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Plaintiff Kristen Durham, by way of Complaint against Defendants Township of 

Franklin, Franklin Township Police Department, and John and Jane Does 1-10 says: 

THE PARTIES  

1. Plaintiff Kristen Durham, residing in Robbinsville Township, in the State of New Jersey, is 

a police officer in Franklin Township Police Department ("Department") with the current 

rank of lieutenant. 

2. The Township of Franklin ("Township") is a municipal subdivision organized pursuant to 

the laws of the State of New Jersey and operates by funding, staffing, supervising and 

otherwise controlling the operations of the Department. The Township is a Chief's test, 

non-civil service jurisdiction which must be regulated through the Superior Court of New 
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Jersey pursuant to New Jersey Constitution, Art. VI, Section 5, Paragraph 4 and New Jersey 

Court Rule 4:69. 

3. The Department is the public entity in the Township empowered to act as the police force 

delegated with the task of enforcing the laws of the State of New Jersey. At all times 

relevant, the Township had the duty to exercise its powers and authority over the 

Department pursuant to N.J.S.A. 40A:14-118, et seq., and to provide training, supervision 

and/or management of the Department. 

4. Defendants the Township and the Department are public employers, as defined pursuant to 

the New Jersey Law Against Discrimination ("NJLAD") and the New Jersey Civil Rights 

Act ("NJCRA") and as provided pursuant to the Laws of the State of New Jersey. 

Defendants the Township and the Department are liable for the acts of the Defendants 

alleged herein either as the direct employer of Plaintiff, the direct-acting party, and/or as a 

responsible party for the acts of its employees under the doctrine of Respondeat Superior. 

All actions alleged against Defendants the Township and the Department were carried out 

under the color of state law 

5. All of the Defendants have been listed herein based upon their specific, individual acts of 

civil rights violations and discrimination directed toward Plaintiff and/or their failure to 

prevent co-workers, superiors and subordinates of Plaintiff from engaging in conduct that 

was obviously discriminatory, harassing, and retaliatory in nature toward Plaintiff. 

Defendants are also listed herein based upon their direct acts and the failure to act when 

action was required, which created a hostile work environment and caused harm to Plaintiff. 
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6. Defendants John and Jane Does 1 through 10 are or were at all relevant times police officers 

and/or supervisory officers at the Department or are or were employed or appointed by the 

Department and/or the Township and/or were elected officials in the Township. These John 

and Jane Does also include persons who are or were agents of the Department and/or the 

Township or whose conduct was intended to further the unlawful and/or discriminatory 

efforts of these Defendants. Said Defendants are fictitiously named herein inasmuch as their 

current identities are unknown to Plaintiff. 

7. These fictitiously named Defendants are listed herein based upon their acts of performing 

overt violations of civil rights, of punishing Plaintiff for the lawful exercise of her civil 

rights, of failing to report acts of clear deprivation of Plaintiff's civil rights and/or creating a 

hostile work environment. Any and all allegations against any of the specifically named 

Defendants should be deemed to include and list these fictitiously named Defendants 

automatically by reference. As the true identities of these Defendants are made known to 

Plaintiff, said John and Jane Doe Defendants shall be designated by proper name. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS  

8. The Township is a non-service jurisdiction. The Township Administrator, Robert G. 

Vorrilocker, Jr., is the appointing authority for the Department. 

9. The Department is organized in typical paramilitary rank structure. Currently, the 

Department consists of one chief of police, one deputy chief, one captain, five lieutenants 

and 18 sergeants. 	There are three separate Divisions in the Department: 

Administration/Professional Standards, Investigative and Uniformed/Patrol. 
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10. Hired in 1996, Plaintiff was promoted to the rank of sergeant in 2004 and to the rank of 

lieutenant in 2012. 

11. Plaintiff is currently the Division Commander in the Professional Services Division 

("PSD"), overseeing the Traffic Bureau, Records and Animal Control. Until the recent 

stripping of her• duties described below, Plaintiff was also responsible for management of 

the Department budget, outside work assignments, purchases and any details assigned by the 

Chief of Police. 

12. Throughout her career•, Plaintiff has excelled, holding positions in the Investigative 

Division,1  Uniformed/Patrol, Administration and the Neighborhood Police Team. Plaintiff 

possesses various certifications, including Supervision of Police Personnel, Field Training 

Officer Certification, Internal Affairs Policy and Procedures, and Cultural Diversity, among 

many others. 

13. Plaintiff has also received numerous commendations, including ten (10) commendations for 

arrests of armed suspects, five (5) Distinguished Unit Citations, the Department's Education 

Achievement Award, the Chief's Achievement Award for Proactive Police Diversity 

Recruitment, and an Honorable Service Award. 

1  As a supervisor in the Investigative Division, Plaintiff was responsible for directing the Juvenile Bureau whic 
consisted of the School Resource Officers of Franklin High School and Franklin Middle School, as well as the Dru t,  
Abuse Resistance Education ("D.A.R.E.") officer, the Gang Resistance Education and Training ("G.R.E.A.T." 
officer, and two squads of Juvenile Detectives and Adult Detectives. She was also supervisor of the ID/Evidenc 
Officer, and was responsible for monitoring over 50 Megan's Law Registrants. She also served as the Departmen 
liaison to all Township schools, as well as numerous Juvenile Service Committees. Additionally, she was elected ti  
develop and coordinate the 1st Annual Franklin Township Police Youth Academy. 
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14. Plaintiff has also attended numerous training and leadership programs, including the New 

Jersey State Association of Chiefs of Police ("NJSACOP") Command Officer Development 

Course in November 2016. Plaintiff has no disciplinary history. 

15. Despite her distinguished, 21-year career, Plaintiff has experienced discrimination and 

harassment on the basis of her gender. She has also been the victim of retaliation because of 

her actual and/or perceived support of female, African-American and Hispanic officers in 

the Department and her opposition to Defendants' illegal employment practices. 

16. These acts of discrimination and retaliation include, but are not limited to, disparate 

treatment, a hostile work environment, her promotional bypass to the rank of captain, the 

denial of training opportunities, the denial of specialized assignments and overtime, the 

undermining of her authority and responsibilities as a supervisor, bogus disciplinary 

investigations, petty acts of harassment, and other adverse employment actions. 

17. Former Chief of Police Lawrence Roberts misused his positional power to bully, intimidate 

and harass officers at the Department. He often bragged that Title 40 protects his actions 

and allows him to do "whatever [he] wants." He has even stated that he will terminate any 

officer who files suit against him. 

18. Plaintiff is one of only 11 women in the 105-member Department. Plaintiff is also the first 

— and only — female lieutenant in the Department. There are also only 16 African-American 

officers in the Department, and none higher than the rank of sergeant.2  

19. Consistent with this male-dominated environment, male supervisors in the Department 

publicly engaged in affairs and openly discussed their sexual trysts with women. One 

2  There has been only one African-American lieutenant in the Department's entire history, and he retired as far bac 
as 1998. 
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superior, gripped by jealously, even ordered Plaintiff to watch a subordinate with whom he 

was having an affair when he was not at work and to report whether any male officers spoke 

to her. This type of conduct has been long-condoned in the Department. 

20. As the Department's "Recruiting Officer," Plaintiff personally recruited nine African-

American officers. Plaintiff has long advocated for female, African-American and Hispanic 

officers in the Department who have been treated less favorably than white male officers. 

Defendants have, in turn, subjected Plaintiff to retaliation because of her opposition to this 

illegal conduct and her aid and encouragement to female, African-American and Hispanic 

officers. See N.J.S.A. 10:5-12(d). 

21. For example, in January 2015, Sgt. Jolanda Lacewell, an African-American officer, 

searched a woman arrested for shoplifting. The two male arresting officers claimed to have 

patted her down thoroughly, but Lacewell found a package of bacon and three steaks in the 

prisoner's waistband. Lacewell sent out a Department-wide e-mail about the incident, 

expressing the lack of concern for her safety, as well as the general disregard for female 

officers in the Department. Rather than investigate Lacewell's complaint, Chief Roberts 

angrily called Plaintiff into his office and instructed her to find a supervisor school for 

Lacewell for re-training. Plaintiff objected to this course of action, arguing that the real 

issue was a clear lack of respect for a female officer and supervisor. Although Chief 

Roberts was quick to demand re-training for Sgt. Lacewell, he took no disciplinary action 

against the two white, male officers who did not conduct a proper search.3  Plaintiff's voiced 

opposition to this disparate treatment greatly upset Chief Roberts. 

3  Consistent with the disparate treatment and derogatory comments toward women, in September 2015, Depu 
Chief Grammar sent out a department-wide e-mail regarding the seasonal uniform change. In this e-mail, h 
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22. Consistent with its overall atmosphere, the Department has long had a glass ceiling for 

women, African-Americans and Hispanics. By way of background, the Department is a 

Chiefs Test jurisdiction, which has allowed Defendants to manipulate the promotional 

process to effectuate the promotion of preferred (e.g., white male) candidates. 

23. As a preliminary matter, the Township's police ordinance, contained in Chapter 50, Article 

IV of the Township Code, was until very recently unlawful under N.J.S.A. 40A:14-118 and 

Reuter v. Borough Council, 167 N.J. 38, 41 (2001), which requires that "the type and 

number of police positions [must be] created by ordinance." 

24. To wit, the Township's police ordinance provided: 

The following titles and positions shall exist within the Police Department: Chief of 
Police, Deputy Chief of Police, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, Patrol Officer and Special 
Law Enforcement Officer, Class I, and Class 11.4  

Chapter 50, Article IV of the Township Code therefore violated Reuter because it did not set 

forth the exact number of, or even a range of, officers at each rank. 

25. As soon as Plaintiff brought the illegal police ordinance to the attention of the Township in 

her June 2017 written complaint, described below, the Township quickly amended it on 

June 27, 2017 to provide: 

The following titles and positions shall exist within the Police Department: one Chief of 
Police, one Deputy Chief of Police, one Captain, five Lieutenants, 18 Sergeants and 79 
Patrol Officers. 

commented about two female employees, a dispatcher and an officer, who were on vacation in Las Vegas. He 
described them "hanging poolside looking good in their bikinis," while everyone else remained in New Jersey 
subject to the uniform change. Deputy Chief Grammar did not face any consequences for this e-mail while Sgt. 
Lacewell, who voiced a legitimate violation of departmental code and concern for her safety, did. 

4  General Order 2009-19, the Department's internal Organizational Chart, does not even comport with Chapter 50 
Article IV because it does not provide for the rank of captain in its command structure. 
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26. Moreover, the Department's entire promotional process is fraught with favoritism and 

predisposed to bias and subjectivity. 

27. By way of only one example, Officer Patrick Lilavois, an African-American, scored a 99% 

on the written examination for sergeant in April 2012. Curiously, after an entirely 

subjective interview with former Chief Roberts, then-Deputy Chief Richard Grammar, the 

(former) Township Manager and the (former) Assistant Township Manager, his ranking fell 

to seventh overall. Defendants then bypassed Lilavois for promotion in favor of officers 

who were less senior than him in terms of years of service, level of education and 

experience. 

28. Plaintiff immediately voiced her concerns to Chief Roberts about the manipulation of the 

promotional process to the detriment of this highly-qualified officer, as the subjective 

portion of the process (interview) was being used to intentionally and artificially deflate 

Officer Lilavois' high score on the more objective written examination. 

29. Chief Roberts disregarded her complaints. In fact, Lilavois was bypassed four more times 

until Chief Roberts reluctantly promoted him in 2013, telling him he had done him "a 

favor." 

30. Defendants' reluctance to break the glass ceiling also extended to Plaintiff. In May 2016, 

Plaintiff, Lieutenant Mark Reiner (white), and Lieutenant Greg Borlan (white) participated 

in the captain promotional process. 

31. The promotional process for captain is governed by Chapter 50, Article 12 of the Township 

Code. The promotional process for captain was entirely subjective and consisted of: (1) 

eight written essays on topics such as the candidate's leadership qualities; (2) an oral 
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interview before a panel made up of the Township Manager, Chief Roberts, and Deputy 

Chief Grammar; and (3) a review of each candidate's personnel file, including job 

evaluations, disciplinary record, commendations and attendance. There is no objective 

portion to the process, and no credit awarded for seniority. 

32. Following the promotional process, the Department did not post the rankings of the 

candidates or their scores, nor were the candidates advised of any appeal rights. 

33. Chief Roberts did advise Plaintiff verbally that she finished second and that she would be 

promoted within in a year; however, he refused to put the ranking in writing despite multiple 

requests. 

34. Following the promotional process, Defendants bypassed Plaintiff for promotion in favor of 

Lt. Borlan in June 2016, despite the fact that Plaintiff was more senior in rank and otherwise 

more qualified for promotion.5  

35. The entire promotional process, however, was manifestly corrupt, arbitrary, capricious, and 

conspicuously unreasonable. The process, as written and applied, was fraught with 

favoritism and predisposed to bias and subjectivity. 

36. Due to the absence of any objective components the promotional process was entirely 

discretionary and tailor-made to reach Defendants' deserved result — the promotion of a 

favored candidate over Plaintiff, who was a woman and who had repeatedly angered Police 

administration with reports of wrongdoing and her actual and perceived support of other 

women, African-American and Hispanics. 

5  Indeed, Plaintiff placed first on the written examinations (objective) for both sergeant and lieutenant over Lt.  
Borlan. Curiously, however, on the captain examination, which was entirely subjective, Lt. Borlan placed higher 
than Plaintiff. 
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37, Not only did the captain promotional process permit promotional decisions to be made 

based on gender and/or other illegal considerations, but the promotion of Borlan over 

Plaintiff was arbitrary and capricious because it consisted of only a highly subjective 

administrative review of the candidate's essays, personnel files and oral interviews. There 

was no written examination, no established point system, no credit for seniority, no ranking 

released, no oversight, and no protections against bias and favoritism. 

38. Chief Roberts' favoritism of Lt. Borlan had begun long before his June 2016 promotion. In 

2014, the Department deliberately sent Lt. Borlan to the highly-prestigious FBI National 

Academy Associates ("FBINAA") training, which is widely considered a necessary 

prerequisite to promotion to higher ranks. In addition, Chief Roberts openly rewarded Lt. 

Borlan with specialized assignments, such as the Investigative Division, to broaden his 

experience. While in the Investigative Division, Lt. Borlan made significant amount in 

overtime, which was never offered to Plaintiff, who was equally, if not, more qualified than 

Lt. Borlan to take on such assignments. Chief Roberts excluded Plaintiff from assignments 

in which she possessed extensive knowledge and experience, such as the School Safety 

Meeting, School Security Feasibility Study or School Security Proposal assignments. As 

the PSD Lieutenant with eight and a half years of Juvenile experience, Plaintiff should have 

been involved in the planning and logistics of such assignments. By way of another 

example, Chief Roberts offered Evidence Audit/Purge assignments to Lt. Borlan, although 

Plaintiff had supervised the Evidence Department and had performed complete audits of the 

Evidence room in the past. Additionally, many of the non-investigatory assignments, such 

as Navratri (a Hindu festival), St. Matthias Carnival and Motorcycle Expo, were offered to 

10 
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Lt. Borlan but were not offered to Plaintiff, or any other lieutenant in the Department. 

Many lieutenants have expressed their displeasure with being passed over for special 

assignments on various occasions for Lt. Borlan. 

39. At his June 14, 2016 promotional ceremony, Chief Roberts acknowledged that he had been 

grooming Lt. Borlan for promotion to captain, stating, "Part of my job as a chief is to groom 

people and prepare for the future of the police department." 

40. Since that time, Defendants have continually refused to promote Plaintiff despite having 

made other promotions at other ranks in the Department. 

41. Around the same time Plaintiff was bypassed for promotion to captain, Chief Roberts sought 

to skip an African-American officer, Officer Lloyd Fredericks, who tied for first on the 

written portion of the 2016 promotional exam for sergeant and was second overall.6  Despite 

his high score, Chief Roberts claimed that Fredericks was not clean-shaven when he arrived 

to the test, implying he was unfit for promotion. Chief Roberts wanted to promote instead 

his preferred candidate, PBA Delegate Detective Ken Daly, who was white. Again, Plaintiff 

spoke out against Chief Roberts' position, indicating that she could not understand his bias 

against Fredericks. Deputy Chief Grammar also warned Chief Roberts that Fredericks 

would more than likely sue if he were skipped over because Fredericks had been passed 

over on the two previous sergeant exams despite high scores on the written examination, 

Chief Roberts therefore reluctantly promoted him to sergeant in November 2016. 

42. In November 2016, the Township also promoted two officers to lieutenant and two other 

officers to sergeant, all of whom were white males. Although Chief Roberts had promised 

6  Sergeant Fredericks held the position of "school resource officer," a position Plaintiff lobbied for him to receive. 

11 
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her that she was next to be promoted, Plaintiff was not promoted. The Department's dogged 

refusal to promote Plaintiff to the rank of captain because of her gender and in retaliation for 

speaking out against the biased promotional process not only denies her rightful 

advancement in the Department, but also prevents her from being eligible for future 

promotions. 

43. Not only did Chief Roberts seek to promote white male officers, but he also treated officers 

disparately with regard to opportunities within the Department, such as assignments to 

command and leadership schools and other training opportunities, which are considered 

prerequisites for promotion. 

44. For example, in February 2016, Chief Roberts instructed Plaintiff to complete an application 

for FBINAA training. However, in December 2016, Chief Roberts informed Plaintiff she 

would not need to attend the FBINAA because he claimed she was next to be promoted to 

captain. Two weeks later, Plaintiff discovered that Lt. Reiner, her only remaining 

competition on the current captain promotional list, was chosen to attend the FBINAA 

training in place of Plaintiff. Plaintiff voiced her displeasure to Chief Roberts, who claimed 

Lt. Reiner had a "hook" that allowed him to bypass the seven-year waiting list.7  The fact 

remains, however, that both white male lieutenants were selected to attend the FBIAA 

7  The 2016 Annual Report revealed that Chief Roberts confirmed that the school accepted Lt. Reiner in a year and 
half, and not the seven years it normally takes an officer. Given the waiting list, Lt. Reiner therefore must have bee 
in the application process in or around October 2015, and Chief Roberts' instruction that Plaintiff complete 
FBINAA application was deceptive because only one officer at a time may attend FBINAA, and Lt. Reiner war  
already in the process. The Report also revealed Chief Roberts chose Lt. Reiner since Lt. Reiner had Patrol 
experience. Plaintiff, on the other hand, has experience in not only Patrol, but also in the Professional Service 
Division, the bike unit, and as a sergeant in the Juvenile Detective Bureau, thereby making her more qualified tha 
Lt. Reiner, who has never worked in the PSD. The Department sent Lt. Borlan, who likewise has never bee 
assigned to PSD, to the FBINAA in 2014. 

12 
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training before Plaintiff. During the same conversation, Plaintiff also complained that 

minority officers were the victim of unfair and unequal treatment in assignments and 

training opportunities. 

45. When Plaintiff objected to this disparate and unfair treatment, Chief Roberts became so 

angry at Plaintiff that he told her he wanted to punch her in the face.8  

46. This disparate treatment has extended to desirable and specialized assignments within the 

Department. For example, before the November 2016 promotions, Plaintiff, as Division 

Commander, sought to recommend Sergeant Lacewell for the vacant sergeant position in 

PSD should the current sergeant be promoted. Chief Roberts, however, had already decided 

to fill the vacant position with Sergeant Teddy Cerra. Plaintiff expressed that Sgt. Lacewell 

was a better fit for the position and was senior in time and rank to Sgt. Cerra. Nonetheless, 

Chief Roberts promoted Sgt. Cerra to sergeant in PSD. 

47. In November 2016, Chief Roberts also filled a vacant sergeant position in Crime 

Suppression Unit ("CSU") with Sgt. Robert Ellis, a white male.9  Plaintiff questioned why 

Sgt. Dennis Hopson, an African American, was not considered for the position because he 

had submitted a "Dear Sir"1°  letter requesting consideration for the CSU position were it 

ever to become available. Sgt. Hopson had already been bypassed for the CSU position 

8  Chief Roberts then offered to send Plaintiff to the New Police Chiefs Orientation School although he consider 
FBINAA to be "the best command and leadership school in the world." 

9  Indeed, Sergeant Ellis is a junior sergeant whom Chief Roberts opted to send to leadership school over senior an 
minority sergeants. 

I°  The Department refers to any official memorandum/letter as a "Dear Sir," an anachronism given that there ar 
now actually women in the Department. Plaintiff complained about this outdated form in June 2017; however, 
was not eliminated until seven months later when Plaintiff complained a second time. 

13 
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three times to promote extremely ineffective supervisors and was far more senior and 

experienced than Sgt. Ellis, whom he had actually trained. 

48. Plaintiff's support for female, African-American and Hispanic officers resulted in not only 

her promotional bypass, but also additional acts of retaliation. Chief Roberts excluded her 

from Township and NJSACOP dinners and events which she would normally attend with 

Chief Roberts, Deputy Chief Grammar, and Lt. Borlan. Additionally, to torment, bully and 

demean her, Chief Roberts asked her to train Lt. Reiner in her duties in the PSD, including 

operating budgets, as well as notify Lt. Reiner of the dates of the Financial Oversight 

Meetings and Budget Hearings to give her the impression that she would be removed from 

her position. Furthermore, Chief Roberts regularly approached officers at the Department 

with false allegations against her. Chief Roberts also engaged in intense surveillance, 

ordering Plaintiff to write insignificant and unnecessary memoranda to waste her time, as 

well as treat her staff poorly. 

49. Chief Roberts' treatment of Plaintiff became so extreme that, in late November 2016, 

Deputy Chief Grammar, when re-organizing the Organizational Chart to account for the 

recent promotions, asked Plaintiff if she wanted to report directly to him instead of Chief 

Roberts. Plaintiff agreed to Grammar's offer; however, Grammar never effectuated the 

change, and she continued to have regular, negative interactions with Chief Roberts. 

50. Then, in January 2017, Plaintiff attended the Township's annual Martin Luther King 

("MLK") Breakfast along with prominent members of the Township. The master of 

ceremonies, Sgt. Sean Hebbon, kicked off the MLK Breakfast by complimenting Plaintiff 

for being an advocate and recruiter of diversity. He did not compliment Chief Roberts as 

14 
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generously.11 He further stated that Plaintiff's recruiting efforts have allowed the 

Department to become more diverse. Sgt. Hebbon's public comments enraged Chief 

Roberts, who refused to speak to Plaintiff for the rest of the MLK Breakfast. Once back at 

headquarters, Cpt. Borlan called Sgt. Hebbon into his office to inform him that he may have 

"shot himself in the foot" by complimenting Plaintiff. He even suggested that Sgt. Hebbon 

apologize to Chief Roberts, but Sgt. Hebbon refused, indicating that his statements were 

true. Lt. Borlan asked Sgt. Hebbon if Plaintiff had asked him to compliment her, which Sgt. 

Hebbon denied. Then, Chief Roberts subsequently asked Sgt. Hebbon the same question, 

which Sgt. Hebbon denied a second time. 

51. Since the MLK Breakfast, Chief Roberts' treatment of Plaintiff worsened further, as he 

refused to speak to her, alienated her in the Department, stripped her of her responsibilities 

as PSD Commanding Officer, and engaged in petty acts of harassment. 

52. For example, in February 2017, Plaintiff received an NJSACOP enrollment notice for the 

New Police Chiefs Orientation School. Chief Roberts refused to place the enrollment notice 

in the Department's announcement case even though Lt. Borlan's and Lt. Reiner's FBINAA 

acceptance letters were prominently displayed. Chief Roberts stated that he did not consider 

Plaintiff's enrollment to be as significant as attendance at FBINAA. 

53. After this incident, Plaintiff asked Deputy Chief Grammar to intervene with Chief Roberts, 

but he did not take any significant measures to protect Plaintiff, and Chief Roberts 

" On June 10, 2016, Chief Roberts was presented with a Special Recognition Award by the National Organization 
of Black Law Enforcement Executives ("NOBLE") for his contribution to ethnic diversity to the Department. 
However, in April 2017, an officer at the Department requested that the Award be rescinded, claiming that Plaintiff 
should be the recipient of the award. Indeed, this officer highlighted Chief Roberts' discrimination toward African-
Americans and Plaintiff's contribution to diversity in the Department. 

15 
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continued to retaliate against Plaintiff. In fact, since the MLK Breakfast, Chief Roberts, 

Deputy Chief Grammar and Lt. Borlan deliberately isolated Plaintiff from day-to-day 

information, planning and decision-making in the Department with which she was 

previously involved. 

54. On March 11, 2017, there was a scheduled public meeting in which the Department's 2016 

Annual Report was to be presented to the Township Manager and Township Council. 

Pursuant to past practice, the PSD lieutenant prepares the report and presents it to the 

Council, alongside the Chief, and Plaintiff has done so in each of the years that she has been 

the PSD lieutenant.12  However, in 2017, Chief Roberts opted to exclude Plaintiff from the 

public meeting even though she had composed the Annual Report. Chief Roberts claimed 

that only he was going to present the Annual Report, but he actually brought along Deputy 

Chief Grammar and Cpt. Borlan, who had never before attended. 

55. He excluded Plaintiff from the Public Safety meeting as well, a meeting she had regularly 

attended since 2012. Then, he told Plaintiff that she need not attend the Department Head 

meeting, another meeting she had attended since 2012.13  

56. Additionally, the Department consistently denied prestigious training opportunities to 

African-American officers to which Plaintiff objected. 

12  Plaintiff has been the PSD Lieutenant since 2012. In 2015, a public meeting was not scheduled so Plaintiff sen 
the report electronically. 

13  Chief Roberts also instructed Chief Deputy Grammar to order Plaintiff to spend at least six hours a day at her desl 
in her office. He also told Deputy Chief Grammar and Plaintiff that no members of the Department were allowed ti  
the PSD office even though Deputy Chief Grammar objected to this direction. Thereafter, many officers becam 
aware of Chief Roberts' order and would regularly yell questions from the hallway into Plaintiff's office to mocl 
Chief Roberts. 
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57. By memorandum dated March 13, 2017 to Township Manager and Chief Roberts, Sgt. 

Lilavois requested that he be sent to a command and leadership school to enhance his skills 

as a supervisor, to elevate his educational status, and to allow him to better compete in any 

future promotional process. Sgt. Lilavois explained that, since he was promoted to sergeant 

in April 2013, the Department had not offered him the opportunity to attend any such 

schools. Sgt. Lilavois went further to explain that not a single current or former black 

supervisor had been allowed to attend such a school whereas, over the past four years, four 

white officers had attended command and leadership schools (two of whom attended 

multiple schools) and then were subsequently reassigned to specialized units and/or were 

promoted to higher rank. Sgt. Lilavois even pointed out that the Department had 

surreptitiously sent a white male sergeant junior to him to a command and leadership school 

and then assigned him to an elite specialized unit within the Investigative Unit. Sgt. 

Lilavois specifically referenced racial discrimination, complaining about the "unfair, biased 

and discriminative categorization that I currently find myself unjustifiably confided to as a 

black supervisor in this police department." 

58. Chief Roberts openly accused Plaintiff of giving Sgt. Lilavois the idea of complaining about 

discrimination and even claimed she helped him compose the memorandum. 

59. Because her work environment continued to deteriorate, not improve, Plaintiff met with 

Township Manager Vomlocker on or around June 6, 2017 and provided him with an unfiled 

copy of a Notice of Tort Claim ("NOTC"), which was dated May 22, 2017. She also 

emailed the NOTC to Vornlocker and the Township attorney. The NOTC detailed 
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Plaintiff's complaints regarding discrimination, retaliation, and harassment, as described in 

the previous paragraphs of this Complaint. 

60. Approximately one week later, Plaintiff met with Vomlocker and the Township attorney to 

discuss the claims set forth in her NOTC. Plaintiff hoped that her complaints could be 

resolved internally without the need to take formal, official legal action against the 

Township. As relief, Plaintiff requested that she be removed from Chief Roberts' direct 

chain of command; that she be given equal opportunity to be promoted; and that the 

harassment and retaliation cease. 

61. Meanwhile, by email dated June 6, 2017, Deputy Chief Grammar noticed Lt. Maurice 

Guglielmo as Acting Chief of Police while he and Capt. Borlan attended Lt. Reiner's 

FBINAA graduation ceremony (the same program from which Plaintiff was deliberately 

excluded), and Chief Roberts was out-of-state. This action was in direct contravention to 

FTPD Operation Order 2007-05 ("Command Protocol"), which states that whenever the 

Chief of Police and Deputy Chief are unavailable, the PSD Commander, e.g., Plaintiff, is to 

be named Acting Chief of Police. Defendants' deviation from the clear language of 

Operation Order 2007-05 was nothing less than a total slight of Plaintiff and further attempt 

to undermine her authority in the Department. 

62. One week later, Plaintiff was called into Chief Roberts' office -- notwithstanding his 

awareness that she had just complained in writing about him. Also present were 

Vornlocker, Deputy Chief Grammar and Capt. Borlan. Chief Roberts announced that he 

planned to retire in or around February 2018. Thereafter, Plaintiff was excused from his 

office. 
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63. Approximately 45 minutes later, Vornlocker and Deputy Chief Grammar entered Plaintiff's 

office and instructed her to change the Organizational Chart so that she would now report 

directly to Deputy Chief Grammar, not Chief Roberts, to which Plaintiff agreed. During the 

meeting, she complained about Chief Roberts' conduct in naming Lt. Guglielmo as Acting 

Chief rather than her, Both Vornlocker and Deputy Chief Grammar agreed that Chief 

Roberts doubtless was seeking to punish and embarrass her. Vomlocker assured Plaintiff 

that she would no longer be isolated or excluded from key Departmental meetings and 

decisions and advised her that he had ordered Grammar to assist her in the future, as he had 

failed to do so in the past. After Vornlocker left the meeting, Deputy Chief Grammar 

apologized to Plaintiff for not assisting Plaintiff in the past. 

64. Deputy Chief Grammar's assurances, however, were short-lived and hollow. To wit, only a 

few days after the meeting in Plaintiff's office, he deliberately excluded Plaintiff from a 

meeting with one of Plaintiff's direct reports about his request to be relieved from his duties 

in the Department's accreditation program. Plaintiff brought the sergeant's written request 

to Deputy Chief Grammar for discussion on June 15, 2017, and Deputy Chief Grammar 

called for a joint meeting with the sergeant on June 19u1; however, he then deliberately 

excluded Plaintiff and met with her subordinate directly. Deputy Chief Grammar's petty 

exclusion occurred within days of meeting with Plaintiff and agreeing that this type of 

exclusion would cease. Plaintiff followed-up with an email dated June 20, 2017, requesting 

that "in the future that [she] be included in such meetings with PSD personnel." Once 

again, Deputy Chief Grammar apologized. 
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65. By email dated July 13, 2017, Councilwoman Kimberly Francois invited Plaintiff, as a 

member of the Franklin Youth Initiate, to attend an interactive meeting on July 25, 2017 at 

Franklin Middle School regarding the proposed new Youth Center. Plaintiff, along with 

Sgt. Sean Hebbon and numerous other members of the Department, attended the meeting.14  

The following morning, Plaintiff was ordered into Deputy Chief Grammar's office and 

verbally berated (in the presence of Captain Borlan) for having gone to the meeting. 

Although Plaintiff explained that Councilwoman Francois had invited her, Grammar and 

Captain Borlan were visibly angry. Grammar told Plaintiff that she had "no business being 

there," and that she must "ask permission if she wanted to attend any meetings in the 

future," Grammar also ordered her to forward to him Councilwoman Francois's email 

invitation to prove she was actually invited (even though the meeting was open to the 

public). Plaintiff queried whether Deputy Chief Grammar had required any of the other 

officers who had attend the meeting to obtain permission to attend. Deputy Chief Grammar 

refused to respond but again instructed her to obtain permission to participate in the future. 

66. Then, on September 22, 2017, Sgt. Hebbon notified Plaintiff that, a month and a half earlier, 

Chief Roberts had bypassed her entirely and had assigned him to attend a three-month 

NJSACOP Command and Leadership Academy.15  Training assignments are a direct 

function under Plaintiffs command as PSD commander, yet Plaintiff was not even notified 

of Sgt. Hebbon's registration until well after-the-fact. By email dated September 22, 2017, 

Plaintiff complained to Vornlocker and Township CFO Kathy Moody about this deviation 

14  As soon as she arrived at the meeting, Captain Borlan questioned her about her presence. 

15  Notably, Sgt. Hebbon's assignment came shortly after Sgt. I.,ilavois's complaint regarding the lack of leadershi 
opportunities for African-American officers. 
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from the proper operational procedure. Once again, Deputy Chief Grammar assured 

Plaintiff that "it would not happen again." 

67. Of course, it did "happen again" when, on December 12, 2017, Sgt. Greg Price notified 

Plaintiff that he had been assigned to the same NJSACOP Command and Leadership 

Academy. Once again, Plaintiff was intentionally not notified about this training 

assignment, which is a direct function of Plaintiffs PSD Division. 

68. Defendants not only excluded Plaintiff from meetings (to which she was invited) and from 

leadership training decisions, but also failed to notify her when a sergeant under her 

command was arrested and charged following an off-duty incident on November 1, 2017. 

Chief Roberts, Captain Borlan, Lt. Reiner, Lt. Guglielmo and Sgt. Holzheimer were all 

promptly made aware of the situation, but Plaintiff was deliberately excluded from any 

notification — at the very least that he would be absent from his shift -- despite the fact that 

she was the sergeant's direct supervisor. When Plaintiff complained to Captain Borlan, he 

told her that she "was told what she needed to know," to which Plaintiff replied that she had 

been told nothing. 

69. Plaintiff then complained directly to Vomlocker that she continued to be excluded from, and 

not notified of, operational matters, which, as a commanding officer, she should have been. 

Vornlocker agreed that Plaintiff should have been notified of the sergeant's arrest. Deputy 

Chief Grammar, who was on vacation at the time of the arrest, subsequently apologized to 

Plaintiff for not informing her. 

70. In this way, Plaintiff has been stripped of vital job responsibilities, subjected to intense 

surveillance, and excluded from key operational meetings and decision-making, including 
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about subjects under her direct command. For example, personnel assignments in the 

Investigative Division were directed through its commanding officer (Lt. Reiner) but 

Plaintiff was excluded from the chain of command for PSD assignments. 

71. The Township has exacerbated these adverse employment actions by failing to take any 

action whatsoever on Plaintiff's June 2017 written complaint. 

72. Meanwhile, in or around-  September 2017, Sgt. Dennis Hopson filed a discrimination suit 

against the Township and Chief Roberts, among others, alleging that the Department 

regularly passed over African-American officers for specialized jobs, training and 

promotions. His claims largely echo those made by Plaintiff in terms of discriminatory and 

retaliatory treatment at the hands of Chief Roberts. No doubt Chief Roberts blamed 

Plaintiff for this complaint as well. 

73. Chief Roberts accelerated his retirement to commence on December 31, 2017. Accordingly, 

on December 12, 2017, the Township Council voted (by a 7-2 margin) to begin the process 

to select a new Chief of Police. Per Township Code §50-10, only Deputy Chief Grammar 

and Lt. Guglielmo had the requisite time in grade to be eligible to compete for the position. 

Plaintiff was not eligible for promotion because she does not yet have six years in the rank 

of lieutenant.16  

74. Having had her complaints ignored and the harassment having escalated, Plaintiff formally 

filed her NOTC on January 2, 2018. 

16  To resolve Plaintiff's promotional claims and allow for full and fair competition, the Township could have either 
delayed the promotional process until July 2018 when Plaintiff achieved six years as lieutenant or amended th 
promotional ordinance to require only five years as lieutenant as a prerequisite; however, the Township did neither. 
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75. On or around January 5, 2018, the Township promoted Grammar to Chief of Police despite 

the fact that he is named as an individual defendant in Sgt. Hopson's lawsuit and Plaintiff 

filed a written discrimination and harassment complaint against him in June 2017. 

76. Following her January 2, 2018 NOTC, Defendants further retaliated against Plaintiff by 

notifying her that she was the subject of a bogus, manufactured Internal Affairs complaint, 

placing her on administrative leave of absence and sending her for a fitness-for-duty 

examination. Not only do Defendants' actions smack of retaliation, but they also evidence 

disparate treatment, as multiple other male officers in the Department, including Chief 

Grammar, have been accused of harassment and bullying, but the Department did not open 

Internal Affairs investigations, and no singularly-situated male officers were placed on 

administrative leave and/or forced to appear for a fitness-for-duty examination. 

77. Around the same time, Chief Grammar moved the Traffic Bureau out of the PSD, which is 

Plaintiff's command, and into the Patrol Division. Plaintiff's action not only stripped 

Plaintiff of a vital command responsibility but also deprived her of a 3.5% stipend which 

she received for her supervision of the Traffic Bureau pursuant to the parties Collective 

Bargaining Agreement. 

78. Chief Grammar also removed PSD's responsibility for putting out dialogic notices for after-

hours outside jobs, which eliminated overtime opportunities for PSD officers. 

79. Plaintiff is a public employee and has suffered discrimination and disparate treatment 

resulting in a hostile work environment, a failure to address her complaints, the undermining 

of her authority as a supervisor, petty acts of harassment, a promotional bypass, and other 

acts of disparate treatment. The Department and the Township have failed to take any real 
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or proper corrective action, despite being put on notice of the discrimination and retaliation 

suffered by Plaintiff, and have instead responded with additional efforts to harass her, to 

retaliate against her, and to punish her for voicing valid complaints about the Department. 

COUNT ONE 

(Harassment on the Basis of Sex in Violation of NJLAD) 

80. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each and every allegation made previously herein. 

81. During her employment at the Department, Plaintiff has been continuously subjected to 

harassing comments and conduct because of her gender, much of it by upper-level 

management and/or Plaintiff's supervisors. 

82. The conduct was severe and pervasive enough to make a reasonable woman believe that the 

conditions of her employment were altered and that the working environment was 

intimidating, hostile and abusive. 

83. Plaintiff complained to upper level management and officials about the harassment, 

retaliation, and disparate treatment to which she was being subjected. However, no action 

was taken against the culpable parties who were protected by Defendants, which directly 

condoned and participated in the misconduct by allowing the aforesaid conduct to continue 

and by failing to conduct a proper investigation of Plaintiff's complaints. Plaintiff was thus 

continually subjected to a hostile work environment and ongoing acts of retaliation. 

84. Defendants are liable for the acts of its employees pursuant to the doctrine of. Respondeat 

Superior. Moreover, the custom, policy, and practices of the employer caused Plaintiff to be 

harmed. 
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85. As a direct result of Defendants' wrongful actions in violation of the NJLAD, Plaintiff has 

been deprived of employment rights and other rights, has been denied a permanent 

promotion, and has lost wages, pension and seniority benefits, and other emoluments of the 

position. Plaintiff has sustained injuries to her reputation and employability. Plaintiff has 

also suffered emotional distress, pain and suffering. Further, Plaintiff has been compelled to 

retain an attorney to vindicate her rights. Additionally, Plaintiff has been otherwise injured. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment jointly and severally against Defendants fo 

seniority level back pay, front pay, restoration of all seniority and all employee benefit 

that Plaintiff may have lost, compensatory damages for pain and suffering as well as los 

of earnings and other employee benefits, damages for reputational and caree 

development injury, consequential damages, incidental damages, punitive damages. 

attorney's fees and costs of suit, injunctive relief requiring: (1) the retroactive promotio 

of Plaintiff to the rank of captain as of June 2016 (with all the emoluments of the rightfu 

promotional position), (2) revision of the Department's promotional process; and (3 

remediation of Defendants' discrimination, harassment and retaliation through affirmativ 

action, and any other relief deemed by the Court to be equitable and just. 

COUNT TWO 

(Discrimination on the Basis of Sex in Violation of NJLAD) 

86. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each and every allegation made previously herein. 

87. Plaintiff is a woman and one therefore is in a class protected by the NJLAD. 

88. Plaintiff was qualified for the position of captain in 2016. 
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89. Defendants rejected Plaintiff for the position of captain despite her qualifications and 

instead promoted a male to the rank of captain in lieu of promoting Plaintiff. 

90. Defendants also treated her disparately because of her gender by subjecting her to 

heightened scrutiny, intense surveillance, unfavorable assignments, denial of training 

opportunities, stripping her off her command and authority in the Department, a bogus 

internal affairs investigation, a baseless fitness-for-duty examination, illegal orders, threats 

of discipline, multiple humiliations, and other adverse employment acts. 

91. Defendants therefore violated Plaintiffs rights guaranteed by the NJLAD. Defendants 

committed unlawful employment practices by failing to rightfully promote Plaintiff because 

of her gender and depriving her of the economic benefits and privileges of the position, and 

taking other adverse employment actions against her. 

92. Defendants are liable for the acts of its employees pursuant to the doctrine of Respondeat 

Superior. Moreover, the custom, policy, and practices of the employer caused Plaintiff to be 

harmed. 

93. As a direct result of Defendants' wrongful actions in violation of the NJLAD, Plaintiff has 

been deprived of employment rights and other rights, has been denied a permanent 

promotion, and has lost wages, pension and seniority benefits, and other emoluments of the 

position. Plaintiff has sustained injuries to her reputation and employability. Plaintiff has 

also suffered emotional distress, pain and suffering. Further, Plaintiff has been compelled to 

retain an attorney to vindicate her rights. Additionally, Plaintiff has been otherwise injured. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment jointly and severally against Defendants fol. 

seniority level back pay, front pay, restoration of all seniority and all employee benefit'  
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that Plaintiff may have lost, compensatory damages for pain and suffering as well as los 

of earnings and other employee benefits, damages for reputational and career developmen 

injury, consequential damages, incidental damages, punitive damages, attorney's fees an 

costs of suit, injunctive relief requiring: (1) the retroactive promotion of Plaintiff to th 

rank of captain as of June 2016 (with all the emoluments of the rightful promotiona 

position), (2) revision of the Department's promotional process; and (3) remediation o 

Defendants' discrimination, harassment and retaliation through affirmative action, and an 

other relief deemed by the Court to be equitable and just. 

COUNT THREE  

(Retaliation in Violation of NJLAD, N.J.S.A. 10:5-12(d)) 

94. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each and every allegation made previously herein. 

95. Plaintiff complained to management and upper management about the disparate treatment 

and harassment she endured and voiced complaints about her hostile work environment. 

96. Plaintiff also supported and/or was perceived to support the complaints of female and 

African-Americans officers in the workplace. 

97. Thereafter, Plaintiff was subjected to unjustified and intense on the job harassment, 

intimidation, threats of discipline, undermining of her authority, humiliations, heightened 

scrutiny, intense surveillance, unfavorable assignments, denial of training opportunities, 

stripping her off her command and authority in the Department, a bogus internal affairs 

investigation, a baseless fitness-for•-duty examination, illegal orders, and other adverse 

employment acts. 
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98. She also was not promoted to the rank of captain on pretextual grounds after voicing these 

complaints and was thus retaliated against for her valid complaints about discrimination and 

a hostile workplace at the Department. 

99. There was a causal connection between her complaints and these adverse employment 

actions. 

100. Defendants are liable for the acts of its employees pursuant to the doctrine of 

Respondeat Superior. Moreover, the custom, policy, and practices of the employer caused 

Plaintiff to be harmed. 

101. As a direct result of Defendants' wrongful actions in violation of the NJLAD, Plaintiff 

has been deprived of employment rights and other rights, has been denied a permanent 

promotion, and has lost wages, pension and seniority benefits, and other emoluments of the 

position. Plaintiff has sustained injuries to her reputation and employability. Plaintiff has 

also suffered emotional distress, pain and suffering. Further, Plaintiff has been compelled to 

retain an attorney to vindicate her rights. Additionally, Plaintiff has been otherwise injured. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment jointly and severally against Defendants for 

seniority level back pay, front pay, restoration of all seniority and all employee benefit'  

that Plaintiff may have lost, compensatory damages for• pain and suffering as well as los • 

of earnings and other employee benefits, damages for reputational and career developmen 

injury, consequential damages, incidental damages, punitive damages, attorney's fees an 

costs of suit, injunctive relief requiring: (1) the retroactive promotion of Plaintiff to th 

rank of captain as of June 2016 (with all the emoluments of the rightful promotiona 

position), (2) revision of the Department's promotional process, and (3) remediation o 
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;Defendants' discrimination, harassment and retaliation through affirmative action, an 

any other relief deemed by the Court to be equitable and just. 

COUNT FOUR 

(New Jersey Civil Rights Act, N.J.S.A. 10:6-1, et seq., 
Violation of Constitutional and Statutory Rights) 

102. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each and every allegation made previously herein. 

103. Defendants violated N.J.S.A. 40A:14-129, which requires, in non-civil service 

jurisdictions, that "[d]ue consideration shall be given to the member or officer so proposed 

for the promotion, to the length and merit of his service and preference shall be given 

according to seniority in service." 

104. Defendants' failure to give "due consideration" to the length and merit of Plaintiff's 

service to the Department, including her seniority, violated N.J.S.A. 40A:14-129. 

105. Likewise, Defendants failed to follow the express terms of their own promotional 

ordinance. 

106. The promotional process was also fatally flawed by its lack of any objective standards 

for judging the merit and fitness of each candidate for promotion pursuant to N.J.S.A.  

40A:14-129. Instead, it consisted only of a highly subjective administrative review of the 

candidate's personnel file, an entirely subjective oral interview, and completely subjective 

essay questions. The promotional process had no protections against conflict of interest or 

bias, nor are there any objective components, such as a written examination. The 

promotional process faulty as well for its lack of transparency and not explaining how 

candidates are to be uniformly and fairly ranked and appraised, not containing a point 

system, not releasing rankings, and not providing for appeal rights. 
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107. Defendants' promotional bypass of Plaintiff, promotion of Borlan to the position of 

captain and continuing refusal to promote her were thus clearly arbitrary, capricious, and 

unreasonable decisions. 

108. In failing to administer the criteria of merit and fitness for the promotion and bypassing 

Plaintiff without any legitimate basis pursuant to an invalid promotional process, 

Defendants committed an ultra vires act violative of the New Jersey Constitution, state 

statutes and applicable caselaw. 

109. Defendants are liable to Plaintiff under the New Jersey Civil Rights Act, N.J.S.A.  10:6-1 

to 10:6-2, which creates a state law cause of action for violations of an individual's state 

constitutional and statutory rights. N.J.S.A.  10:6-2(c) provides a remedy against public 

Defendants for a person who demonstrates that he or she "has been deprived of any 

substantive rights, privileges or immunities secured by the Constitution or laws of this 

State." Such person "may bring a civil action for damages and for injunctive or other 

appropriate relief." N.J.S.A.  10:6-2(c). 

110. Defendants also violated Plaintiff's right to freedom of speech, as guaranteed by Article 

I, paragraph 6 of the New Jersey Constitution. Plaintiff engaged in constitutionally-

protected speech involving matters of public concern, and Defendants retaliated against her 

as a result. 

111. Defendants have engaged in other retaliatory adverse employment actions and 

harassment, including, but is not limited to, the failure to promote her, a hostile work 

environment, disparate treatment, intense surveillance, unfavorable assignments, the denial 
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of training opportunities, a bogus internal affairs investigation, threats of discipline, petty 

acts of harassment, and other adverse employment actions. 

112. All actions alleged against Defendants were carried out under color of state law. 

113. Defendants are liable for the acts of their employees/agents/officials pursuant to the 

doctrine of Respondeat Superior. Moreover, the custom, policy and practices of the 

employer caused Plaintiff harm. 

114. Defendants' acts were discriminatory, wrongful, without basis in law or in fact, arbitrary, 

capricious, unconscionable, contrary to constitutional, statutory and decisional law and 

otherwise erroneous. 

115. As a direct result of Defendants' wrongful actions in violation of the NJCRA, Plaintiff 

has been deprived of employment rights and other rights, has been denied a permanent 

promotion, and has lost wages, pension and seniority benefits, and other emoluments of the 

position. Plaintiff has sustained injuries to her reputation and employability. Plaintiff has 

also suffered emotional distress, pain and suffering. Further, Plaintiff has been compelled to 

retain an attorney to vindicate her rights. Additionally, Plaintiff has been otherwise injured. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment jointly and severally against Defendants for 

seniority level back pay, front pay, restoration of all seniority and all employee benefit•  

that Plaintiff may have lost, compensatory damages for pain and suffering as well as los 

of earnings and other employee benefits, damages for reputational and career developmen 

injury, consequential damages, incidental damages, punitive damages, attorney's fees an 

costs of suit, injunctive relief requiring (1) the retroactive promotion of Plaintiff to the  

rank of captain as of June 2016 (with all the emoluments of the rightful promotiona 
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position), (2) revision of the Department's promotional process; and (3) remediation o 

Defendants' discrimination, harassment and retaliation through affirmative action, and an 

other relief deemed by the Court to be equitable and just. 

COUNT FIVE  

(Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress) 

116. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each and every allegation made previously herein. 

117. As set forth in preceding paragraphs, Plaintiff was subjected to multiple adverse 

employment actions, including, but not limited to, disparate treatment, harassment, a hostile 

work environment, failure to investigate Plaintiff's complaints, petty acts of harassment, a 

promotional bypass, a baseless fitness-for-duty examination, illegal orders, threats of 

discipline, and other adverse employment decisions. 

118. Plaintiff's multiple complaints went unheeded, and she was continually subjected to 

demeaning, discriminatory, and distressing behavior by Defendants. 

119. Defendants intentionally imposed verbal and mental abuse on Plaintiff, forced her to 

endure a hostile, abusive, and embarrassing work environment, and caused her to suffer 

severe mental and emotional distress. As a direct, foreseeable, and proximate result of the 

actions of Defendants, Plaintiff has suffered and will continue to suffer damages, including, 

but not limited to, severe emotional distress, humiliation, embarrassment, physical harm, 

and severe anxiety manifesting itself in physical and psychological symptoms. 

120. All of the Defendants did intentionally, maliciously, and/or in gross and wonton 

disregard of the safety and well-being of Plaintiff, cause Plaintiff to sustain severe emotional 

upset and injury. 
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121. Defendants are responsible for the actions of their employees/agents/officials pursuant to 

the doctrine of Respondeat Superior. Moreover, the custom, policy and practices of the 

employer caused Plaintiff harm. 

122. Defendants' acts were discriminatory, wrongful, without basis in law or in fact, arbitrary, 

capricious, unconscionable, contrary to constitutional law and otherwise erroneous. 

123. As a direct result of Defendants' wrongful actions, Plaintiff has been deprived of 

employment rights and other rights, has been denied a permanent promotion, and has lost 

wages, pension and seniority benefits, and other emoluments of the position. Plaintiff has 

sustained injuries to her reputation and employability. Plaintiff has also suffered emotional 

distress, pain and suffering. Further, Plaintiff has been compelled to retain an attorney to 

vindicate her rights. Additionally, Plaintiff has been otherwise injured. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment jointly and severally against Defendants foi 

seniority level back pay, front pay, restoration of all seniority and all employee benefit'  

that Plaintiff may have lost, compensatory damages for pain and suffering as well as los 

of earnings and other employee benefits, damages for reputational and career developmen 

injury, consequential damages, incidental damages, punitive damages, attorney's fees an•  

costs of suit, injunctive relief requiring (1) the retroactive promotion of Plaintiff to the  

rank of captain as of June 2016 (with all the emoluments of the rightful promotion 

position), (2) revision of the Department's promotional process; and (3) remediation o 

Defendants' discrimination, harassment and retaliation through affirmative action, and an 

other relief deemed by the Court to be equitable and just. 
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COUNT SIX 

(Discrimination and Harassment on the Basis of Disability in Violation of NJLAD) 

124. Plaintiff incorporates by reference each and every allegation made previously herein. 

125. On March 28, 2018, Defendants placed Plaintiff on an administrative leave of absence 

and sent her for a fitness-for-duty examination at the Institute for Forensic Psychology 

("IFP") because of a vague and generally baseless IA complaint charging her with 

"harassment, bullying and intimidation." 

126. The fitness-for-duty examination was not job-related or consistent with business 

necessity. 

127. Not only did Defendants not have the predicate grounds to send Plaintiff for a fitness-

for-duty examination, but multiple other officers in the Department have been accused of 

harassment and bullying, but the Department did not open Internal Affairs investigations, 

place them on administrative leave and/or force them to appear for fitness-for-duty 

examinations. 

128. Plaintiff nevertheless submitted to the fitness-for-duty examination as ordered. 

Thereafter, Defendants ordered Plaintiff to sign a release to disclose her medical records 

under threat of disciplinary charges for insubordination. 

129. Neither IFP nor Defendants articulated legitimate, particularized need for Plaintiff's 

records (other than to retaliate against and harass Plaintiff). 

130. The release instead was excessively broad, overly intrusive, and not limited to 

determining whether Plaintiff could perform the essential functions of her job without 

posing a direct threat. 
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131. Plaintiff put Defendants and IFP on notice that its order was illegal; nevertheless, 

Defendants refused to rescind the order. 

132. Defendants therefore violated the NJLAD's prohibition against discrimination against 

individuals who are disabled or perceived as being disabled within the meaning of the 

NJLAD, N.J.S.A. 10:5-5(q) and its prohibition against retaliation against individuals raising 

a complaint of same. Defendants further violated Plaintiff's legitimate interest in privacy 

and the confidentiality of her medical records to conduct a fishing expedition to obtain 

discovery for the instant suit and/or to find grounds to manufacture additional disciplinary 

charges against her. 

133. The conduct was severe and pervasive enough to make a reasonable person believe that 

the conditions of her employment were altered and that the working environment was 

intimidating, hostile and abusive. 

134. Defendants are liable for the acts of its employees pursuant to the doctrine of 

Respondeat Superior. Moreover, the custom, policy, and practices of the employer caused 

Plaintiff to be harmed, 

135. As a direct result of Defendants' wrongful actions in violation of the NJLAD, Plaintiff 

has been deprived of employment rights and other rights, has been denied a permanent 

promotion, and has lost wages, pension and seniority benefits, and other emoluments of the 

position. Plaintiff has sustained injuries to her reputation and employability. Plaintiff has 

also suffered emotional distress, pain and suffering. Further, Plaintiff has been compelled to 

retain an attorney to vindicate her rights. Additionally, Plaintiff has been otherwise injured. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment jointly and severally against Defendants foi 

seniority level back pay, front pay, restoration of all seniority and all employee benefit• 

that Plaintiff may have lost, compensatory damages for pain and suffering as well as los'  

of earnings and other employee benefits, damages for reputational and career developmen 

injury, consequential damages, incidental damages, punitive damages, attorney's fees an• 

costs of suit, injunctive relief requiring: (1) the retroactive promotion of Plaintiff to the  

rank of captain as of June 2016 (with all the emoluments of the rightful promotiona 

position), (2) revision of the Department's promotional process; and (3) remediation o 

Defendant& discrimination, harassment and retaliation through affirmative action, and an 

other relief deemed by the Court to be equitable and just. 

DESIGNATION OF TRIAL COUNSEL  

Pursuant to R.4:25-4, GINA MENDOLA LONGARZO is hereby designated as tria 

counsel. 

DEMAND FOR TRIAL BY JURY 

Please take notice that Plaintiff KRISTEN DURHAM demands a trial by jury. 

LAW OFFICES OF GINA MENDOLA 
LONGA 0, LLC 

By: 

Dated: June 1, 2018 

GINA E 	ONGARZO, ESQ. 
Attorneys for Pla 	f 
KRISTEN DURHAM 
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CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO RULE 4:5-1  

I hereby certify that, pursuant to R. 4:5-1, the present matter in controversy is not th 

subject of any other action pending in any court of law, nor is any other action or arbitratio 

proceeding contemplated. 

LAW OFFICES OF GINA MENDOLA 
LONGARZO, LLC 

Dated: June 1, 2018 

By: 	  
GINA M__:1\IDOL ONGARZO, ESQ. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
KRISTEN DURHAM 
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PROOF OF MAILING/CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that the within Amended Complaint, Designation of Trial Counsel an•  

Jury Demand was e-filed with the Clerk of Somerset County, as deputy Clerk of the Superioi 

Court of Somerset County, New Jersey. 

I certify that the foregoing statements made by me are true. I am aware that if any of the  

foregoing statements made by me are willfully false, I am subject to punishment. 

LAW OFFICES OF GINA MENDOLA 
LONGARZO, LLC 

By: 

Dated: June 1, 2018 

GINA EN 	ONGARZO, ESQ. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
KRISTEN DURHAM 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE 

This Settlement Agreement and Release ("Agreement") is made by and among Plaintiff 

Kristen Durham ("Durham") and Defendants Township of Franklin and the Franklin Township 

Police Department (collectively, "Defendants"). Plaintiff and Defendants are collectively 

referred to herein as the "Parties." 

BACKGROUND  

WHEREAS, Durham is employed as a police officer at the Franklin Township Police 

Department with the rank of lieutenant; and 

WHEREAS, on or about May 8, 2018, Durham filed a lawsuit against Defendants 

entitled Durham v Township of Franklin, et als., in the Superior Court of New Jersey, Somerset 

County, Law Division (Docket No. SOM-L-00603-18) in which she claimed, inter alia, 

violations of the New Jersey Law Against Discrimination and the New Jersey Civil Rights Act 

(the "Litigation"); and 

WHEREAS, Durham sought damages for lost wages and personal injuries; and 

WHEREAS, Defendants have denied all allegations made by Durham; and 

WHEREAS, Defendants underwent a cost-benefit analysis and determined that it was 

appropriate to resolve this matter at this stage of the Litigation based upon purely financial 

considerations; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties have consulted with their respective attorneys prior to executing 

this Agreement and have had an adequate opportunity to consider the Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to settle with prejudice all claims, disputes or causes of 

action which may exist between them, including those which were or could have been asserted in 

the Litigation and represent there are no other actions pending; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, in mutual consideration of the termination of the Litigation and 

the further promises and covenants that hereafter follow, the Parties hereby agree to end, on the 

terms and conditions set forth below, all existing or potential disputes between them, whether 

currently known or unknown, which arose on or before the Effective Date of this Agreement: 

TERMS 

1. Dismissal of Claims. A Stipulation of Dismissal with Prejudice, in the form of 

Exhibit A attached hereto, will be submitted for entry by the Court with respect to the Litigation 

within 10 days after the receipt of the consideration payable to Durham by Defendants. The 

Parties agree to take all steps necessary to ensure entry of the Order and further agree that the 

Stipulation, coupled with this Agreement, will terminate the Litigation and all claims between 

the Parties with prejudice and without an award of costs or attorneys' fees to either. 

2. Mutual Release and Waiver. In consideration for the payment and promises 

described in paragraphs 3 and 5, and elsewhere in this Agreement, the Parties to this Agreement 

fully release and forever discharge each other of and from any and all claims, actions, causes of 

action, back pay, front pay, contracts, agreements, compensation, pay, promises, charges, 

judgments, grievances, obligations, rights, demands, debts, sums of money, salaries, wages, 

benefits, physical injury, pain, suffering, emotional distress, compensatory damages, punitive 

damages, attorneys' fees, expenses, costs, losses liabilities, damages, or accountings of whatever 

nature, whether known or unknown, disclosed or undisclosed, asserted or unasserted, in law or 

equity, contract or tort or otherwise (collectively, "Claim" or "Claims"), through the Effective 

Date of this Agreement, including, but not limited to, any and all Claims of gender or sex 

discrimination, harassment, retaliation, and any and all tort Claims or contract Claims or Claims 

for general damages, and any and all Claims arising under, made, regarding, or involving: any 
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federal, state or local laws or under the common law; violations of any federal, state or local fair 

employment practices or civil rights laws or ordinances; Claims for personal injury, defamation, 

wrongful conduct, or wrongful discharge; the Civil Rights Acts of 1866 and 1871, as amended, 

42 U.S.C. §1981; the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, including Title VII; the Americans 

with Disabilities Act; the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, as amended; the Older 

Workers Benefit Protection Act; the Employee Retirement Income Security Act; the Fair Labor 

Standards Act; the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; Executive Order 11246; the federal Family and 

Medical Leave Act; state Family and Medical Leave Acts; Claims alleging retaliation under the 

Worker's Compensation Act; the Unemployment Compensation Law; the National Labor 

Relations Act, as amended; any and all state wage payment and collection laws; Pickering's 

policies, practices, collective bargaining agreements, contracts, benefits or understandings; any 

Claims arising out of any relationship, including employment relationship, between or among 

Durham and Defendants predating the Effective Date of this Agreement; any and all grievances, 

or demands for mediation or arbitration, or Claims or demands under Defendants' policies and 

procedures; and any and all Claims asserted, or which could have been asserted, in the Litigation 

referenced above, including any Claims against any current or former agents, officials or 

employees of the Township of Franklin. 

The Parties to this Agreement hereby specifically waive, release and give up all Claims 

and rights, as described in the preceding paragraph, whether now known or unknown, which they 

have or may have, against the other, occurring before the Effective Date of this Agreement. The 

Parties understand that they are waiving, releasing and giving up all Claims and rights that they 

know about and all Claims and rights that they may not know about. This release does not apply 
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to Claims based on facts occurring after the Effective Date of this Agreement or claims against 

the Township of Franklin for failure to perform any of their obligations under this Agreement 

3. Settlement Payments. In exchange for and in consideration of Durham's 

promises as set forth above and below, and in full and complete settlement, release and discharge 

of all of the actual and/or potential claims described above, including those asserted in the 

Litigation, Defendants agree to tender the sum of Three Hundred Thousand Dollars 

($300,000.00) to Durham. This amount will be paid by a check made payable to the Law Offices 

of Gina Mendola Longarzo, LLC in Trust for Kristen Durham in full and final satisfaction of 

alleged tort damages attributable to purported physical illness. The amount set forth on the 

check described above will not be subject to any withholdings and will be on a 1099 form issued 

to the Law Offices of Gina Mendola Longarzo, LLC. The payment shall be made within forty-

five (45) days of the date upon which this Agreement is ratified by the Township of Franklin. 

4. Continued Employment.  The parties agree that Durham will remain on a paid 

personal administrative leave until June 1, 2021 or the month following the date on which she 

achieves 25 years of service credit in the New Jersey Division of Pensions, Police and Firemen's 

Retirement System, whichever occurs later, at which time she agrees to retire in accordance with 

paragraph 8, below; however, should Durham not have 25 years of service credit as of June 1, 

2021, then Durham shall be required to use her accumulated personal, sick and vacation time to 

obtain her 25 years of service credit for a period not to exceed 30 days. During this period, 

Durham shall be entitled to all contractual benefits except that she shall not be entitled to accrue 

any vacation or personal days. As an active employee, Durham will be entitled to health 

benefits, subject to the appropriate contribution. On retirement and because Durham has 

achieved 15 years of PFRS credit as of June 28, 2011, she will not be required to contribute any 
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amount to the cost of health care benefits upon retirement as set forth in the Collective 

Negotiations Agreement between the Town and the Superior Officers Association. 

During this period, Durham shall be subject to recall at all times to handle assignments 

directed at the sole discretion of the Township and completed in a manner directed by the 

Township. Durham may attend law enforcement training at her cost and shall notify the 

Department of all such completed training. Durham agrees that she will not contact, request, 

apply for or solicit work assignments from any Town or Police Department officials or 

employees at any time. Durham further agrees that she will not apply for any promotion in the 

event one should occur during this period. Durham understands that if she acts contrary to these 

provisions the Township will have the right to immediately terminate her employment. 

5. 	Taxability of Settlement Payments. Durham represents and warrants that 

neither Defendants nor counsel to the Parties in the Litigation provided any advice regarding the 

taxability of the settlement amount paid pursuant to Paragraph 3. Durham acknowledges and 

agrees that she is solely responsible for payment of any and all federal, state and local taxes 

which may be due from the settlement sum in the event that it is determined that any taxes are 

owed based on the taxation laws in effect on the date of execution of this Agreement or become 

due at any time in the future because of a change to the laws governing the taxation of such 

settlement proceeds. Durham further acknowledges and agrees to hold harmless Defendants and 

counsel to the Parties in the Litigation in the event that any federal, state or local taxing authority 

asserts any claim for unpaid taxes, failure to withhold taxes, or interest based upon the Township 

of Franklin's payment of these sums to Durham. 
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6. Reimbursement of Time. Defendants shall restore to Durham 128 hours of sick 

time and 384 hours of vacation time to Durham's accumulated time bank within forty-five (45) 

days of the date upon which this Agreement is ratified by the Township of Franklin. 

7. Approval by Township of Franklin. Durham understands that this Agreement 

is subject to final approval by the Township of Franklin and is without prejudice to any Party if 

the Agreement is not ratified. Durham is not bound by the Agreement until it has been ratified 

by the Township of Franklin. The Township of

( 

 Franklin shall vote on approval of the 

jot  q Agreement at its next regularly scheduled meeting on 	, 2019, and payment shall be made 

within forty-five (45) days of the approval by the Township of Franklin. Upon ratification, the 

Township of Franklin shall cause a copy of the relevant resolution to be forwarded to Durham. 

8. Retirement. Durham covenants and agrees that, as has always been her intent, 

she shall retire no later than June 1, 2021 or the month following the date on which she achieves 

25 years of service credit in the New Jersey Division of Pensions, Police and Firemen's 

Retirement System, whichever occurs later. Durham shall submit all documents necessary to 

make her retirement effective on that date. Durham shall be entitled to all contractual benefits 

upon her retirement in good standing. The Township of Franklin shall submit the Certification 

of Service and Final Salary on a timely basis and shall affirm that Durham is an employee in 

active service and that there are no pending, active or contemplated disciplinary actions against 

Durham by the Township. The Township, however, makes no representation whatsoever 

regarding the amount of pension Durham will be entitled to in retirement. Upon retirement, the 

Township of Franklin will provide Durham with a retirement badge and identification card and 

will support any application by Durham to carry a firearm in retirement. 
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9. No Other Claims.  Durham represents there are no pending lawsuits, charges or 

other claims of any nature whatsoever by her against Defendants in any state or federal court, 

agency or other administrative body, other than this Litigation. Defendants likewise represent 

there are no pending lawsuits, charges or other claims of any nature whatsoever by them against 

Durham in any state or federal court, agency or other administrative body, including any 

disciplinary actions and/or Internal Affairs complaints or investigations. 

10. Mutual Non-Disparagement.  The Parties shall not take any actions or make or 

solicit any statements (written or oral), or cause others to make or solicit any statements (written 

or oral) which in any way disparage, criticize or otherwise reflect negatively or adversely upon 

any Party (unless such statements are made under oath at a deposition or at trial) or which would 

otherwise encourage any adverse action against the Parties. Although the Parties may have 

agreed to keep the settlement and underlying facts confidential, such a provision is 

unenforceable against the Township of Franklin if Durham publicly reveals sufficient 

details of the claim so that the Township of Franklin is reasonably identifiable. 

11. Neutral Job Reference.  In the event Defendants are contacted by any person or 

entity seeking a professional, personal, or character reference related to Durham, all parties 

agree that Defendants shall advise such person or entity that it is the policy of the Township of 

Franklin to solely provide information verifying employment, dates, and title and will advise 

such person or entity that Durham is employed/retired in good standing. Defendants shall not 

retaliate against or adversely affect Durham's prospective employment, or take any action that 

may adversely affect Durham's efforts to obtain employment. Defendants shall not refer in any 

way to the Litigation when communicating with prospective reference-seekers seeking a 

reference for Durham. 
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10. No Admission of Liability. This Agreement is not, and shall not in any way be 

considered or construed as an admission of liability by Defendants. Additionally, this 

Agreement is not, and shall not in any way be considered or construed as an admission of 

liability or wrongdoing by Durham. 

11. Child Support Search.  Durham represents that, prior to the execution of this 

Agreement she will have, through counsel, provided Defendants, through their counsel, with a 

certification and child support judgment search compliant with N.J.S.A. 2A:17-56.23b and 

agrees that the settlement proceeds described in this Agreement shall be paid in accordance with 

N.J.S.A. 2A:17-56.23b and/or other applicable law. 

12. Breach of Agreement/Attorneys' Fees.  In the event that either Party brings an 

action to enforce the terms of this Agreement or as a result of a breach of the Agreement by the 

opposite party, in addition to any remedies available at law or in equity, the non-breaching Party 

shall be entitled to an award of reasonable attorneys' fees and costs incurred in connection with 

that enforcement or breach action should such a breach be proven. 

13. Enforceability and Severability. Should any provisions of this Agreement be 

held to be illegal, void or unenforceable, such provision shall be of no force or effect. However, 

the illegality or unenforceability of any such provision shall have no effect upon, and shall not 

impair the enforceability of, any other provision of this Agreement. 

14. Drafting and Negotiation by Counsel. The Parties represent that they were 

represented by counsel throughout the negotiation and settlement of the Litigation, and that 

counsel participated in and negotiated the language contained in this Agreement. The Parties 

further agree that the terms of this Agreement, having been negotiated at arms' length by all 
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Parties, shall not be construed against the drafter in any respect. In the event an ambiguity exists 

in any provision of this Agreement, such ambiguity shall not be construed against the drafter. 

15. No Modification. No modification or waiver of any of the terms of this 

Agreement shall be valid unless in writing and signed by all Parties. No waiver of any breach or 

default hereunder shall be deemed a waiver of any subsequent breach or default of the same, 

similar or different nature. 

16. Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the 

Parties concerning the matters set forth in this document save for the terms of a letter from the 

Department indicating that any pending or potential Internal Affairs cases against Lt. Durham are 

hereby administratively closed, not sustained and dismissed with prejudice and that there are no 

pending or contemplated Internal Affairs investigations and charges at this time. 

17. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed and delivered in two or more 

counterparts, each of which when so executed and delivered shall be an original. 

18. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in 

accordance with the laws of the State of New Jersey. 

19. Effective Date. The Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date upon 

which the last Party has executed this Agreement. 

20. OWBPA Rights. Durham understands that, pursuant to the Older Workers 

Benefit Protection Act of 1990, she is entitled to consult with an attorney and to have twenty-one 

(21) days within which to fully consider this Agreement. Durham shall have seven (7) days 

following her signing of this Agreement to revoke this Agreement, which shall be done in 

writing. Durham may not waive this seven (7) day revocation period, but she may waive the 

twenty-one (21) day period in which to consider the Agreement. Any revocation within the 
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seven (7) day period must be submitted, in writing, and state: "I hereby revoke my acceptance of 

our Agreement and General Release." The revocation must be personally delivered or mailed to 

Kathryn V. Hatfield, Esq., Weiner Law Group, LLC, 629 Parsippany Road, P.O. Box 0438, 

Parsippany, New Jersey 07054 and be postmarked within seven (7) calendar days of execution of 

this Agreement. 

21. Plaintiff's Acknowledgments as to Review of Agreement. 	Durham 

acknowledges that she has been advised to seek the guidance and advice of legal counsel in 

considering the terms and effect of this Agreement, and that she has had a full and fair 

opportunity to consult with her attorney of record prior to executing this Agreement. Durham 

further acknowledges that she is not suffering from any physical or mental impairment, and is 

not taking any medication, that would affect in any way her ability to understand fully this 

Agreement and her ability to knowingly and voluntarily enter into this Agreement. Durham 

further acknowledges that she has carefully read it, that she understands completely its contents, 

and that she has executed the same knowingly and voluntarily and of her own free will, act and 

deed. 

22. Binding on Successors. This Agreement is binding on and will inure to the 

benefit of Durham and Defendants, and their respective successors, assigns, heirs, executors and 

representatives. Without limiting the foregoing, in the event of Durham's death, the payments 

referred to in Paragraph 3 and 5 of this Agreement shall be made to her estate. 

23. Authorization. Each Party hereby represents and warrants that the individual 

signing this Agreement is duly authorized to enter into and execute this Agreement and to legally 

bind such Party to it. 
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Witness: KRI 	AM 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, with the intent to be legally bound, the Parties have set their 

hands and seal on the day and date first written above. 

Witness:   GAit°'--)Mki-0  

Dated: / 	/zv Zip  

TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN 

ayu6. 	01,cfv-i 

By 	~.ftti 7.1Arft.tro...44/ 
Dated:  Of Li I go.„20 
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EXHIBIT A 

KRISTEN DURHAM, 

Plaintiffs, 
vs. 

TOWNSHIP OF FRANKLIN, FRANKLIN 
TOWNSHIP POLICE DEPARTMENT, AND 
JOHN AND JANE DOES 1-10, 

Defendants. 

SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY LAW 
DIVISION: SOMERSET COUNTY 
DOCKET NO. SOM-L-603-18 

Civil Action 

STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL 

Plaintiff Kristen Durham hereby dismisses, by way of this Stipulation of Dismissal, any 

and all claims raised by her against Defendants Township of Franklin and the Franklin Township 

Police Department, said claims being dismissed with prejudice and without costs or attorney's 

fees against any party. 

LAW OFFICES OF GINA MENDOLA 
	

WEINER LAW GROUP, LLC 
LONGARZO, LLC 
	

Attorneys for Defendants Township of 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Kristen Durham 

	
Franklin, Franklin Township Police 
Department 

KARA A. MACKENZIE, ESQ. 	 KATHRYN V. HATFIELD, ESQ. 

DATED: 	 DATED: 
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