
SUPREME COURT OF TllE STATE OF NEW YORK 
NKW YOliK COUNTY 

X .......................................................................... 
h t e  Purchased: 

I IKA‘I’I ll+X SHEPHERD, 

1’1 ai nt i fY, SUMMONS 

-aga i n s t- P 1 ai nl i Ks de signate 
NEW YORK COUNTY 
;is [he place oftrial 

The basis ofvcnuc is: 
KKS1I)ENCE O F  
I’IAINTIFF HEATHER 

B1,1 JE SKY STUDIOS, INC., ‘1WLN‘Jl t < ‘ l l  I 
C‘kNTTJRY POX FILM C‘ORPOKA‘I’ION, atid 
KEITH STICHWEI I ,  in his individual and 
CI fti ci al capac i t i cs, 

I>cfciidaiits. SHEPHERD 

To the above iianicd 1)cfcndants: 

YOU ARE HEREBY SIJMMONEI) t o  answer the complaint in this action and lo serve 
a copy o l  your mswcr, or, if the complaint is not scrvcd with this suiiinnoiis, to serve ;I notice of 
appearance on tlic Plaintift-s Attorney within 20 day5 aftcr scrvicc of this summons, exclusive of 
the day of scrvicc (or within 30 days afkr  the scrvicc is coniplctc if’lhis siiniiiims is 17ot 
personally dclivcrcd to you within the State of New York); and in case of your failure to appear 
or answer, j udgmcnt will be taken against you by default for tlic reliel‘ demanded in the 
complaint. 

Dated: October 5 ,  201 1 
New York, Ncw York 

Yours, etc. 

__ 
Kenneth P. ‘I’hompson 
I .awrence M. Pearson 

‘1’1 IOMI’SON WIG1)OR l,I,P 
85 Fifih Avenue, Fillli I:loor 
New York, New Yorli 10003 
(2  1 2) 257-6800 
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-against- 
Inclcx No.: 

BLUE SKY S‘I’UL)IOS, INC‘., ‘I’WEN‘I’IE‘I’H 
C GN’I’ U RY FOX I- I LM C 0 l i  PO liA‘1’ 10 N , and 
KEI‘I’H S‘I’ICH W EH, in his individual and 
o Ffi ci ;I 1 c ir pa c i t i e s, 

Jury ‘l’rial Deinanded 
De rend ill1 Is. 

Lindcrsigncd counsel, Thoinpson Wigdor LLP, :is ancl for her (’omplaint i n  this action against 

Defendants Blue Sky Studios, Jnc. (“Blue Sky’* or the “C‘ompany’.), ‘I’wentieth C‘entiiry Fox b’i1i-n 

C‘orporation (“20th Ccntury Fox”), nnd Kcith Stichwch (“Dcfcntlant Sticliwch”) (together, 

“De fend ; in ts”), he re b y s t ii te s and ;i I1 e ges as fo 11 ow s : 

NATURE OF Till? C:I.,AIMS 

1 .  Ms. Shepherd brings this action for declaratory, injunctive and cquitablc rcl icf, as 

w cl 1 as 111 con c t ar  y dam age s , to red r-css Dc fci id3 ti t s ’ 11 i i 1 a w f i i  1 c i i 117 1 co y i 1 i ci i t 13 rnc t i ccs an (1 

discrimination, in  violation ol’lhe New York State Hunian Rights Law, New York Executive 

JAW $ 8  290 et scq., nnd tlic Ncw Y(3t-k City I I~iiiiati Rights I .aw, New York Administr:itivc C’odc 

$ 5  8-101 ct scq. 

2. Specifically, diiring her employment a t  Blue Sky, Ms. Shepherd has been Ibrced 

discriiiirii3tioii, Iiarassmcnt and intimidation, LIS well ;is humiliating vcr1)aI :ilxisc by her fcoi.mcI 

I 
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supervisor, DeiiIIdiillt Stichwch, :1nc1 others b x c d  on her gender. Moreover, Defendants have 

LI n 1 ;r w fir 1 1 y re I ;I 1 i ;I 1 ed agiii 11 \ t M \. S h c p lie rd 1~cc:iu sc s lie lias corn p 1 a i ncd a bo i t t t lie gender 

discriiiii nation and harassment being comrnittcd agarnst her in  thc workplace. 

3. At all times, Lkfendants’ concluct wiih knowing, wanton, willf~il and/or showed :I 

rcclclcss disregard for PIiiintiiT; which lias cwscd, and continues to cawc,  Plaintiff to suffer 

substantial non-economic d;iiiiages, pcrriiaiicnt liartii to her profcssiotial and pcrsonal reputirtions 

and career prospects, and bevcrc incntal anguish and cmotional distress. 

JCJIIISL)lC:TJON A N D  VENlJli: 

4. Thc C‘ourt has personul jurisdicliun over r)elindaiits pursuant to Sections 30 I 

and/or 302 of thc New York C’ivil llractice Law m d  Rules ( T P L R ’ )  111 that Dcfcnclaiits transact 

and/or solicit business within Ncw York State, ii-om which they clcrivc substantial revenues. 

5 .  ‘I’he Court has personal jurisdiction over Dcfcndant Stichwch because he resides 

within New York Statc and a portion of the iinlawfiil employment practiccs and cvcnts giving 

rise to tbc claims herein occurred in New York. 

6.  Thc C’ourt has subject m~rtter$~insdiction over this action by virtue of the New 

York Statc Human Rights Law, New York Executive I,aw rt; 297(9), and the New York City 

Human Rights JAW, New York Adtninistrative Code 8 X-S02(a). 

7. Venue is propcr- i n  this county pursuant to C‘PLII 9 5 0 3 ( n )  because Plaintiff 

resides in New York C’ounty. 

ADMINISTRATIVE: IIEQCl IIIEMENTS 

8. 1’iirsu;iiil lo NYC‘I I R I ,  $ 8-502, Ms. Shcpherci will serve ;I copy of‘tliis C‘omplaint 

iipo~i the New York C’ity C’omtnissinn on Human Rights and tlic New York C’ity I A W  

I.)epiirlniciit, Ofticc of tlic C’orporation C‘oiinsel williiii tcii clays of its tiling, thcrcby satisfying 

the notice tcquircments of that st-ctiorl. 
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CI . Any illit1 a11 totlicr prerequisites t o  tlic t‘iling of this suit havc lxcn met. 

PARTIES 

10. I’laint~Il‘Heathcr Shcplicrd is ;I I‘einalc ctiiployce o f  Blue Sky, anti currently 

rcsides in New York C’ounty, New York. At all relevant timcs, Plaintiff has met tlic tlct‘inition of 

an "employee" ulidcr all applicablc statutes. 

1 I .  Del‘cidant Blue Slcy is a wholly owncd subsidiary of Fox Filmed Entertainment, a 

division of-Ncws C‘orporation, with its principal of‘fices locatcd at 1 American 1 mic, C;reenwich, 

C’onnecticut. Tlic C’ompany moved i t s  oft‘iccs to Greenwicli from White Plains, Ncw Yorlc in 01- 

around Jaiiiiary 2009. At all relevnnt tiiiics, Blue Sky 113s iiict thc dehitiori  of an “employer” 

under all applicable slal utcs. 

12. Defendant 20th Century Fox is a wholly owncd subsidiary of‘ Fox Filmed 

Entcrtainment, a division of News C’oipration, with its principal offices located at I020 I West 

I’ico Bodcvard, Los Angelos California. Defendant 20th Centiiry Fox sharcs legal and huiiian 

rcso~irccs fitiictioiw atid pcrsonncl with T3luc Slcy. 

13. Dcfcndant Stichwcli is the head ol‘thc C‘haracter Simulntjoii tc:im at Bluc Sky and 

was Ms. Shcplicrd’s immediatc supcrvisor from 2009 to 20  I I .  In that capacity, lie controlled 

Ms. Shcplicrd’s employiiicnt with Blue Sky, atid participated directly in the geiidcr 

d i scr i 111 i na 1 i con,  11 arassme 11 t , ;I nd I 111 1 awfii I ret a 1 i ;I t i on c co 111 ti1 i ttcd agains 1 her. I1 p oii in foin 13 t i o 11 

a 1 ~ 1  belief, Defendant St~chwch is ;I resident of New Yorh. 

FA C “I’ I I A L A L LE G A ‘1 I 0 N S 

1. llcather Shepherd's Employmcnl with Rlrie Sky 

14. I lcnther Shepherd started work ;I[ Blue Sky in March 20Oc) as ;I tnodclcr/sculptor 

on ;I lcniporary basis, crcatilig tlit.ce-diniensional images of‘olyucts for use in tlic C’nnipany’s 

coniputcr-3nimated liliiis, such ;is “Rio.’’ As a rcsul t 0 1 . 1 ~  cxccllcnt work, Iicr temporary 
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Igtimcnt was rciicwcd twice, and she was hired to clo modcling work for tlic C‘ompnny’s 

C’haracler Sitnulation Icam 011 ;I periliatictit, fiill-liiiic basis in o r  around Septenibcr 2000. M L  

Sheplierd tlicreafler rcportcd directly to Lkfndntit Stichweh, the C ’loth Technical I>irector/C’loth 

Simulation Supervisor. 

11. Dcferidaril Sticliweh’s Sexual Harassnicnt of Ms. Shcpherrl 

IS. As soon ;IS Mx. Shepherd began working in the Character Simdatton deparlincnt, 

Dcfendant Stichweh, ;I married iii i tn,  a father and her boss, begaii to scxually harass her by  

asking her out on dates and initiating unwelcome physical contact. Frotii tlic start, r)cfcndant 

Stichwch wwld lingcr uiincccssarily ;it Ms. Shcpherd’s dcsk, tell hcr she loukcd “prctty” a r i d  

that hc hiid :lssrgticd her work SO they w o ~ l d  work togctlicr ~ilone 111 his office, illid co11111ler)tcd 

that he had ticvcr woikcd i n  ;iii of‘licc whcre he was not involved with ;I femalc employee. By 

way ol‘cx:imple only, Dcfendatit Stichweh told Ms. Shephcrd that, “I’ve hooked iip with mosl o f  

thc women I’ve worked with.” Defendant Stichweh also sent Ms. Slicpherd a scrics ol‘pcrsonal 

ctiiails and tcxt mcssiiges, i n  which IIC sought to inrtiatc an  intimate relationxhip. Lkrendant 

Stichwch also repeatedly discussed with Ms. Shcpherd his dissatisfaction with his marriage. 

16. During ;I team excursion to  New York C’ity in or around early Dcceiiibcr 2009, 

Defenclant Stichweh asked Ms. Slicpherd lo Jotri him for ;I drink Amt. aftcr the lcatii liad dimw 

together. Once 1hcy wcrc away from the rest of thc team, Dcfcndmt Stichweh pmrcd out his 

fcclings [or Ms. Sliephei-tl, and prev,cd her to eritcr into ;i sexual rclationshtp with 111111, which 

Ms. Shepherd reluctaritly agreed to do. 

17. M\. Shepherd rcpcatcdly attciiiptcd to eiid her bi iel‘rclationship with L)elildant 

Stichwch, but Iic rcfitsed lo accept it. Dcfciidant Stichwch became agitated o r  tcarfitl whcncver 

Ms. Sliephcrd hroached tlic subject of b~.caking off the relidtonship, lellilig hcr about  his 

cstrange~iictit from h x  wife and his desire fill- a rclation4iip that would spat e him having to resort 
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to hiring a prostitute. A k 1 -  oiic husincss event, Defendant Sticliwch went so fir ;IS lo grab Ms. 

SI1 c p h c rd ;i gii i 11 s t he I- w 1 1 1 :i II cl I( i ss her over hcr obj cc t i o n s . D 11 ring the i r I-el at1 c> 11 sh i p , De fend ;i 11 t 

Stichweh ;dso askctl Ms. Shepherd il‘slic was dating other men and often chcclied up on hex 

wllercabou ts. 

18. I n  .lanuary 2010, Ms. Shcphcrd ended her relationship with Lkl‘endant Stichwch 

complctcly. brom that point forward, Defendant Sticliweh’s concliicl lowards Ms.  Shepherd 

became increiisingly liostilc, as lie engaged in rcpcatcd unlawful acts of intimidation and 

humilialiorl. M h .  Slicphcrd, fearing for licr job, was forced lo try to calm Defendant Strchwch 

and iipperilcd to him to stop the harassment and refrain liom undcrmining her position at tlic 

c 0 111 pa 11 y . 

111. The Hostilc Work Environmcnt and Discriminatory Trcatriicrit at Blue Sky 

10. During the several months after their relationship cnded, Delkntlant Stichweh 

engaged 111  gradually cscalaling 1i;arassing conduct toward Ms. Shcpherd, including harsh and 

ititiiiiiclating emails m r l  text mcssages, fiecliierlt in-pcrsoii coiifronlatioi~s and shouting, ;is wcll as 

otlicr commiinic~itioIis atlernpting to relciiidle heir  sexual relationship. t3y way of example o~i ly ,  

De fc 11 d a n t S t i ch w e I I rc gu 1 a rl y c x p I od et1 verh all y a t M s . She phert 1 aiid I 11 si1 I tcd he I*, c a 1 1 1 11 g h c I‘ 

“stupid” irnd “iiiits,” :imong other things. Ms. Shepherd infonncd Dcfcndant Stichwch more than 

once, including in cmails, tha t  she woiild have to bring his t>chavior to the iitlctition of Human 

R ~ S ~ O L I ~ C C S  i f  it did not stop. 

20. T>cl‘cndrint Stichweh llircatcncd Ms.  Shepherd’s position at the (:‘oinpany hy  

making coiiiiiiciits to the efl‘ect that lie coiilci do whatcvcr hc wanted lo her, including placing 11cr 

in ;I dillkrcnt department, arit l  telling hcr that  men takc advantage 01. woiiicii all the timc anti 110 

oiic cxcs .  Lkf‘enclalit Sticliwch also at one point gavc Ms. Shepherd ;I supposedly humorous 
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2 I . Ms. Shepherrl informd Dcfcndant Stichweh iiiore than once that die would liavc 

to bring his behavior to the attelltion ol‘J luman Resources i f  i t  did not stop, hut he r e f k x i  to 

c e n x  his improper conduct. 

22. On or around June 1 , 20 I O ,  Ms. Shepherd received a positive pcrforiiiancc 

cvaluation niid ;I pay mise. Howcvcr, the day bcfore, on or aroimd May 3 1 ,  20 IO,  Dcfcndrint 

Stichweh physically tlircw the performance cvaluation at Ms. Slicplierd whcn she catiic to his 

off?ce ;it 111s rcquesl. During that ciicoLintcr, Deiiidaiit Stichwch remarked to Ms. Shcpherd lhat 

tlic fact that she might rcpor-t his unacceptable conduct to Human lieso~rrccs only showed that 

she was ungratcfiil for the ps i t ive  performance cv:iluation and pay raise he had obtained for her 

23. 1,ater that sa~iie day, Ms. Shcplicrd told the former C’oordinator of Ihc C‘hariicler 

Simulation tcam, Jennifer Kegel, that Deft.nd:int Stichwch harassed and vcrhally nbuscd her 

conslaiitly, and lliat hc did r io t  clo this to any of the inale employees. Ms. Kegcl’s only response 

was that, althougli Defendant Stichwch did s i ~ g l c  her out for abusivc treatment, Ms. Slicpherd 

should mind her own busincss. 

24. Ms. Shcphcrd d s o  brought Defendant Stichweh’s aggressive, hostile, rind 

intinijc1:itiiig bc1i:ivior to the attention of the Company i n  her  review of Deii-ndant Stichweh, 

which she was reqiiircd to write nroirnd the saiiie time as her ow11 perlbrr~~anctt Icvicw. ‘Yhc 

(’onipmy fiiiled to rcspond to her complaints ofliarassnwIt. 

25. Around J i i m  20 IO, 1)efcndant Stichweh’s canipaigil of iinlawful harassment, 

i 11 t I 111 i d ;I t i 01 1 a nci re t al I a t  i on town rd s M s . SI1 c p herd bcc a me 111 o re i 11 ten sc . De k t1 cla n t S tic I i wc h 

a rb it rii 1-1 I y , wit lio 11 t co 11 si1 I I i 11 g o r  w ;I r11 I II g M s. S 11 c p I1 e rd , took ;I w ;I y 11 c r mode 1 i 11 g ii nd sc ii  I 13 ti ng 

job diitics, and reassigned 11ur to ;I iicw ‘I’echnical Director role working on shots 1i)r production, 

;I ctiarricter simulation joli in which she had iio cxpenciicc atid which mliiircd her to lean) n n  

c 11 t i rc 1 y II c w sc t of sp cc i ;I 1 i zed t cc hn i ca I s k i I 1 s an I 11 I at i ng c I I a rric t ers i l  I 1 t 1 ohj e ct s . 

0 
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20. Dcfcndant Stichweh also retaliated against Ms.  Shepl~crtl hy pulliiig her of‘f of 

de vc 1 o p iiieii w co 1.k for 11 pco I 1 I I 11 g fi I 111 s niid pro j ec t s , w 11 1 1 c fa I se 1 y c 1 ai 111 i 11 g t ha t sli c was not 

assigned to wcli projects although she previously had received elnails to the contrary. Whm Ms. 

Shepherd mcntioned to Defendant Stichweh t h a t  her work assignments wcrc clrying L i p ,  she 

stopped receiving the weekly iassigt1ment shcct for her tc3111, which Ilhtcd each c~~iployce’s 

~rsslgnmcnts. 

27. Although Ms. Shepherd’s modeling work was hkcn away fi-otu hcr, Lk~eiiclant 

Stichweh’s C‘haractei Simulation department startcd using a n  ciiiployee l iom the Modcling 

dcpartmeni, Shaun C‘tisick, to do modcling work right around the time Ms. Shepherd's rolc wiib 

changed. Furthctmorc, Ms. Shepherd also was required to train another cmployee, I lavcn 

C’ousins, to  do iiiodcling work for the C‘haracter Simulation department when her own niodcling 

work was being taketi away. 

28. Defendant Stichwch’s verbal nbusc and intimiciation of Ms. Sliephcrd continued 

unribateti. By way ol‘cxample o~lly,  Mr. Stichwch said thilt a “monkey” could do her licw 

‘1 eclinical Director job, callcd licr an “idiot,” and repeatedly thrcatcncd Ms. Shcpherd wrtli 

ternllllatlon. 

20. Dcfe~idant Stichweh also ignored Ms. Shephcrd‘s other concerns about the work 

cnvironmerit :iiiiong thc C’1i;iracter Simulation tcaiii at Bluc Sky. By way o f  example only, hc 

dismissr vcly told 11cr to “get hc;dpho11es” wlicti she expressed discomfort itbout 

coiivcrsation bet wccii male coworkers about the IISC of anti-1 it17C female coiitloms 111 South A h c a  

l o ~ d  

a l - o L l n d  the t l l l l C  of the 201 0 World cup. 

3 ( 1 ,  L k  I k 11 d ~ i  11 t S I i c h w c h ’ s 11 n I a w ful ha r:i s si1 1 c 11 t and ret a1 i at i on c o I i t i 11 11 ed to c sc a I ;it e 

ovei ihc coiirse ol‘.luly 20 10, t o  the point where he routinely ~ i s c d  prof.iine and obsccnc language 

towards Ms. Slicphcrd. Ry way of‘cxample only,  Defendant Stichwcli t o l d  Ms. Shcpheid on one 
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occasio~i that “you :ire a stupid, naive fiick if you think I can’t clo what 1 want.” After this 

incident, in addition to otlicr similar outbursts, Ms. Shepherd bcgnn to fcm for lier safety. 

3 1. I n  spitc of tlicsc impossible working conditioris, in  addition to the tremendoirs 

challenge o r  having to tcach hcrsclf an entirely new set of job skills :is a Technical Director, Ms. 

Slicplicrcl continued to complete her assigniiicnts mid do her job well. 

1V. Ms. Shcphercl’s August 2010 Coriiplaitit to Human lit.sourccs and tllc Company’s 
llnlawful Rctaliation against Hcr 

32. With her cnrccr and possibly her safety in jeopardy, Ms. Shepherd coulcl not wait 

any longer for Human Resources to intervene in the situation. I n  addition to her Jitne 201 0 

reciprocal rcvicw of Dcfendant Slichwch, she 11x1 told lier team’s Ibmmcr C‘oordinator, Jennifer 

Kegel, about Dcfcndrint Stichweh’s hostile conduct and how lie did IIO( trcat the tcatii’s male 

cmployccs in the saiiie hnrsli way. After taking these actions, Ms. Shepherd hoped f > r  action by 

the C‘ompany regmlitig Dcfcndant Stichweh’s nnlawfill conduct, in spite oCbcrng told to “mind 

her own business” by Ms. Kegcl. Tlic C‘ompany did nothing. 

33. In  carly August 201 0, Ms. Shepherd approached I Icathcr Stewart, Blue Sky’s 

Director of Human Ilesourccs, almiit Defcnciant S( ic1 iw~I1’~  i mpropcr and irnliiw hi1 behavior. 

Despilc llic very serious, complicated and clctailcd allegations Ms.  Shepherd raised t o  Ms. 

Stewart ciui-ing that tirst mccting and scvcl-al other follow-lip meetirlgs, Ms. Stewart hilecl to takc 

a n y  notes. When Ms. Shepherd asked about this, Ms. Stewart clni mcd that the C‘ompnny did not 

hant I1 c c t i i  p1 o ycc co iii p 1 ;i in t s c) I‘ d i sc r I iii i iia t i 011 a l i d  ha I ;is sti 1 c t i  t 1) y rccc) rd I tig the 11 i 1 11 w r I t i 11 g . 

14. Ms. Stewart liirtlicr told Ms. Shephc~-d that what occitrs 011 Rlirc Sky’s production 

floor “is tio~ic ol‘tlic I liiman Ilesources Jkpartmcnt’s business,” m d  that if Ms. Shepherd had :it1 

tssiie with comething happening 011 licr tcam she should bring it t o  the attcntion o f  l icr 

L I I pc IT I h o  I., De fc 11 cl ;i ti t S t i  c h w c h o r t h c d c p ;i i-t me 11 t ’ s 11 c w Coo rcl I I 1 :it I) r, .I ;i c c) b C‘ a r  I so 11. 
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Acidilionally, Ms. Stewart said that Ms. Shepherd shoiild jirst walk away if‘slie was vcrbally 

ultcd by r)cfcndaiit Sticliwcli again. 

35.  Tlie refiisal by the Human Resources clcparttncnt to assist cor protect Ms. Shcplicrd 

fi-om hrtlier harassmeiit and abuse constitutcd retaliation against Ms. Slicplicrcl by Dcfcndants. 

Furthcriiiorc, though Ms. Stcw:irt pcrfornicd a pirportcd investigation of Ms. Shepherd’s 

allegations, slic incxpliciibly neglected to intervicw at least two of the witnesses named by Ms. 

Shepherd during the meetings in which she reported Dt.l:i~Ianfs’ ~irilaw liil conduct to tlic 

C‘ompany. Under these circumstanccs, i t  i s  no suiprtsc that Ms. Stewart ch i  tiled that she “could 

11 co t corm bo ~-a t e” M s . Sli c 13 li c rd ’ s a1 1 cgat i o 11 s co iicc r ti i rig ha ra ss i i i  c 11 t by Defend ant  S t i ch w eh . 

The Iiaraxsnicnt and unhwfd  retaliation against Ms. Shepherd continued alter 36. 

Mx. Stewart’s August 20 I O  investigation. By way of example only, ir IZer reluniing to tlie oftkc 

from an approved doctor’s appoinlment on or nroirnd the iiiot-tiiiig of September 20, 20  IO, Ms. 

Shcphcrcl was told to produce a note to Assistant Coordinator 1Ciichel Kichmoild in order t o  pmvc 

she went to the appointment. Company policy, however, reqiiircs n note explaining an 

cmployce’s absence only after four consecutive days out of work. Following Ms.  Stewart’s 

investigation, Dele11dilllt Stichwch sub.jcctcd Ms. Shcplicrd to the silent treatment during long 

stretches of time aiid refuscd to see her regiirding work a~sigiitncnts, which iiiidcrmincd her 

ability to do her job. 

37. The C’ompany fitrther ~inlawfiilly retaliatcd against Ms. Slicphcrd by offering her 

an inappropriritc reassignment outside the C‘harncter Si mulation tcam. The proffered transfer 

would have constituted ;I demotioil i1tic-l Iiilvc placccl Ms. Slicpherd in a n  Linsiiilable 

;id m i n is t rii t i  v e p aperw o rk p os] t i co I i i I i t lie S cc I ic A ssc m 13 I y de p ;I r t m en t , ;I nd w co I I 1 d h nvc I as tcd 

on ly  tlii-cc wccks, after which she would not have been iiblc trt‘t~tni to tlic C‘hxictcr Simdation 
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teain, iesiilting i n  her terminatioii. Ms. Slicphcrci rcjcctcd this clearly rtiappropriatc and 

ret 31 i ato ry t ra tis fc r. 

38. In llie meatitime, thc C'onipmy rcjcclctl Ms. Slicphcrd's application for a job in 

the Layout department. Thc C'ompaiiy's failure to tliid 311 adcquatc altcrnatc position for Ms. 

Shepherd was also retaliatory due to the existence ofplentifiil niodeling work at the C'ompatiy at 

the time, for which Ms. Shepherd's established skills could liavc bccn put to usc. 

39. I n  Novembcr 201 0, Defendants increasingly began to txgel Ms. Shcphcrd for 

cnpricious crilicisiii and harsh treatmcnt. For cxamplc, Mr. C 'xlson claimcd that Ms. Shepherd 

took unsutliorized vacation days :rroitnd 'Tlimkq$ving ant1 C'linstinas 201 0, although all of the 

days previously had been approved by him. On both occasions, Mr .  C'arlson had either failed to 

prepare formal papcrwork or chose to disregard the fact that he had previoitsly approved the days 

off, in sonic cases over email. 

40. Defendants have also pressured Ms. Sl~cphcrd on otlicr cvcryday matters ;IS well, 

and have treated licr differently froin othcr employees on her tenm, nearly all of whom arc tnalc. 

By way ofcxatiiplc only, on or around b'ebriiary 9, 201 1 ,  Mr. T'arlsoii told Ms. Shcphcrd that she 

would have lc) "make up'' approved time slic spcnt out of the office for ;I doctor's appoiiitnictit. 

This has iiot been C'onipany policy and, to Ms. Shepherd's knowledge, has not bccn rcquircd of 

any othcr team mcmbcr. 

41. I k l t i d a n t  Stichwcli also began, in latc 2010, to  target Ms. Sheplicrd by 

cxccsstvcly scrutinizing of her work product. 0 1 1  o r  around Dcccmbcr I ,  20 10, Ms. Shephercl 

suddcnly rcccivcd a negative I~erfbrniaiicc cvaluation for the prcvious six-month period. This 

was thc tirst ncgative criticism of'her work pertbrii1aiicc tliat shc h x i  rcccived at  the C'onipany, 

after over 18 months with tlic C'oiiipany and tivc months III her new posiiiori. She was given 110 

;idvniicc notice o f  the timing o r  subject of'her meeting with r)cfcnd:int Sticliwcli and Mr. C'ailson 

I O  
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regarding this evaliration, in  which Mr. C‘rirlson callcd Ms. Slieplicrd a “liar” and “paraiioid,” and 

Dcfcndant Stichwch spcnt much ol‘tlic time yelling at  Ms. Shcphcrd. Both of Ihci i i  also 

threatened Ms. Shepherd with tcrmination, ant1 dcm:indcd to see her work notcs. I.’urlher~uorc, 

Ms. Shcplicrd was relegntcd to performing supposed training excrciscs, and her reiiiaiiiing 

‘I’echnical Dircctor projects and responsibilities wcrc tiiltcn away and rcassigricd to othcr 

clnployees. 

42. Ms. Shepherd sought assistance from Ms. Stewart of H ~ i i i ~ i i i  liesources twice 

~iicorc in or aroiriid November and Dcccinbcr 201 0 in conncction will1 the rising unlawfirl 

liarassment arid retaliation by Defciidants. Upon irifimiation and belief, the C’oinpany took 110 

action to alleviate tlic harassment and unlawfi~l 1-etaliation to which Ms. Shcphcrci was being 

subjected, and the disci-imiiiatory and iriilaw fill conduct contiiincd. 

43. Ms. Shcphcrd also callcd the Company’s Alcrtline employcc liotliiie numhcr on oI 

aro~rnd .lanuary 5 ,  201 1 to report Defendants’ unlawlirl discrimination, liarassmcnt and 

retaliation, to 110 avail. 

44. Ms. Slicplicrcl was interviewed by  phonc by Ms. McDermott of the 20th Century 

Fox Human RCSOLIKXS departincnt on or around .lanuary 20 1 1 . Ms. McDennott’s questions, 

Iiowcvcr, focused 011 whether Ms. Shcpherd had engaged in romantic relationships with any 

C ’ om pa n y c iii p I o yees o 1 hcl- th a r i  De fend ant S t i c h w eh . TI 1 c ha I a i i  ce o I‘ M s. M c De riiio t 1’ s 

cl I rest i o t i  s foc 11 sed not o 11 M s . S heph c rd ’ x sc r i o 11 s a 1 1 cga t i o 11 s re gi rdi 11 g u 11 I a w fii I ret a1 i at i o 11, b LI t 

instc::icl on issues raisctl by her iii;in:ig:crs ctmcerniiig licr vacation timc. l,atcr, on ur around 

Ja i i i n ry  2 I ,  20 1 1 ,  ML. Shcphcrd nlct with 20th C‘cntury box Hunlan R ~ S O L I ~ ~ ~ S  Miitlagcr Rob 

M c C ’ I a ry , w 1 iosc cp i  cs t i o lis a 1 s o  rcvo 1 v ed ;I 1-0 i I I  id  h c r s 11 13 posccl v i (o I ;i t i o n o I‘ C co 111 pan y policy 

regarding Iiolitkiy and vacation time, whicli Ms. Sliephcrcl vchcmently den~cs. 

Supreme Court Records OnLine Library -  page 12 of 24



V. ‘I’he Oiigoinp Rctalialion and Unlawful Discrirnination Against Ms. Shcphcrd 

45. I:or the first fcw months nf 201 I ,  Ms. Slicpherd’s responsibilities were reduccd to 

cluplicattng 3 l r cady-c~~ i i~p l~ te~ i  slio(s Ibr ;I film, “Rio,” that was no longcr t i i  production, even 

thoirgh Ms. Shepherd previously had bccn assigned to work on the Company’s upcoming films, 

such a s  “Ice Age 4.” From around .Ianuary 6 ,  20 1 I unti l  at-ound May 20 1 1, Ms. Shepherd did 

not receive any substantivc work in cotiticcttoii with the C ~ i i i p i i ~ i y ’ ~  current projects, arid instead 

wiis made to complete ;I series of test ;issignmcnts with thc supposcd purpose of cvalitatiiig her 

job skills i n  a position to which she with irrbitrarily reassigned only tiiontlis bcforc. 

46. Despite satisfactorily coinplctitig lhese onerous tests, Ms. Shepherd continues to 

be thc target of unlawful trcatmcnt  id scrutiny by the C‘on~pany irtid 20th Century Fox. Ms. 

Shepherd pleilded with Mr. Carlson for a11 explanation of why shc was dcnicd ticw assignmcnts, 

atid for an opportunity to meet so she could present her ideas about expanding her skill set atid 

gct a dctailcd account of tlic goals ol‘thc training. Mr. C‘arlsun stoiiewalled for weeks, telling 

Ms. Shcphcrd that this would bc discusscti oiily willi “FIR present.” 

47. Ms. Shept1erd hi1s been told by Human 1Cesoiirces before various meetings that 

she is not permitted to speak freely, particularly in front of Mr.  C ’arlson, rcgarding Iicr past 

relationship with Dekndant Stichweh, :tiid that if she does so licr .job will be in jeopardy. By 

way ol‘exaiiiple only, this occurred on or about February 1 I ,  20 1 1, before Ms. Shepherd met 

with Dcfcnclant Stichwch, MI-. C’arlsc)ti, and Mr. McC‘lary. IJndcr this tlircat a i d  restriction, Ms. 

Shepherd had to navigate ;I iiieeting with senior personnel from the C‘ompany and 20th Century 

Fox, during whrch slic lcartictl that tlic rctaliatory tr.i~illltig/I7ci.fbriil~~ti~~ imp-ovcriictit PI311 hiid 

becn cxtcndecl aftcr slic had iilrcady undergone wcclts of supposcd evaluation. 
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48. Significantly, the only othei- employee rcqiiircd t o  u~iclcrgo siniilar tests to those 

imposed c)~i Ms. Shepherd is Lauren C‘arr, who also is the only other fciiialc cmploycc on 

D c fc nd a n t S t i c h we h ’ s C ha rii c t er Si 111 I I 1 at ion tea in + 

49. 111 cor arcouiid May 201 1 , the C’ompany transferred Ms. Shepherd out of Defendant 

Stichweli’s Character Simulation dcpaitmcnt a i d  back into the Modeling departiiicnt, whcrc she 

has received very positivc fccciback on her performance. 

SO.  I n  spite of this translkr, IIOWCVCI., tlic C‘onipany continucs to treat Ms. Shepherd 

differently froin her co-workers. Ry way of example only, Company representatives havc told 

Ms. Shepherd that her naiiic was to bc removed cntirely from the Chmpany’s wcbsitc rather than 

moved fi-om the old dcpartmcnt to tlic iicw department, that her 

dcpartmcnt is temporary, and that she sho~ild not suhmit rcqucsts for paid time off through the 

C‘ompnny’s clcctronic system, as other ei-nployees do, but rather ~ i c c d s  to submit her vacation 

recliiest to the clcpartmcnt C ’oordinator and separately obtain approval from licr supervisor and 

thrcc Iluiiian Rcsourccs officids. 

igiiment to tlic Modcl itig 

5 I . By way of further example of rkfcndants’ continuing unlawfiil retaliation, thc 

C‘oinpaiiy tias dccl iiicd to provide Ms. Shepherd with a pcrfoi-mancc evaluation for 201 1, and 

thereby has dcnied her irn opportunity to rcccivc a pay raise for the current year. 

52.  As a result of Defendants’ unlawfid geiider discrimination, scxual harassment, 

i i n d  rehliation, Ms. Shcphcrd has sufl‘ered, a id  continues to suffer, severe emotional distress. 

53.  As a result of the emotional stress she has suffcrcd, Ms. Sliepherd’s tiow under the 

care of 3 psychologist, and she also was recently diagnosed with ;in ulcer. 

5 4. Dc tic t i  (la ti t s ’ acts of d i sc r i mi 1i;i t i o n , ha ra  SI 11 c t i t a 1 1  tl re t a I i a t i o n ii gains t M s. 

Slieplicrd, as well as the C ‘ompany’s nnd 20th C‘ctitiiry Fox’s fiiilure to take any ineaniiigful 

action to end those iiii1;iwfiI acts, wcrc wanton, ~.ccltlcss, and intenlional. 
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AS AND FOR A FIRST C’AUSE OF ACTION 
(L)iscririiinatioii arid Harassriictit in Violation of 

Ncw York State lluriian Rights Law against All Dcferidants) 

5 5 .  Plaintiff hereby repents irnd re-alloges cach arid every allegation as contained in  

each of the preceding par-ilgrLlphs as if fully set forth hcrein. 

56. Dcfcndanls lime discrimiIiatcd against Plaintiff and subjected her to harass~nent 

on tlic basis oflier sex (fcrnalc) in violation ofthe New York State Human Rights I,aw by 

deriyiiig to her c q d  terms and conditions of employnient, including b ~ i t  iiot limited to, 

subjecting her to disparale working conclitions and denying her the opportiiiiity to work in ail 

employ 111 en t sc t t i n g fiec c) 1‘ 11 11 1 n w ful d i scrim i I l a  t i o 11 3 nci ha ras sm c II  t . 

5 7. De fe t i dit n t s ha vc cii sc r i 111 i I i a  t ed a gai 11s t 1’ I ai 11 tiff and subj ected her to 11 arassmen t 

on the basis of her sex (female) in violation ol‘thc New York State H~iiiiaii Rights Law by 

lostering, condoning, accepting, ratilying and/or otherwise failing to prevent or to remedy ;I 

hostile work environnient that hns includcd, among other things, acts of violence, physical 

intimidation arid verbal ;ibusc of Plainti 1‘1‘by rkfcriciant Stichweh. 

58. As 3 dircct and proxitiiutc result o f  Defendants’ unlawful and discrirminatory 

conduct i n  violation ol‘thc New Yorlc Statc 14umari Rights I iiw, Plaintiff has suffered, and 

continues to suffer-, mniietary and/or ccoiiotiirc dariiagcs, including but not liiiiited to loss of past 

aiid future iricc)iiic, coriipetisation and benefits for which she is entitled to an award of monetary 

damages and other relief. 

Scl. As  ;I direct arid proximLite result of Dcfctidants’ ittilawful and discritninatory 

conduct in violatioil uf the Ncw Yoi-k Stale f lun ia t i  1Cighis Law, Plaintiff has suffered, aiid 

14 
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contitiues to suffer, scvct~c mcntril arigiiish and emotional distress, including, but not limited to, 

depression, hutniliation, enibarI-assrnerit, stress and  anxiety, loss ot'scl L-esteem and scl L- 

contidcnce, and emotional pain arid suffering for which she i s  entitled to ai1 award o f  damages. 

AS AND FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF AC'TION 
(Rctaliation i n  Violation of Ncw Yorli State Human Rights Law 

against All Defendants) 

60. 1)laintill'hcreby repeats and rc-allcges cach and every allcgatioii a s  contained in 

each of the pi-cccding pai.:igraphs as i f  Tiilly set forth hcrein. 

h 1 . L)cfendants have rctaliated against Plaintiff in violation of the New Y ork State 

H~iiiiiiti Rights Law for her  repeated complaints of discrimination, harassmcnt and rclaliation by, 

-I_ inter alia, subjecting Plaintiff to acts nl'violence :mi intiinidation, altering hcr job responsibilities 

from modeling work in which shc was cxperiencccl to cliaractcr simulation work in which she 

had no cxperieiice, failing to respond to her complaints rcgarding the coiiditct of Defetidant 

Stichweh and Mr. C'urlson, micr-omanaging her work, crcating a purportcd training program for 

Plaintirf that rkfcndants cxpccled her to bc unablc to complete in orcicr to jnstify her 

tcrminution, requiring Plai ntift' to adlicre t o  :in cxtraordinary approval pr-occss for using vacation 

days, denying her a pertbrmnncc evnluation and  oppoi-tuni ty for n pay raise, and otherwise 

intcrfet-ing with thc perfi~rmancc of herjob. 

62. As n direct aiid proxiimte result o f  Defendants' unlawful ret:iliiItory conduct i n  

violatioii of thc New York  Statc J ~ ~ I I I I ~ I I I  Rights Law, Plaintiff has suffcred, and continues to 

suffer, monetary rind/or cconoiiiic Iiarm [or which she is entitled to an award of inonctary 

damages and other relicf. 

0 3 .  As a clirccl atid proxiinatc result of l>ctndants' tinlawful retaliatory conduct in 

violatioil of the New York St:itc I Iiiman Rights Law, Plaintifflus suffered, and contiiiucs t n  

su I'fc r, s cv cre in c I i t ;I 1 ;it 1 gu I sli a i d  c I no t i u 113 1 d i si  i-es s, i 1 x 1  11 d I t is, 1x1 t 11 ot 1 I m i tccf to, d epi-esss' on, 
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h i  ti1 i I I ;it i o 11, c I 11 ba t-ra ssm c I 1 t , st ress ;I 11 d a 11 xi c t y , I o ss o L' sc 1 f-c s t ec I 11 a i d  sc 1 f-con ti d en ce, 

emotiotiul pain and siiftiritig, 3s woll as physiciil iiijtiry, for which she is entitled tu ;in w a r d  of 

nionctary datnages and other relief 

AS AND FOR A THIRD CAlJSE OF ACTION 
(Aiding antJ Ahctting Violations o f  Ncw York State Hutnan Rights Law 

agairist nefcridarit Stichwch Only) 

64. I'lninti 1T'Iicrcl)y repeats and rc-alleges each and every allcgation as contaiiieci in 

eacli o t  thc prcceciitig paragraphs as if tiilly set f'orth hcreiii. 

65. Defendant Stichweh knowingly or rcclclcssly aided and abetted the unlawfiil 

cmployment pr;icticcs, gcridcr discriniination, hal-asstnent and unlawful retaliation committed 

against Plaintiff in  violation of'tlic Ncw York State Human Rights Law by actively participating 

in the unlawfiil conduct set I'ortli above. 

60. As a dircct and proximate rcsult of Defendant Stichweh's iinlawf~il 

discrimitintion, harassment atid rcialiation against Plaintiff' in violation of the New York Statc 

H~iiii:iti Rights Law, Plaintiff l ins suffered, and continues to sufl'er, monetary md/or economic 

d;iiiiagcs, incliicling, but not limited to, loss ~ [ p a s t  atid futiirc inconic, compciisation atid benclits 

fbr wliich she is crititlcd to ;iii award ol'riionctary damages and other rclief, 

67. As a dircct and proximatc rcsult of Defendant Stichweh's iinlawful discrimination 

:and retaliution aguinst Plziintil'f i n  violation of the New Yorlc Statc Hiimati Riglits Law, Plaintitl' 

11 a s su ffc red , arid co 11 t 1 mi cs to s 11 ffcr , sc vc rc iiicii t a 1 ;in gu i s ti ;i 11 cl em c) t i o 1i;i 1 di s t rcss , i iic I iid i ti g, 

but riot limited to, dcprcssioti, humiliation, ctnbat-rassmeiit, stress and anxiety, loss of self-ustccm 

and self-confidcrice, illid cmotioiial pain and suffcring for which she is entitled to an award of 

tlio11ctiiry ciiitli;>g:cs :itid other rclict. 
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AS i \ND FOR A FOUR'I'H CAUSE O F  ACTION 
(Discriiriiriatioii and Ilarassmcnl in Violation of New York City I-Tuirian Rights Law 

agaiiisl All Defendants) 

OX. Plaintiff hcrcby repcats ii~id re-alleges each and cvcry allcgl-ltiori as coniained in 

each of tlic prcccding paragraphs as if fully set forth hcreiii. 

69. Defendants havc discriniinatcd against Plaintiff and su13Ajcctcd hcr to harassment 

con the basis of her scx (fcnialc) in violation 01' the New Yorlc City Huiiian Rights I,aw by 

rlcriyjrig to her eqiial terms and conditions of criiployment, including but not limitcd to, 

subjecting her to disparate working conditions and denying her thc opportunity to work in an 

einploymcnt scttiiig free co I' unlawfitl ciiscrimination and harassment. 

70. Dcfcndants 1i:ivc discriiuinatcd against Plaintiff and suhjcctcd her to liarassmcnt 

o i l  the basis of'her sex (female) i n  violation oftlic Ncw York City Human Rights Law by 

fostering, cotirloiiiiig, accepting, ratifying and/or otherwisc failing to prcvcrit or to reinedy ;I 

liostilc work cnvironnierit thal has included, among other things, acts o f  violelice, physicnl 

intimidation and vcrlxil alwsc of Plaintill: 

7 1 . As ;I  direct and proximatc rcsult of Defendants' wlawhrl  and discriminatory 

~~oridiici in violat ion 0 1  the New Yorlc City Human Rights Law, Plaiiitif'f'has sufl'ered, and 

continires to sufkr ,  monetary and/or economic damagcs, including, but not limited to, loss of 

past and liiturc iticcome, compensution and benefits for which slic is entitled to an award of 

monetary daiiiagc:, and other relic(: 

72. As ;i direct and proximatc result of Dcfcndants' ~ l t i l a ~ t i i l  and discrrniinatory 

conduct in violation of tlic New York City IIiiman Rights Law, Plaintiff has suffered, and 

continucs to suffcr, scvcrc riiciital anguish anti ciiiotional distress, inclding, hut not limited to, 

dcpi-essiori, hwiiiliation, embal-rassment, stress and anxiety, loss of self-cstcciii atid sclf- 

17 
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coiilidcnce, atid cniotional pain and suffcring Ibr which slit: is entitled to an award of monctrrry 

damagcs atid otlicr rcliel.. 

73. Dcfcndants' iinlawftil and discriminatory actions constitute malicious, will fill atid 

wanton violntiotis of the New York City H u m a n  Rights Law For which Plaintiff is entitled to an 

award c? L' p u I ii t i vc clam ages. 

AS AND FOR A FlFTH CAUSE OF ACTTON 
(Retaliation in Violation of New York City Hiinian Rights Law 

against All Defendants) 

74. I'laititiff liereby repcats and re-alleges each and every allcgation as cotitaincd i n  

each of tlic preceding pragraplis as i t '  Fiilly set forth herein. 

75. Defendants linvc relaliated against PlairitiFf i n  violation o l thc  New York City 

Human Kights Law lbr her rcpeatccl complaints of discrimination, hal-assmcnt and retaliatioii by, 

-- intcr alia, si1 h jccting Plaintiff to violcncc and intimidation, altering her job resporisibil i ties fr-on1 

moclcling work III which she was expcrienccd to character simulation work in which she had ~ i o  

expcrieiicc, failing to respotid to her complaints regarding thc conduct of L)efcridant Sticliweh 

and Mr. (_';trlson, microtixitiaging her work, creating a purportcd training prograii~ For Plainti fT 

that  Dcl'endants cxpectcd hcr to bc unable to complcte in order to justify hcr terinination, 

requiring I'larritiff to iidhcre to an extraordinary approval process for using vacation days, 

denying her :I performance evaluatioii and opportunity [or a pay  raise, a i d  otherwise intcrferi tig 

with (he pcrfoniiancc of hcr job. 

76. As ;i dirccl a n c l  proximate result of Dclndants '  unlawfiil rctaliatory conduct III  

violatioii of tlic New York C'ity Hnman Rights I,aw, Plaiiitiff'has suffered, :ind continucs to 

stifti-r, motietary and/or ecorioniic liarin (or which she is entitled to an award of monctary 

t1am:iges and  othcr rclicl: 
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77. As ;I direct and proximate resitlt o f  Detcndants' iirilaw fill rctnliatory conduct I I I  

violation of the Ncw York C 'ity Human Rights Law, Plaintilf has suflkred, and continucs to 

suffer, scvcrc mental anguish and emotional distress, including, but not liniitccl to, dcprcssion, 

himiiliation, ciiibarr:isstiIciit, strcss and anxiety, loss of self-esteem and self'-confidcncc, 

cmotional pain and suffering, as well as physical injury, for which shc is cntitlcd to an award of 

monetary d m a g e s  arid othcr- rclicf. 

78. Dcfcndants' iinlawful and discriminatory and retaliatory actions wcrc i ntcntionril, 

doric with iiialicc, :ind/or showcct deliberate indifference to Plaintiff's rights undcr the New York 

City 1 l u r i ~ a i ~  Rights Law, for which Plaintiff is entitled to a n  award of punitive damagcs. 

AS AND FOR A SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Aiding and Ahctting Violations of New York City Human Rights I A W  

against I)cfcndanl Stichwch Only) 

70. Plaintiff ticrcby repeats and re-alleges each and evcry allcgation as contained in 

cadi of the prccccling paragraphs as i l  fully set forth Iicrcin. 

80. Defendant Stichweh knowingly or rccklcssly aided and abetted the unlawfitl 

c 111 p 1 o y m en t p rii c t ices, (1 i scri mi ti a ti on, harass tiic ti t and ii n 1 a w fii I ret ;i 1 i ;I t ion ;I gain st P 1 ai II ti ff 1 11 

violation of the Ncw Yorlc C'ity Human Rights Law by actively participating in the unlawM 

co I I duct sc t forth a bo v e. 

X I  . As :I dircct and proximate result, Plaintiff has suffered, rind continues to sitrl'er, 

tnonctary and/nr economic damages, iiiclucling, but tint limited to, loss of past and littirre I I I C C ~ C ,  

compcnsation and benefits 1i)r which she is cntitlcd to ;HI award of monetary damages and othcr 

rclicf. 

82. As n clircct :itid proximate result, Plaintiff has suffcrccl, and continues to sufTe~-, 

wvcrc iiictital ,inguisIi :ind cmotional distress, iiicludi ng, but not liinitccl to, depressiorl, 

humil  tation, cmb~iIrassment, strcss atid anxiety, loss of self-esteem ;11ic1 sol t-cont'itlcncc. 
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ciiiotiorial pain and suffcritig, as well as physical iiijury, for wlijcli she is entitled to ;in irwarcl o f  

iiionctary damages and othcr rclicf 

83.  Defendant Stichweh’s unlawfiil actions constitute malicious, willful and wanton 

violations of the New York City Human Rights Law for which Plaintiff is cntitlcd to ~i award of 

p i n  i tivc tiainagcs. 

PRAYER FOR REL,IEF 

W HEIZEFURE, Plaintiff prays that the Court enter $udg:ment in her fiivor and against 

D e fend ants, con t i n i t i  g t lie fo 1 1 owing reli e fi 

A. A declmtory j iidgment that the actions, conduct and practices 01‘ Dcl’ciiclaiits 

complained o f  herein violate the laws of the State ~of’Ncw York and thc City of‘Ncw York; 

R.  An injunction and order pcnnancntly restraining Dcfcndants from engaging in 

suc I1 11 11 I aw fu I co nd Ll c t : 

c‘. An award of damages in an amount to bc rleterniincd at trial, plus prcjurlgtiictit 

interest, to compwsatc Plaintiff for a11 inonctary and/or economic damagcs; 

D. An awiird of dainages in an amount to be determined a t  trial, plus pre.jiudgnierit 

interest, to compensate I’laintiff for all non-monetary alid/or compensatory ~ ;LJK I~CS,  includiiig 

1) 11 t not I i m it cd t o , coni p ensa t i on for her severe meii t a1 gu i sh a I 1 d c 131 c) t I c) 11 a 1 cj r s t rcss , 

h i r m t  I t i l t iot1,  ciiiharrassiiicnt, strcss and anxiety, loss of self-esteem, self-confidence and personal 

cfigiii ty, aiiA ciiiutiotial pain arid suffcring and m y  other physical and mental injuries; 

E. An award of damages to be delei-mined at trial, plus presjudgmcrit interest, to 

coinpensatc Plilll1ttff ftor harm to hcr profcssional atid personal reputations and ]os\ ol‘cnrccr 

fLl I tT I I mcnt: 

I + .  An award olpml~t tvc clainagcs; 
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G. An award of costs that Plaintiff has incurred i n  this action, ;IS well as I’laintlft’s 

rcxonablc attorncys’ fees to the hllcst extent pcrinittcd by law; and 

H. Siuch otlicr and hrl-ther relicf as the Court may dcem Just and proper. 

,I URY D EMAN 13 

Plaintiff hcrcby demands a trial by jury on all issues o r  fact and damages stated hei-cin. 

Dated: Ncw York, New Yorlc 
October 4, 20 1 1 

Respcctfii 11 y submitted, 

TIIOMPS WJCDOK 1,LP TLI- 
Lawrence M. Pcarson 

85 Fifth Avcniie 
Ncw York, New York 101 18 
Telephonc: 2 12.257.6800 
Facsimilc: 212.257.6845 
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State ofNew York ) 

Coiitity of Ncw York ) 

HEATHER SI lEP1 IERD, bcing duly sworn, states: 

I ani a plaintiff in thc action herein. 1 Iinve rcacl tlic anncxcd VERIF ED COMPLAIN' 

know tlic contcnts thereof and tlic baillc arc triic to tlic Ixst of my  knowledge, except ~liose 

matters therein whlch arc stilted to bc allcgcd OII information and belief; aiid as to tliosc mattcrs I 

believe them to bc tnic. 

Sworn tu belbrc iiic 

this 4th day of October, 2 0  I I 

NOTA R Y PI I E I, IC.: 

LAWRENCE MICHAEL PEARSON 
Notary Public, State of New York 

No. 02PE6225600 
Clualtfied in New York Coun 

Commission Expires July 26, %,,, 
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Index No. 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

Plaintiff, 

-against- 
Index No. 

BLUE SKY STUDIOS, INC., TWENTIETH 
CENTURY FOX FILM CORPORATION, and 
KEITH STICHWEH, in his individual and 
official capacities, 

Defendants, 

THOMPSON WIGDOR LLP 

85 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10003 
Phone: (212) 257-6800 
Facsimile: (2 12) 257-6845 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Heather 
Shepherd 
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