including
Defendant SCHEUBLIN, but failed to take corrective remedial action which forced
Plaintiff to be subjected to future retaliation.

648. The Defendants failed to exercise reasonable diligence to prevent such retaliatory
conduct.

649.  Plaintiff performed her job duties satisfactorily which is reflected in Plaintiffs stellar
performance evaluations. Nevertheless, Defendants denied Plaintiff benefits of
employment, including all favorable conditions and emoluments thereof because of
Plaintiff’s gender, sex, sexual harassment, created a hostile work environment by the
conduct of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK, and SCHEUBLIN and without any non-
discriminatory basis thereof. The wrongful conduct was condoned by the Defendant
CITY.

650.  Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
retaliation.

651.  The direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff
was denied promotional opportunities, overtime, suffered lost past and future wages, lost
other valuable benefits and emoluments of employment, hurt her credit rating, business
opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured
severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

652.  Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in

various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff in retaliation for her lawfully
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protected complaints of sex, gender discrimination and sexual harassment.

653.  Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred
significant legal costs, back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, punitive damages,
attorneys’ fees, emotional distress, and damage to her personal and professional
reputation.

654.  As a result of Defendants willful actions, they are strictly liable to Plaintiff for their

actions.

COUNT 11
RETALIATION
STRICT LIABILITY IN VIOLATION OF
NEW YORK CITY ADMINISTRATIVE CODE § 8-107(13)(b)
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
655.  Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs contained herein and incorporates them by reference

of Count III of this complaint.

656.  Plaintiff alleges that New York City Administrative Code § 8-107 (13) (b), makes a
Defendant strictly liable for the acts of managers and supervisors against a subordinate
employee, such as the Plaintiff herein.

657.  Plaintiff was subjected to repeated retaliatory acts following the lawful complaints
made by Plaintiff regarding sex and gender discrimination.

658.  The Defendant CITY OF NEW YORK was aware of the actions of managers and
supervisors, including Defendant SCHEUBLIN. The Defendants failed to exercise
reasonable diligence to prevent such retaliatory conduct.

659.  Plaintiff performed her job duties satisfactorily which is reflected in Plaintiffs stellar
performance evaluations and numerous commendations. Nevertheless, Defendants

denied Plaintiff benefits of employment, including all favorable conditions and
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emoluments thereof because of Plaintiff’s gender, sexual harassment, and created a
hostile work environment by the conduct of Defendant SCHEUBLIN, and without any
non-discriminatory basis thereof. The wrongful conduct was condoned by the
Defendant CITY.

660. Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
retaliation.

661.  The direct and proximate cause of Defendants' recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff
was denied promotion and overtime, upward mobility within the NYPD, suffered lost
past and future wages, lost other valuable benefits and emoluments of employment, lost
career, and business opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and
reputation, and endured severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

662.  Plaintiff alleges Defendant SCHEUBLIN, engaged in various unlawful employment
actions against Plaintiff in retaliation for her lawfully protected complaints of sex and
gender discrimination.

663.  Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices of Defendant SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred significant legal costs, back
pay, front pay, compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees, emotional
distress, and damage to her personal and professional reputation.

664.  As a result of Defendants willful actions, they are strictly liable to Plaintiff for their

actions.

COUNT IV
SEX/GENDER DISCRIMINATION/SEXUAL HARASSMENT
IN VIOLATION OF NEW YORK
STATE EXECUTIVE LAW § 296
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
665.  Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count
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IV of this complaint.

666.  Plaintiff alleges that New York State Executive Law §296, prohibits discrimination,
harassment, and disparate treatment on the basis of gender in employment.

667.  Plaintiff performed her job duties satisfactorily which is reflected in Plaintiffs stellar
performance evaluations. Nevertheless, Defendants denied Plaintiff benefits of
employment, including all favorable conditions and emoluments thereof because of
Plaintiff’s gender, sex, sexual harassment, created a hostile work environment by the
conduct of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK, and SCHEUBLIN and without any non-
discriminatory basis thereof. The wrongful conduct was condoned by the Defendant
CITY.

668.  Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
discrimination.

669. The direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff
was denied promotional opportunities, overtime, suffered lost past and future wages, lost
other valuable benefits and emoluments of employment, hurt her credit rating, business
opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured
severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

670.  Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in
various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff based on her sex and gender.

671.  Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred
significant legal costs, back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, attorneys’ fees,

emotional distress, and damage to her personal and professional reputation.
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COUNT V
SEX/GENDER DISCRIMINATION/SEXUAL HARASSMENT
HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT
IN VIOLATION OF NEW YORK
STATE EXECUTIVE LAW § 296
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
672.  Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count

V of this complaint.

673.  Plaintiff alleges that New York State Executive Law §296, prohibits discrimination,
harassment, and disparate treatment on the basis of gender in employment.

674.  Plaintiff performed her job duties satisfactorily which is reflected in Plaintiffs stellar
performance evaluations. Nevertheless, Defendants denied Plaintiff benefits of
employment, including all favorable conditions and emoluments thereof because of
Plaintiff’s gender, sex, sexual harassment, created a hostile work environment by the
conduct of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK, and SCHEUBLIN and without any non-
discriminatory basis thereof. The wrongful conduct was condoned by the Defendant
CITY.

675. Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
discrimination.

676.  Defendants subjected Plaintiff to a materially adverse and hostile work environment by
subjecting her, day after day and year after year, without supervisory intervention to
discrimination and retaliation based on her sex and gender.

677.  The actions of the Defendants towards Plaintiff were severe and pervasive.

678.  The direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff
was denied promotional opportunities, overtime, suffered lost past and future wages, lost

other valuable benefits and emoluments of employment, hurt her credit rating, business
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679.

680.

681.

682.

683.

684.

685.

686.

opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured
severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in
various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff based on her sex and gender.
Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices including a subjecting Plaintiff to a hostile work environment, of Defendants
CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred significant legal costs,
back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, attorneys’ fees, emotional distress, and

damage to her personal and professional reputation.

COUNT VI
RETALIATION
IN VIOLATION OF NEW YORK
STATE EXECUTIVE LAW § 296
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count

VI of this complaint.

Plaintiff alleges that New York State Executive Law §296, makes it unlawful to deny
employment and benefits therein in retaliation for Plaintiff engaging in lawfully
protected activity.

Plaintiff engaged in protected activity when she complained of sex and gender
discrimination related to the sexual harassment.

Plaintiff was retaliated against by the Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and
SCHEUBLIN, Individually, as a result of her engagement in protected activity.
Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
retaliation.

The direct and proximate cause of Defendants' recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff lost
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significant income, suffered lost past and future wages, lost other valuable benefits and
emoluments of employment, hurt her credit rating, lost career, and business
opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured
severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

687.  Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in
various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff in retaliation for Plaintiff’s
lawfully protected complaints.

688.  Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred
significant legal costs, back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, attorneys’ fees,

emotional distress, and damage to her personal and professional reputation.

COUNT VII
SEX/GENDER DISCRIMINATION/SEXUAL HARASSMENT
IN VIOLATION OF NEW YORK CITY
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE § 8-107
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
689.  Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count

VII of this complaint.

690.  Plaintiff alleges that New York City Administrative Code § 8-107, makes it unlawful to
deny employment on the basis of her sex and gender.

691.  Plaintiff performed her job duties satisfactorily which is reflected in Plaintiffs stellar
performance evaluations. Nevertheless, Defendants denied Plaintiff benefits of
employment, including all favorable conditions and emoluments thereof because of
Plaintiff’s gender, sex, sexual harassment, created a hostile work environment by the
conduct of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK, and SCHEUBLIN without any non-

discriminatory basis thereof. The wrongful conduct was condoned by the Defendant
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692.

693.

694.

695.

696.

697.

698.

CITY.

Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
discrimination.

The direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff
was denied promotional opportunities, overtime, suffered lost past and future wages, lost
other valuable benefits and emoluments of employment, hurt her credit rating, business
opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured
severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in
various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff based on her sex and gender.
Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred
significant legal costs, back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, punitive damages,
attorneys’ fees, emotional distress, and damage to her personal and professional

reputation.

COUNT VIl
SEX/GENDER DISCRIMINATION/SEXUAL HARASSMENT
HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT
IN VIOLATION OF NEW YORK CITY
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE § 8-107
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count

VIII of this complaint.
Plaintiff alleges that New York City Administrative Code § 8-107, makes it unlawful to
deny employment on the basis of her sex and gender.

Plaintiff performed her job duties satisfactorily which is reflected in Plaintiffs stellar
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performance evaluations. Nevertheless, Defendants denied Plaintiff benefits of
employment, including all favorable conditions and emoluments thereof because of
Plaintiff’s gender, sex, sexual harassment, created a hostile work environment by the
conduct of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK, and SCHEUBLIN and without any non-
discriminatory basis thereof. The wrongful conduct was condoned by the Defendant
CITY.

699. Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
discrimination.

700.  Defendants subjected Plaintiff to a materially adverse and hostile work environment by
subjecting her, day after day and year after year, without supervisory intervention to
discrimination and retaliation based on her sex and gender.

701.  The actions of the Defendants towards Plaintiff were severe and pervasive.

702.  The direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff
was denied promotional opportunities, overtime, suffered lost past and future wages, lost
other valuable benefits and emoluments of employment, hurt her credit rating, business
opportunities, suffered severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured
severe emotional pain and trauma, all to her detriment.

703.  Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in
various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff based on her sex and gender.

704.  Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment
practices, including subjecting Plaintiff to a hostile work environment, of Defendants
CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred significant legal costs,

back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees,
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emotional distress, and damage to her personal and professional reputation.

COUNT IX
RETALIATION
IN VIOLATION OF NEW YORK CITY
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE § 8-107
AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS
705.  Plaintiff re-alleges all paragraphs herein and incorporates them by reference in Count

IX of this complaint.

706.  Plaintiff alleges that New York City Administrative Code § 8-107, makes it unlawful to
deny employment in retaliation for Plaintiff engaging in protected activity.

707.  Plaintiff engaged in protected activity when she complained of sex and gender
discrimination related to the sexual harassment.

708.  Plaintiff was retaliated against by the Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and
SCHEUBLIN, Individually, as a result of her engagement in protected activity.

709. Defendants’ actions were taken under circumstances giving rise to an inference of
retaliation.

710.  The direct and proximate cause of Defendants' recklessness and negligence, Plaintiff,
suffered lost past and future wages, lost other valuable benefits and emoluments of
employment, hurt her credit rating, lost career, and business opportunities, suffered
severe damage to her good name and reputation, and endured severe emotional pain and
trauma, all to her detriment.

711.  Plaintiff alleges Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, engaged in
various unlawful employment actions against Plaintiff in retaliation for Plaintiff’s
lawfully protected complaints.

712.  Plaintiff alleges that as a direct and proximate result of the unlawful employment

practices of Defendants CITY OF NEW YORK and SCHEUBLIN, Plaintiff incurred
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significant legal costs, back pay, front pay, compensatory damages, punitive damages,

attorneys’ fees, emotional distress, and damage to her personal and professional

reputation.
JURY TRIAL
713.  Plaintiff demands a trial by jury of all issues in this action that are so triable.
PRAYER
FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully request that the Court:

a. Award compensatory damages for the back pay, front pay, pain, suffering,

emotional distress, loss of dignity, humiliation, and damages to reputation and
livelihood endured by Plaintiff and all other damages afforded to Plaintiff by

statute or otherwise in an amount to be determined at trial.

. Award Plaintiff punitive damages in an amount to be determined at trial New

York City Human Rights Law Administrative Code §8-502(a).

Find Defendants strictly liable pursuant to New York City Human Rights Law

Administrative Code §8-107(13)(b).

. Award Plaintiff costs for this action and reasonably attorneys’ fees, as provided

for in New York City Human Rights Law Administrative Code §8-502 ().

All defendants herein are joint and severally liable for the actions of any and all
of the named Defendants herein.

Issue injunctive relief directing Defendant CITY OF NEW YORK to remove
Defendant SCHEUBLIN from any supervisory authority over female members
of service pending the resolution of all disciplinary and criminal proceedings

arising from the conduct alleged herein, and to implement remedial anti-
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harassment training and oversight measures within the 46th Precinct and all

commands in which Defendant SCHEUBLIN has served.

g. Grant Plaintiff such other and further relief as may be required in the interest of

justice.
Dated: March 5, 2026

New York, NY

Respectfully submitted,

By:_ /s/
John Scola

Law Office of John A. Scola, PLLC
Attorneys for Plaintiff N.T.

90 Broad Street, 10™ Floor

New York, New York 10004

(917) 423-1445
jscola@johnscolalaw.com
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF NEW YORK )
COUNTY OF NEW YORK )

I, the undersigned, an attorney duly admitted to practice law in the State of New York, under
penalties of perjury do affirm.

That I am the attorney of record for the plaintiff in the within matter and make this affirmation in
accordance with CPLR 3020. I have read the within VERIFIED COMPLAINT and know the
contents thereof to be true to your affirmant’s own knowledge, with the exception of those matters
therein stated to be alleged upon information and belief. Your affirmant bases his belief regarding
those matters upon the contents of the file and conversation with Plaintiff.

This verification is made by your affirmant and not by the claimant for the following reason: The
claimants resides in a different county than where your affirmant maintains an office.

Dated: New York, New York
March 5, 2026 /s/
JOHN SCOLA
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