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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COLRT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

----------------------------------------------------------------x 

GLADYS MUHAMMAD alGI GLADYS WILSON 

Plaintiff, 

NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY, 

Defendant, 

------------------------------------------------------------------x 

ORI~tt.~ 
IN CLEIlK'S OFFice 

u.s. DISTiller COURT. f-,ON,Y_ ,* JUN 0 3 2004 • 
COMPLAINT ~ 1 ,01. 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED c<!f 

BflOOKL YN OFFJCE 

2294 

Plainliffby her attorneys SCOTT, MASON-KINSEY & HART, LLP 
complaining of the Defendants, rcspcctlu.lly shows and alleges as follows: 

I. COMPLAIXf 

I, This case involves discrimination in employmcnt based upon religion and 

gender. This action is brought by Gladys Muhammad, Plaintiff charges that the 

Defendant is discriminating against her regarding the terms and conditions of her 

employment in violation of the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States, 

the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United State&, Title vir of Ule Civil 

Rights Act of 1964, 42 V,S.c. §2000(e) ef seq. Plaintiff also asscrts pendent State claim, 

for religious discrimination purSuBnt to Ncw York State Constitution Article I § 3 and 

New York State Executive Law Article 15 § 296 (l)(a). 

II. JL'RISDlCTlO;'! 

2. This Court is vested with j\lri~didion pursuant to 28 U.S,c. §§1331, 

1343(3) and 1343(4), and 42 U.S.c. § 2000c-5(t)(3), Jurisdiction over Plaintiffs claims 

arisillg under State Law is bascd upon doctrine of ~"rplemcntal juri,dietion and on 42 

U.S.c. § 1 988(a), 
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III. PARTIES 

3. Plaintiff Gladys Muhamlmul is an African-American female, a United 

State,<, citizen and a practicing Muslima who is currently employed by defendant New 

York City Transit AutilOrity a~ a bus operator. 

4. Defendant New York City Transit Authority (hereinafter "MTA") IS a 

public benefit corporation created and exi~ting under the la\\'8 of New York State. 

IV. ALLEGATIONS OF PAC'I 

5. As required by her Mu~lim religion, plaintiff Muhammad, wears a head 

covering called a "Khimar", 

6. Ms. Muhammad has been a practicing Muslim for the past eleven years. 

7, The derendant MT A has harassed alld discriminated against plaintiff 

Muhammad relentlessly during her tenure as an MTA employee by instituting an 

arbitrary, illegal and incoherent uniform policy. 

K Ms. Muhammad commcnccd employment with the MTA in NOvember 

2001 as a bus operator as,igncd to the East New York Pepot and completed her 

probationary period in November of 2002. 

9. The MTA's dl"ess code for Bus Operators states that MTA issued hats are 

"optional" and not requircd to be WOI11 while bus operators an;) driving in pa~>cngcr 

service. (Attached and Annexed hCl"eto 3S Exhibit A) 

10. Plaintiff has worn said Khim~r sincc the beginning of her employment 

with thc MTA 

11. Ms. Muhammad asselis that wcaring her Khimar i~ an obligatory religious 

practice. 
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12. Ms. Muhammad continued to wear her Khimar during her training tenure 

and began operating MTA buses \vhile wearing same. 

13. Upon infurmation and boilet; on or about November 200 I, while at the 

M'IA Training Center located at 7S0 7.erega Avenue, Bronx, New York, M~. Muhammad 

was told, by an MT A training officer In a classroom with other newly hired employees, 

tlla! rcligiou~ headwcar was pcrmi,sible while operating a bus for the MT A 

14. From November 2001 until approximately July 2002, Ms. Muhammad 

operated a bus out oflhe East New York Depot without incident or l'cpercu&sion relating 

to her rcligiou~ he.1dweur. 

15. Upon information and belle!; in July 2002, Ms. Muhammad was prevented 

from driving a bus by a dispatcher for the East New York Depot IInlc~s she wore a MTA 

issued baseball cap over her khimal'. 

16. M&. Muhammad retrieved a hat given to her on a previous occasion Hnd 

was allowed to drive a bus. 

17. Ms. Muhammad never placed the above mentioned halon her head while 

operating a bus in passenger service. 

18. Upon inlomlation and belief, the next day, Ms. Muhammad \~as 

approached by the General Manager of the East Nev., York Depol ,md told that she either 

had to remove her khimar or wear an MTA issued baseball hal over the khimar. 

19. Ms. Muhammad refused to wear a hal over her khimar and infbnned the 

General Manager that she wore the head covering fbr religious purpo~c8_ 

20. The General Manager of the rust New York Depot told Ms_ Muhammad 

that he would gel back to her ~nd ~l1owcd her to opel ate a bus that day. 
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21. In late July 01' early AUI,'llst 2002, Ms. Muhammad had a meeting with the 

General Manager of the East New Y ol'k Depot as well as another as yet unknown high 

ranking MT A manager and Union Repre8entative Lloyd Archer. Upon information and 

beliot; none of the MT A managers pre8enl at the meeting were aware of any policy \'ihich 

prohibited Ms. Muhammad from wearing a khimar while operating a. bus for the MT A 

22. As a result of this meeting, Ms. Muhammild was told that a specially fitted 

MTA baseball hat would be made for her. As ofthc datc of this writing, Ms. Muhammad 

has nevcr bern contacted regarding the abovc-referenced fitted hal. 

23. Ms. Muhammad continueu to operate a bus in passenger service until 

January of 2003, whcreupon Ms. Muhammad wa, transferred to the 126~\ Street Depot 

located at 2460 Second Avenue, New York, Ncw York 10035. 

24. Upon information and belief; Ms. Muhammad continued to operate a 

MTA bus in passenger service while \,earing her khimar without incident or repercussion 

from MTA supervisors or manageI'I> ulltil November 01'2003. 

25. In November of 2003, Ms. Muhammad was again held off her normal bus 

route by a dispatcher from the 126tl'Stroct Depot. 

26. Upon information and belief, Ms. Muhammad was taken off her bus route 

at the behcst of General Superintendent Cordell Rogers. 

27. in November of 2003, Ms. Muhammad nlet with General Superintendcnt 

Cordcll Roger~ where she wa& told again that she either had to remove hel" khimar or 

wear an MT A issued baseball hat while opcrating a bus in pas8cnger servicc. 

28. Ms. Muhammad refused to remove hcr khimar or to wear a baseball hal 

over hcr khimar citing her Muslim beliefs and asserted that the MTA uniform clearly 

4 
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stated that hats were optional and did not have to be worn. Ms. Muhammad questioned 

why she was being singled out by the MT A 

29. General Superintendent Cordell Roger, asked Ms. Muhammad to provide 

a letter stating that she was in fact a Muslim in good standing. 

30. Ms. Muhammad provided a letter to Cordell Rogers dated November 9, 

2003 from Minister Kevin Muhammad (no relation) of Mosque No.7 located at 106-08 

West 127'h Street, New York, New York 10027 (Letter Annexed and Attached Hereto as 

Exhibit B). 

31. Ms. Muhammad was held out of service for the month of November 2003. 

In the early part of November, Ms. Muhammad was made to elean the windows on the 

busc~ at the 126'hStreet Depot. 

32. For two weeks in November 2003, Ms. Muhammad reported to work and 

was given no work assignments. 

33, As of the date of this writing, Ms. Muhammad has not been paid by the 

MT A for the above mentioned t\VO week period in November of 2003. 

34. Ms. Muhammad contacted the Transport Worker's Union (Union) to 

complain about the outrageous conditions she was being made to endure. 

35. Upon information and belief, the Union placed M~. Muhammad on their 

payroll for a two week period in late November and early December of2003. 

36. The Union paid Ms. Muhammad for the two week period in lato 

November and early December of 2003. (Pay Stub Annexed and Attached Hereto as 

Exhibit C) 

37. As a result of the MT A failing to pay Ms. Muhammad for a two week 
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period, Ms. Muhammad was almost evicted from her apartment because she could not 

pay her rent. 

38. Upon information and belief, Ms. Muhammad returned to (he 126,hStrcet 

Depot in mid-December 2003 and ""as again relegate<.! to cleaning duties and ,,·aR not 

allowed to operate a bus in passenger service. 

39. On December 31, 2003, Anna Peck, A~~istant Genentl Manager of the 

126'[\ Street Depot gave Ms. Muhammad a memorandum stating that she would be 

assigned to a shifting "trick" effective January 5, 2004 with regular Saturdays and 

Sundays off(RDO's) from 6:00 pm to 2:00 am. 

40. In essence, Ms. Muhammad was being assigned to shift work where she 

would transport buses wilh no passenger, on them from one location to another and 

related duties that do not involve contact with the public_ (Memorandum Annexed and 

Attached Hereto as Exhibit D). 

41. Ms. Muhammad did not request thb ncw assignment from the Depot. 

42. As a rcsult of Ms. Muhammad being given l'Cb'liiar Sat",rday~ and Sundays 

off; she became all object of scorn and ridicule from more experienced employees who 

were entitled (0 those days off due to their seniority over Ms. Muhammad. 

43. As of the date of this writing, Ms. Muhammad has had to endure a daily 

barrage or taunts and threatening behavior ITom hel' male co-workers who are angry that 

Ms. Muhammad was given, not at her request, the most coveted RDO'&. 

44. Upon information and belief, Ms. Muhammad has nol been allowed to 

"pick" her ROO's like other MT A employees. 

45. Upon information and belief, less senior MT A employees have been 

G 
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allowed to "pick" their lillO's in accordance with MTA policy. 

46. Ms. Muhammad has had absolutely no contact with MT A customers since 

late November of2003. 

47. Upon infolmation and bellef, tllCSC ffi-(Il,signed duties prevent Ms. 

Muhammad from acquiling valuable over time opporillflilies within t1lC MT A. 

48. As of the dale of this filing, M~, Muhammad is still not a passenger 

service operator, a position she pClformcd without calise for change in her 8ta!us from 

November 5, 2001 until November, 2003. 

49. Furthermore, upon information and belief, male Muslim bus operators 

employed with the MTA are allowed to wear a head covering called a "Kuf)" while in 

passenger service without rcpcrcu>sions from the MTA. 

50. Plaintiff filed grievances against the MIA with their union, as well a<; \~i!h 

the U.S. Equal Employment OppOltunity Commission (EEOC). 

51. The EEOC issued a "Right 0 Sue" letter to Ms. I\luhammad 011 March 4, 

2004, and this Complaint is filed within 90 days thereof. (Attached and Annexed hcrdo 

as Exhibit E) 

v. CLAIM ONE- GENDER D1SCRIMINATlOJ\' IJNOER TITLE VlI 

52. Plaintiffs adopt and repeal!; the allegations ofpamgmphs I t11rollgh 51 as 

though set forth at length herein. 

53. All of the adverse actions taken against Plaintiff was motivated by gender 

animus and was performed with the intent to discriminate based on genJer. 

54. The Defendant has continued to dlscriminatc against Plaintiff based on 

7 
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gender in that the Defendant has only mkcn disciplmary action against females of the 

Muslim religion for refusing to \\·ear MIA j~sucd ba&eball hats over Iheir religious head 

cover. 

55, Ba,ed upon information and belief, male MTA employees of the Muslim 

religion are allowed to wear religious head coveling called a "Kufi" without having 

disciplinary action taken against them. 

56. The Defendant'& gemle, discrimination i~ willful and deliberate and i~ 

done under color of hlw, and they constitute a pattern, custom and practice of gender 

discrimination which plevcnts Muslim women from working as bus opcrato~_ 

57. The Defendant's above described discriminatory condl.lc! against the 

Plaintiffs violates their rights under 42 USC § 2000c-2, "hich makes it an unlawful 

employment practice for an employer to fail or refuse to hire any individual because of 

her sex, or to limit, segregate, or classify his employees or applieant~ for employment in 

any way which would deprive or tend to deprive any indivldnal or employment 

opportunities or othen"ise adversely alYeet her statns as an employee, because of such 

individuars gender. 

58. As a direct and proximate result of the Dclendant's wrongful aetiOIlS 

complained of herein, Plaintiff ha~ su rJ"ered a loss of substantial income and professional 

opportunities with the MTA, a, well as irreparable injnry to her personal and professional 

dignity and reputation lind has suffered mental anguish and extreme emotional distress. 

59. As a consequence of Defendant's wanton imd reckless disregard for 

Plaintifl's civil rights, Plaintiff is entitled to eompel1satory and punitive damages in the 

amount of S300,()()().OO. 
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VI. CLAIM TWO- RF:LTGIOUS DISCRIMINATION UNDER TITLE VII 

60. Plaintiff adopt;, lind repcat~ the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 59 as 

though set forth at length herein. 

61. All of the adverse actioll~ taken against Plaintiff were motivated by 

religious animus and were performed with the intent to di~crirninatc based on religion. 

62. The Defendant has continued u) discriminate against Plaintiff based on 

religion in thaI (he Defendant has only taken disciplinary action against members of the 

Muslim religion for refusing to wear MTA bSlled baseball hats over their religious head 

cover. 

63. Based upon information and belief, any person who is a practicing 

Muslima and is sufficiently qClulified, is not permitted to pursue their chosen profession 

as a Bu~ Operator without impediment or harassment. 

64. The Defendant's religious discrimination is willfill and delibcrate (md is 

done under color of law, and they constitute a pattern, custom and practice of religious 

discrimination. 

65. The Defendant's above describcd discriminatory conduct against thc 

Plaintiff violates hcr righli; under 42 USC § 2000e-2, which makes it an unlawful 

employment practice for an employer to fail or refuse to hire any individual because of 

her religion, or to limit, segregate, or classify his employees or applicants for 

cmployment in any way which would deprive or tend to deprive any individual or 

employment opportunities or othervdse adversely affect her status as an employee, 

becallse of such individual's religion. 

9 
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66. As a direct and proximate result of the Oefendant's wrongrul actions 

complained of herein, Plaintiff ha~ Sllffcred a loss of substantial income and professional 

opportunitie>, as well as irreparable injury to plaintiff's personal and profe,sional dignity 

and reputation and has suffered mental anguish and extreme emotional distress. 

67. As a consequence of Defendant's wanton and reckless disregard for 

Plaintiffs' ci"i] rights, Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory and punitive damages in the 

amount of$300,000,00. 

VII. CLAIM THREE- GENDER DISCRIMINATION UNDER THI!: 
liOURTEENTH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATICS COl\STITUTION 

68. Plaintiff adopts and repeats the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 67 as 

though set forth at len),"h herein. 

69. The Defendant's gender dberimination against Plaintiffviolales he)' rights 

under the Equal Protection Clau~e of the Fourteenth Amendment, whieh j~ enforceable 

under 42 U.S.c. § 1983, and which guarantees equal protection of the law to all persons 

ill the United Slates. 

70. The Defendant's unlawful gender discrimination against the Plaintiff is 

willful and deliberate and i~ based upen policies and praetiee~ whieh deny females of the 

Mu,lim religion equal opportunity to work as bus operator~ for the MTA. Meanwhile, 

male MTA bus operators who are adherents of the Muslim religion are allowed 10 wear 

traditional religious headwear called a kllfi \\" ilhollt discipline 01" repercussion. 

71. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendant's wrongfill action, 

complained of herein, PlaintilT has suffered a loss of substantial income and professional 

opportunities, as well us irreparable injury to Plaintiff's personal and professional dignity 

10 
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and reputation and ha, suffered mental anguish and extreme emotional distress. 

72. As a consequence of Dctendant's wanton and reckless disregard for 

Plaintiffs' civil rights, Plaintiff is entitled tll compensatory and pLinilive damages in the 

amount ofS2,500,OO.OO. 

VIII. CLAIM FOUR-RELIGIOUS DISCRIMINATION UNOER TAR FIRST 
AMENDMENT TO THE LNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 

73. Plaintiff adopts and rcpcat~ the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 72 as 

though set fQrth at length herein. 

74. l1te Defendant's rc1igiOl1~ discrimination against Plaintiff violates her 

rights under the First Amendment, which is CnIQTCCab1c under 42 U.S.c. § 1983, and 

which glmmntccs freedom to practice religion without discrimination to all penJons in the 

United State,. 

75, The Defendant' & unlaw ful religious discrimination against the Plaintiff is 

wiHJul and deliberate and is based upon policies and practices which deny members of 

the Muslim religion equal opportunity to work as Bus Operators for the MTA. 

76, As a dheet and proximate resuH of the Defendant's wrongful actions 

complained of herein, Plaintiff has suffered a loss of substantial income and profes~ional 

opportunities, as well as irreparable injury to Plaintiffs' personal and professional dignity 

and reputation and has suffered mental anguish and extreme emotional distress. 

77. As a consequence of Defendant's ,,,anton and reckless disregard lor 

Plaintitrs civil rights, Plaintiffs is entitled to compensatory and punitive damages in the 

amount of $2,500,00,00, 

11 
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IX. CLAIM FIVE- DISPARATE TREATMDIT lJKDER TITLE VII 

78. Plaintiff adopts and repeals the allegations of p,lragraphs I through 77 as 

though sct forth at length herein. 

79. Based upon the defendant's intentional unlawful discrimination based 

upon the gender and religion or Plailltift~ the Plaintirr has been treated differently than 

other similarly ;;ituated employees of the MTA. 

80. The Dejendant's I.mlawful (hscrimination against lhe Plainlin' i~ willful 

and deliberate and is based upon policies and practice$ ,,·hich deny females or the 

Mu~lim religion equal opportunity to work as bus operators for the MT A As a result, 

Plaintiffhas received disparate treatment in the workplace. 

8!. The defendant intentionally gave Plaintiff a shifting detail (hat she did not 

request, the defendant did not allow Plaintiff to pick her regular days off based on her 

scniotity and wa~ given regular days olTthat should have gone to more senior employees. 

82. Due to this disparate treatment, Plaintiff has bccn made to suffer a daily 

barrage of taunts, insuHs and threatening behavior from other MTA employees who 

assumed that Plaintiff has received favorable treatment. 

83. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendant's wrongfill action~ 

complained of herein, Plaintiff has ~uffered a loss of sub~tantial income and professional 

opportunities, as well as irreparable injury to Plaintiffs personal and professional dignity 

and reputation and has S(lffered mental angubh and extreme emotional distress. 

84. As a consequence of Defendant's wanton and reckless disregard for 

Plaintiffs civil rights, Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory and punitive damage~ in the 

amount of$300,000.00. 

12 
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X. CLAIM SIX- DISPARATE IMPACT UNORR TITLE VII 

85. Plaintiffadopb and repeats tllC allegations ofparagmphs I through 84 as 

though sct forth allength herein. 

86. Based upon the defendant's intentional unlawful di&crimination based 

upon Ihe gender and religion or Plaintiff and the resulting disparate treatment, lhe 

Plaintiff has been impacted differently than other similarly situated employees of the 

MTA. 

87. The Defendant's unlawful di<;criminalioll against the Plaintiff i& willflll 

and deliberate and is based upon policies and practices which deny females of the 

Muslim religion equal opportunity to ,,·crk a~ bus operators for the MTA. As a rc~u1t, 

Plaintiff has suffered di~parate impact in the workplace. 

88. The defendant intentionally gave Plamtiff a shifting detail that ~he did not 

request, the defendant did not allow Plaintiff to pick her rcgular day& off based on her 

seniority and wa, given regular days off that should have gone to more senior cmployees. 

89, Due to defendant's unlawful discrimination bascd upon the gender and 

religion of the Plaintiff and the rc~ulting disparate trcatment, Plaintiff has suffcrccl 

disparate impact, in that Plaintiff has been made to suffcr a daily barrage of taunts, insulu, 

and threatcning bchavior from other MTA employecs who assumed that Plaintiff ha, 

rcceivcd favorable treatment. 

90. As a direct and proximatc rcsult of the Defendant's wrongful actions 

complained of herein, Plaintiff has suffered a loss of >ubstantial income and professional 

opportunities, as wcll as irreparable injury to Plaintiff's pcrsonal and professional dignity 

and reputation and has sClffered mental anguish anll extreme emotional dist.rcss. 

13 
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91. As a consequence of Defendan!', wanton and reckless di~regard for 

Plaintiffs civil rights, Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory and punitive damages in the 

amount 0[$300,000.00. 

XI. CLAIM SEVEN-IJOSTILE '''ORK ENVIRONMENT U~DF.R TITLE 

VII 

92. Plaintiff adopts and repe~ts the allegations of paragraphs 1 through 91 as 

though sct forth allength herein. 

93. Based upon the defendant's intentional unlawrul discrimination based 

upon the gender and religion of Plaintiff and the resulting disparate treatment and 

disparate impact, the Plaintiff ha~ been ,ubjected to a hostile \'iOrk environment created 

by the employees and managers orlile defendant MT i\. 

94. The Defendant's unlawfill discrimination against the Plaintiff is willful 

and deliberate and is based upon policies and practices which deny females of the 

Muslim religion equal opportunity to work as bu<; operators for the MT A As a result, 

Plaintiff has been subjeettx! to a hostile work environment. 

95. The defendant intentionally gave Plaintiff a shifting detail that she did not 

request, tile defendant did not allow Plaintiff to pick her regular days off based on her 

seniority and was given regula.r day~ off that ~hould have gone to more senior employees. 

96. Due to defendant's unlawful discrimination based upon the gender and 

religion of the Plaintiff and the resulting disparate treatment and disparate impact, 

Plaintiff has labored under a hostile work environment, in that Pla.intiffh3s been made to 

suffer a daily barrage of taunts, insults and threatening behavior from other MT A 

14 
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employees who assumed that Plaintiff has received favorable treatment. 

97. As a direct and proximate result of tJlC Defendant's wrongful actions 

complained of herein, Plaintiff has suffered a loss or ~lIbstantia[ income and professional 

opportunities, as well as irreparable injury to Plaintiff, personal and professional dignity 

and reputation and has suffered mental anguish and extreme emotional dislre&s. 

98. AR a consequenc~ of Defcndant'R \~antOI\ <lnd reckless disregard for 

Plaintiffs civil rights, Plaintiff is entitled 10 compen~atory and punitive damages in the 

amount of$300,000.00. 

XII. CLAIM EIGHT-GENDER OISCRIMf'IATION U'l"OER NEW YORK 
STATE EXr:CUTlVE LAW SECTION 296 

99. Plaintiff adopts and repeats the aHcgations of paragraphs 1 through 98 as 

though set forth at lenb>th herein. 

100. Defendant's conduct was motivated by the intent to discriminate against 

Plaintiffs based on gender in violation of New York Executive l.ilw Section 296 elseq. 

101. The Defendant's unlawful gender discrimination against the Plaintiff is 

willful and deliberate and is based upon policies and practices whieh deny females of the 

Muslim religion equa.l opportunity to work as bus opcmtors for the MTA. Meanwhile, 

male MTA bus operators who arc adherenl~ of the Mu~lim religion are allowed to \\·ear 

traditional religious headwear Cililed a Kufi without discipline or repereus~ion. 

102. As a diT~ct and proximate result of the Derendant's wronhTful actions 

complained of herein, Plaintiff has 8ufTered a loss of substantial income and professional 

opportunities, as well as irrepara.ble injury to Plaintiff', pcr~Qnal and professiunal dignity 

and reputation and has suffered mental anguish and extreme emotional distress. 

15 
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103. As a consequence of Defendant's wanton and reckless disregard for 

Plaintiff's civil rights, Plaintiff& me each entitled to compCIl&atory and punitive damages 

in the amount of'l>2,500,00.00. 

XIII. CLAIM NINE-RELIGIOUS DlSCRIMI'IATION U'IDER NEW YORK 
STATE CONSTITVTlON ARTICLE 1 § 3 

104. Plaintiff adopts and repeats the allegations ofpumgraphs I through 103 as 

though set forth at length herein. 

105. Defendant's conduct was motivated by the intent to discriminate again~t 

Plaintiff based on religion in violation orNey,' York State Constitution Article! § 3. 

\06. The Defendant's unlawful religious discrimination against the Plaintiff is 

willful and deliberate and is based upon policies and pn\ctkes which deny adherents of 

the Muslim religion equal opportunity to work as Flu~ OpeJators for the MTA. 

107. As a direct and proximate result of the Defendant's wrongful actions 

complained ofhcrcin, rlaintiffhas suffered a loss of suhstantial income and professional 

opportunities, as well as irreparable injury to Plaintiff~ personal and plOfessional dignily 

and reputation and has suffered mental anguish and extreme emotional distress. 

108. As a consequence of Defendant's wanton al1d reckless disregard for 

Plaintiffs civil rights, Plaintifls is el1titled to compensatory and punitive damage;. in the 

amount of 1>2,500,00.00. 

16 
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PRAYER IIOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that after a hearing on the matters alleged herein, 

the Court will grant the following relief: 

A. Issue a declaratory judgment declaring tim! the wrongs complained of 

herein violate the rights of Plaintiff guarantccll by the First Amendment to the 

Constitution of the United States, the FOlJrteenth Amendment to the Constitution of 

the United States, Title VII of the Civil Rlghts Act of 1964, 42 V.S,c. §2000(c) et 

seq., New York State Constitution Article I § 3 and Nevi York State Executive Law 

Article 15 § 296 (l )(a), 

B, Judgment granting equitable relief directing that Defendant cease and 

desist from their discriminatory activity and reinstating PlainliO'to her full status (II, a Bus 

Operator. 

C. Award Plaintiff compensatory and punitive damag~. 

D. Retain jurisdiction of this action for a sufficient time to ensure full 

compliance with the equitable relief requested herein. 

E. Award Plaintiff her costs incurred in tllis case, together with reasonable 

attorneys' fecs and expenses and expert fccs, pur~uant to 42 U.S.c. §§ 1988 and 2000e-

5(k), 

fl, Grant PlaintifT ~uch additional and further relief as the Court may deem 

just and equitable under the cireumstances_ 

Dated: Brooklyn, New York 
June 3, 2004 
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I if,-~PJ-
~NI8.SCOTT 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
55 Washmgton Street, Suite 655 
Brooklyn, New York 11201 
(718) 852"7000 
Bar Code: ASS75] 

,,,L.~,' 
66NNiE-:;;HiAR~T~' J~R;:, t;L 

- A!torney for Plaintiff 
55 Washington Street, Suitc655 
Brooklyn, New York 11201 
(718) 852-7000 
Bar Code: Lll 3560 
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1!l NewYorkCityTransif .YMf Department ofBusas 

'rnAJ'I.sPOJITATtON SUPPORT ~ FLl.TDUSJ! DJ':!'-Ot 
• 

Temporary Bulleti~ 

September 13, 2002 

REMO...YE...fROM POSTING ON MAY I. 2003 

To: upervisors, Bus 0pt:ra(Ors and All Concerned 

From: rtation Officer 

Subject: mlll,fF.lOO"'ltQj!lK2Y1!!IE!illRJU~N"UF"OlR[M"" 

During the period of October i5, 2002, through April 30, 2003, bus operators arc 
required to wear their New York City Transit (NYCT) Winter uniforms. However. unifu!:m 
worts are not to be worn after Sep!ember 30 2002, Bus operators art! not considered retUly 
for duty unless they arefully attired in the complete (lnd proper uniform. The winter 
unifonn is as follows: 

• Light blue IIni(9nn shirt (properly worn, tllcked inside the \l!Jifonn trousers/culottes). 

• The NYC;T maroon tie or bQw-de is mandatQry and must be PfQperly worn with a 
long or short sleeve uniform ~hirt. 

• The cOMmando sweater or cardigan sweater vest may be worn with or without the 
bi-swing jacket. 

• Nary-blue uniform trousers. Operators will be permitted to wearthe grcyuniform 
trousers and culottes un!)1 furth.er notice (Navy blue trousers from previous uniform 
distributions are acceptable). 

• Depullugu atp$ are uptiooal. Depot logo caps may only be worn with the bill oflbc 
cap facing forward. 

• NYCT issued safely uniform shoeslboots with slip·~istant soles. 
Bus operators may not wear other footwear while in service, unless granted pcrmisslQU 
by management (for medical reasolls). 

• Coats or sweatshirts are not to be worn while operating in clisluDlcr service. 

• Bus operaturs are reqnirffi to bave their signed employee identification (ID) passes 
in their pwsessioD and p.foperly displayed al all times while on duty or on NYCT 
pfQperty. 



Case 1:04-cv-02294-SLT-MDG     Document 1      Filed 06/03/2004     Page 21 of 29
, . 

• • 

EXHIBITB 



Case 1:04-cv-02294-SLT-MDG     Document 1      Filed 06/03/2004     Page 22 of 29

------

• • 

111" NATION OF ISlAM 

IN THE NAME OF ALLAH, THE BENEFICENT, THE MERCIFUL 

November 9, 2003 

Mr. Cordell Rogers 
Assistant Generall\%nager 
MTA 
126'0 Depot 
New York, NY 

Dear Mr. Rogers, 

r am writing to you on behalf of Sister Gladys Muhammad, an active member in good 
standing at MuhM1lllad Mosque No.7 regarding her ",rearing her head covering (Hijab). 

The Holy Qur'an states in Chapter 24, verse 31: 

"Do not display their adornment except what appl!ors thereof And let them wearthelr 
head coverings over their bosoms. And they should not display their adornment." 

This represents the guidance cfGod to the female of the faith. And every believing 
woman takes pride in what God has revealed. I believe that a modest head covering will 
not interfere with her duties imd obligations, Rather, it serves as a sign oflhe kind of 
dedicated and committed·worker in your employ. Wo as Muslims take pride in our work 
ethic. 

I would hope that you would be able to acconlmodate the right ofher way of life. Please 
feel free to contact me for· any further clarifications. 

MKM/DM 
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DATE: December 31,2003 

TO: Gladys Wilson, BIO, Pass No. 973241 

Anna Peck, Assistant General Manager; 126'" Street Depot-~ -~--- -- -----
FROM 

SUBJECT: Work Assignment 

Effective Monday, January 5, 2004 you will be assigned to a shifting trick with the 
following hours and RDO's. 

Tour of Duty 
ROO's 

Manager sjgnatur~,;;,-S,* 

- .. -

co: employee file 
TWU 

1800 - 0200 hours 
Sunday/Saturciay 

______ Date: 

. " . 
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DISMISSAL AND NOTICE OF RIGHTS 

To· GladIS Muhammad Aka Wllsnn 
111 N. Third Avenue. 7l< 
Mnunt Vernnn, NY 10550 

o all behalf of ",,=n(s) aggrieved wlloso ide"Ny i8 
CONFIDENTIAL (29 CFR § 1601. 7(0)) 

EEOC Charge No. EEOC Rep,e •• ntalrw 

Rance A. O'Quinn, 

From Bnston Area Office 
Jnhn F. Kennedy Fed Bldg 
Gnvemmont Ctr, Rnnm 475 
Bnston. MA 02203 

Te[ephoo. No 

160_2004_00672 Enforcement Supervisor (617) 565-3192 

THE EEOC IS CLOSING ITS FILE ON THIS CHARGE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASON: o The facts a[[egad [0 the oharge fal[ [0 stale a c[o[m uoder any of tho .\~lUte, enforcOO by the EEOC 

Your allegal[ons did not involve a di,.biIIly as defined by the America", with Di .. bihties Aot 

TIle Re,poodeot employ. [e •• than the mq"I,.J number of employe., or i$ nol otherwise covered by the statutos 

. .' • 

o 
o 
o Your charg" was Mllimely flied WIth EEOC; In oti,.rwolds. you wOlled too long ofter Il,e datels) of Ihe alleged dlScrlml""tioo to file your 

charge. 

o 
o 
o 
[Xl 

o 
o 

Kavlng been give" ~O days In which to reSPQ"", you failed to provide ioformatloo. failed to "ppear or bo available for 
Int.",i.wsloonfereoGes. or othofWISe failed to cooperale to the ."001 thai It wos not possible to resalv. your chalgo. 

Wllile rea,onable efforts wo'e mM. to locale yeo. we we", oot .hle to do SO 

You were given ~O days to aooe i:I • reasonable sllltlemeOI offer that affords full 'ef,el for 'he harm yeu alleged. 

The EEOC rs."e'l~e following dete<miMtioo: Bas.<i upon rt. mv.stigatIGIl, the EgOC is unabl& to conolude that the iomrmalion obtoined 
e.labllsheg viol.tions oftha "toMe; ThIS does nol <Miry Ihal the re.pondent " In oompllanCQ with tile slatute •. No finding is made as 
to any other ISS"O' that mlglll b. <O"'trued .. hov'"9 been ,"i,ed by Ihls cha!gc. 

The E~OC has adopted the findings of the Sl8to or local fair employment praclice. ,goney 1",1 inve.f;gated thi' charge. 

Otll., (bn"ef/y staleJ 

• NOTICE OF SUIT RIGHTS-
(3e. tho additional mfomJot,on olWched to 1n!8 form) 

Title VII, the Americans with Disabilities Act, andlorthe Ag~ Discrimination in Employment Act: ThiS will be the only 
notice of dismissal and Of your right to sue that we will send you. You may file a lawsuit against the respondent(s) under 
federal law based on tIlis charge in fMeral or state court. Your lawsu·,t must be f,led WITHIN 90 DAYS of your receipt 
of this Notice; oryour rightto sue based on this charge will be lost. (The time limit forfili~g Suit based on a state claim may 
be different.) 

Equal Pay Act (EPA): EPA suits must be filed In federal or state courtwilhin 2 years (3 years for Willful violations) of the 
alleged EPA underpayment. This means that backpay due for any ViOlations that occurred more than 2 years 13 vears} 
before you file suit may not be cOllectible. 

Enc[o,ure(.) 

Ce: Richard Schoolman 
Special Counset 
NYC TRANStT AUTHORITY 
130 Livingston Street 
Brooklyn, NY 11201 

Arman, B. Scott, Esq 
55 Washington Street, Suite 655 
Brooklyn, NY 11201 

MAR" 200\ 

(Date MOiled) 
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