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Jury Trial Demanded
JOHN DOE, JANE DOE, PETER ROE,

RAYMOND BANKS, KEVIN COLLINS,

RODNEY DECOMO-SCHMITT, ELIZABETH

!l HENNESSEY-SEVERSON, OTILIA 10AN,

)
)
)
)
ALEX JOHNSON, NICHOLAS JONES, %
CAROLINE LEE, ANDREW QUAN, STEPHEN )
SEMOS, GAZELLE TALESHPOUR, KEVIN )
VIELBAUM, AUSTIN WHITNEY, and all other )
similarly situated individuals, )
)
)
)
)
)

Real Parties in Interest
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Plaintiff DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING (Department or
DFEH) alleges the following against defendant LAW SCHOOL ADMISSION COUNCIL, INC.
(LSAC), a Delaware tax exempt Corporation:

PARTIES

1. DIFEH i1s the state agency charged with enforcing the right of all Californians under
the Unruh Civil Rights Act (Unruh Act) {Civ. Code, § 51 et seq.) “to the full and equal
accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, or services in all business establishments of every
kind whatsoever.” (Civ. Code, § 51, subd. (a).} Government Code section 12948 makes a violation
of the Unruh Act a violation of the Fair Housing and Employment Act (FEHA) (Gov. Code, § 12900
et seq.). The FEHA empowers the DFEH to investigate and prosecute Unruh Act claims within the
state, including those that adversely affect, in a similar manner, a group or class. (Gov. Code, §§
12961, 12965.) |

2, Each real party in interest, John Doe, Jane Doe, Peter Roe, Raymond Banks, Kevin
Colling, Rodney Decomo-Schmitt, Elizabeth Hennessey-Severson, Otilia foan, Alex Johnson,
Nicholas Jones, Caroline Lee, Andrew Quan, Stephen Semos, Gazelle Taleshpour, Kevin Vielbaum,
and Austin Whitney, applied to LSAC for reasonable accommodations on the Law School
Admissions Test (LSAT) between January 19, 2009 and the present. Each real party was denied a
reasonable accommodation, either in whole or in part, within this same time frame. At the time of
applying for reasonable accommodations, each real party resided in California.

3. Real parties in interest John Doe, Jane Doe, and Peter Roe wish to participate in this
litigation anonymously. Each real party seeks to retain their privacy interest in the details of their
disability and need for accommodation. Each of these real parties has expressed a legitimate fear of
negative professional ramifications should their true names be associated with this litigation. A
motion requesting the court’s permission to proceed under fictitious names for these two real parties

is filed concurrently with this complaint.
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i 4, At all times relevant to this complaint, LSAC was a business establishment as defined

2 || by Civil Code section 51, subdivision (b). LSAC offers and administers its LSAT at multiple

3 h locations in the State of California several times a year.

4 GROUP ACTION ALLEGATIONS

5 5.. The DFEH brings this case on behalf of a group of 16 named individuals.

6 ” CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

7 6. Class Definition: The DFEH also brings this case as a class action, on behalf of: al/

8 I disabled individuals in the State of California who requested a reasonable accommodation for the

9 1| Law School Admission Test (LSAT) from January 19, 2009 to the present. The DFEH alleges that
10 || everyone within this class was subjected to LSAC’s unlawful policies of discouraging requests for
11 || accommodation, requiring excessive documentation, and requesting unlawful information about
12 || mitigation measures. Within this class 1s a subclass of people who took the LSAT with the condition
13 || of extended time and were thereafter subjected to discriminatory treatment and retaliation because of
14 {| this accommodation. These two classes are defined as follows:
15 a. Unlawful Discouragement and Consideration of Mitigation Measures: All
16 | disabled individuals in the State of California who requested a reasonable accommodation for the
17 || LSAT from January 19, 2009 to the present,
18 b. Differential Treatment and Retaliation Against Examinees Granted Extended
19 i Time: Aﬂ disabled individuals in the State of California who took the LSAT with the accommodation
20 || of extra time from January 19, 2009 to the present.
21 7. Class Representative: The Director of the DFEL, with the assistance of the 16 named
22 || real parties in interest, will fairly and adequately represent the class. Government Code section 12961
23 |} authorizes the Director to pursue this litigation as a class representative. Section 12961 authorizes the
24 || DFEH to seek class relief without being certified as the class representative. Nonetheless, this lawsuit
25 {| meets the criteria for class certification.
26 8. Manageability: Class treatment of this dispute would save time and money by
27 [I bringing all like claims before this court. For LSAC policies that affect a large group of applicants in
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a similar fashion, such as subjecting applicants to uniawful inquiries and flagging certain scores,
treatment as a class is a superior method of adjudication, as compared to multiple individual suits
where each plaintiff would allege an identical harm. Class treatment would neatly aggregate these
claims, preventing duplicative litigation and poteﬁtial inconsistencies in the ultimate findings.

9. Numeresity: The class is estimated to include hundreds of LSAT applicants. It would
be impracticable to join each of these applicants who requested reasonable accommodation during the
thiee-year time frame and to bring them individually before the court for adjudication. The members
of this class are fully ascertainable and there exists a probability that the individual members will
l| ultimately be available to come forward to prove their separate damage-related claims to a portion of
the total class recovery, if any.

10. Commonality: There exists for the class a well-defined community of interest such
H that common questions of both law and fact predominate over individua! interests or claims,

11, Typicality: The class claims raised by the real parties in interest are typical of those

held by other members of the class. Each applicant for reasonable accommodation was subject to an

unlawful inquiry about mitigation measures, and each test-taker, who was granted extra time, had his

or her test score segregated and flagged.

12, Adequacy of Representation: With the assistance of the real parties in interest, the
DEFH will fairly and adequately represent the interests of all members of the class in the adjudication
of their similar legal claims.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

13, The DFEH realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation
contained 1n paragraphs 1 through 12, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

14, This action arises under the FEHA, specifically Government Code section 12948,
which incorporates the Unruh Act into the enforcement structure of the FEHA, giving the DFEH
jurisdiction over Unruh Act violations occurring within thé state. By virtue of its incorporation into
the Unruh Act, a violation of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) (42 U.S.C. § 12101

et seq.) also constitutes a violation of the Unruh Act. (Civ. Code, § 51, subd. ().)

5
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15, Atall times relevant to this complaint, LSAC was a business establishment as defined
by Civil Code section 31, subdivision (b). LSAC offers and administers its LSAT at multiple
locations in the State of California several times a year.

16. At all times relevant to this complaint, real parties in interest John Doe, Jane Doe,
Peter Roe, Raymond Banks, Kevin Collins, Rodney Decomo-Schmitt, Elizabeth Hennessey-
Severson, Otilia Ioan, Alex Johnson, Nicholas Jones, Caroline Lee, Andrew Quan, Stephen Semos,
Gazelle Taleshpour, Kevin Vielbaum, Austin Whitney, and all other similarly situated individuals,
were “persons” within the meaning of Government Code section 12925, subdivision (d), and Civil
Code section 51, subdivision (b).

17. On May 9, 2010, Jane Doe filed a verified complaint of discrimination in writing with
the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that L.SAC unlawfully denied
her full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation of the FEHA and
Unruh Act. A redacted copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

18. On January 12, 2010, Nicholas Jones filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
) _

19.  After receiving the complaints of Jane Doe and Mr. Jones, and beginning an
investigation into their allegations, the Department came to believe that LSAC’s policies and
practices toward disabled applicants requesting reasonable accommodation were affecting a larger
group or class of applicants in a similar manner.

20. On July 22, 2010, the Department issued a document entitled “Notice of Class Action
Cdmpiaint and Director’s Complaint” describing the affected group or class as “all disabled
individuals in the State of California who have or will request a reasonable accommodation for the

Law School Admission Test (LSAT), administered by the LSAC, and who have or will be unlawfully
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denied such request from January 19, 2009 to the conclusion of the Department’s investigation of this
complaint.” A redacted copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.

21.  During its investigation of the class action and Director’s complaint, the DFEH
propounded administrative discovery to determine whether other people had been harmed by LSAC’s
discriminatory practices within the state, The DFEH’s cfforts to obtain this information from
defendant included the filing of a superior court petition to compel LSAC to respond to its discovery
requests. Although Government Code section 12960, subdivision (d), provides that the DFEH has
one year from the date of the filing of its complaint until the filing of its accusation, this time is
extended by the pendency of a court action to enforce administrative discovery. (Gov. Code, §
12963.5, subd. (f).) Therefore, this action is timely filed.

22.  With the court’s assistance, the DFEH was able to discover and notify other persons
who were harmed by defendant’s discriminatory practices. Some of these people elected to file
individual complaints as follows.

23, On August 29, 2011, Alex Johnson filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and équal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
4.

24, On August 31, 2011, John Doe filed a verified complaint of discrimination in writing
with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC unlawfully
denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation of the
FEHA and Unruh Act. A redacted copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit 5.

25, On September 26, 2011, Elizabeth Hennessey-Severson filed a verified complaint of

~discrimination in writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging

that LSAC unlawfully denied her full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in
violation of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as

Exhibit 6.

T
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26. On October 3, 2011, Caroline Lee filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied her full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
7.

27.  On October 6, 2011, Raymond Banks filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
8.

28.  On October 7, 2011, Gazelle Taleshpour filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied her full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
9.

29.  On October 11, 2011, Peter Roe filed a verified complaint of discrimination in writing
with the Department pursuant to section Government Code section 12960, alleging that L.SAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A redacted copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit 10.

30.  On October 11, 2011, Stephen Semos filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to section Government Code section12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
1.

31.  On October 14, 2011, Rodney DeComo-Schmitt filed a verified complaint of
discrimination in writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging

that LSAC unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year,

-8-
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in violation of the FEHA and Unruh Act. Atrue and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto
as Exhibit 12.

32, OnOctober 17, 2011, Andrew [ikEEall {ied a verified complaint of discrimination
in writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully dented him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
13. Andrew [EEEIll dircctly entered into a settlement agreement with LSAC. The DFEH is not a
party to the settlement agreement between Andrew [laall nd [.SAC.

33. On October 19, 2011, Kevin Collins filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
14.

34, On October 24, 2011, Otilia Joan filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Codé section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
15.

35. On October 28, 2011, Andrew Quan filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Govermment Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
16.

36. On October 28, 2011, Austin Whitney filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC

unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation

9.
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of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
17.

37. On November 7, 2011, Kevin Vielbaum filed a verified complaint of discrimination in
writing with the Department pursuant to Government Code section 12960, alleging that LSAC
unlawfully denied him full and equal access to the LSAT within the preceding one year, in violation
of the FEHA and Unruh Act. A true and correct copy of this complaint is attached hereto as Exhibit
18.

38. On February 6, 2012, the DFEH issued a Group and Class Accusation before the
California Fair Employment and Housing Commission (Commission), charging LSAC with
violations of the Unruh Act. The Group and Class Accusation was properly served on LSAC by
certified mail.

39, On February 17, 2012, the DFEH issued a First Amended Group and Class Accusation
before the Commission. This accusation was properly served on the LSAC by certified mail.

40.  Pursuant to Govemnment Code section 12965, subdivision {¢)(1), LSAC elected to
have this dispute heard in civil court in lieu of a hearing before the Commission, and so notified the
Department in writing, on or about February 22, 2012, A true and correct copy of “Respondent’s
Notice of Transfer of Proceedings to Court” is attached hereto as Exhibit 19.

41.  The Department has withdrawn its accusation and has timely filed this complaint
pursuant to Government Code section 12965, subdivision (c)(2).

42, The harm that is the subject of this complaint occurred throughout the State of
California. Three of the real parties in interest lived in the County of Alameda at the time that they
were denied full and equal accommodations in the testing process.

43, The amount of damages sought by this complaint exceeds the minimum jurisdictional
limits of this court. |

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

The Law School Admissions Test fESAT)

-10-
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44. The LSAT is a half-day, standardized test administered four times each year at
designated testing centers throughout the State of California, It purports to provide a standard
measure of acquired reading and verbal reasoning skills that law schools use to assess applicants. |

45.  The test consists of five 35-minute sections of multiple-choice questions. A 35-minute
writing sample is administered at the end of the test. Defendant does not score the writing sample, but
sends it on to the law schools with the scores.

46.  The LSAT is designed to measure reading and comprehension skills, the ability to
organize and manage information, and analytical skills such as evaluation and criticism.

47. The three multiple-choice question types in the LSAT are labeled reading
comprehension, analytical reasoning, and logical reasoning. All candidates take one additional
multiple-choice section, which is experimental.

LSAC Business within the State

48. LSAC offers and administers its LSAT at multiple locations in the State of California
four times a year, typically at law schools and universities. Applicants pay a test registration fee of
$139 after creating an online account and filling out the online application form. Additional fees
charged by LSAC include $68 for late registration, $35 to change the test date, and so on.

49.  LSAC pays local proctors to administer the exam on site. LSAC also pays for
accommodations at the site, such as readers or scribés.

50.  LSAC offers a Credential Assembly Service to law schools and law school applicants,
which streamlines the law school admission process by allowing transcripts, recommendations and
evaluations to be sent one time to LSAC. LSAC, in turn, summarizes and combines a law school
applicant’s LSAT score, writing samples, transcripts, recommendations, and evaluations into a report
to an applicant’s prospective law schools. The Credential Assembly Service also includes access
through an applicant’s LSAC account to electronic applications for all ABA-approved law schools.
Applicants are charged $124 to register for the Credential Assembly Service and $16 for law school

reports.

WAl
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51.  LSAC provides a series of LSAT preparatory guides, manuals and compilations of
sample LSATSs for purchase via its Web site, which materials range in price from $8 to $39.96. LSAC
also sells a guide to ABA-approved law schools for $26 and a skill readiness inventory for $29.95.

The LSAC Accommodation Request Process

52. LSAC requires candidates requesting a reasonable accommodation to utilize its
standard forms and pfocedures. Applicants making an accommodation request for a so-called
cognitive or psychological impairment are required to provide psychoeducational/
neuropsychological testing and a full diagnostic report, including comprehensive aptitude and
achievement testing. |

53. LSAC requires each applicant to disclose whether he or she took prescribed
medication during the evaluation process and to provide an explanation for any failure or refusal to
take the medication. |

54.  LSAC has a policy whereby examinees who complete the LSAT under a disability-
related accommodation involving additional test time receive a notation on their score report
indicating that their exam scores were earned under non-standard time conditions. When reporting
these LSAT scores to the law schools, defendant advises the schools that these examinees® scores
“should be interpreted with great sensitivity and flexibility.”

55. In addition, scores from tests taken under extended time conditions are not averaged
with other scores to produce a percentile ranking as are other test scores. Instead, extended time
scores are reported individually.

John Doe

56.  John Doe, aresident of Rancho Santa IFe (San Diego County), requested that
defendant make accommodations for the December 2010 LSAT at Saddleback College.

57. Mr. Doe was diagnosed with attention deficit disorder (ADD) at age 13. In addition, in
2010 he became extremely ill with a bacterial infection and was hospitalized for approximately two
months, spending several weeks in the Intensive Care Unit in a medically-induced coma. During this

illness he suffered a severe brain edema, which left him with residual neurological impairments.
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58.  Mr. Doe requested time and a half (150 percent) on the multiple choice and writing
sections for the December 2010 LSAT.

59. In support of his request, Mr. Doe submitted medical documentation verifying his
hospitalization, and a complete psychoeducational assessment, which reported multiple diagnoses:
ADD, alearning disability (spelling), and a “[r]ecent bacterial infection with sustained induced coma
and residual impairments.”

60. LSAC refused to grant Mr. Doe’s requested accommodation and instead asked for “a
detailed explanation regarding the nature, severity, treatment, and extent of [his] disorder at the
present time and it [sic] impact on your ability to take the LSAT.”

61.  Mr. Doe then submitted additional medical documentation indicating that he had
“suffered a serious illness and developed marked weaknesses and encephalopathy. He continues to
have fatigability and impaired concentration.” His doctor recommended that Mr. Doe be granted
increased time to complete the LSAT,

62. LSAC then demanded that Mr. Doe’s psychologist provide “a current update of [his]
cognitive status” before ﬁnaking a decision on his accommodation request.

63.  Mr. Doe and his doctor disputed the need for an updated psychoeducational
assessment just three months after the first report was completed. His doctor responded, “1 would
reiterate that Mr. Doe’s intelligence is much as it was when he was originally seen (10/26/10) and
with IQ scores as noted in that report, all within the average range with the exception of Processing
Speed (4th percentile).”

64.  LSAC granted Mr. Doe nine additional minutes for the multiple choice and writing
sample sections (125 percent), with an additional 15 minutes of break time between sections three
and four, for the February and June 2011 L.SAT.

Jane Doe

65. Jane Doe, a resident of Oakland (Alameda County), requested that defendant provide

her with reasonable accommodations on each of two administrations of the LSAT examination, one

in February 2010 and a second in June 2010,

-13-
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66. Ms. Doe has attention deficit disorder (ADD). Her condition makes it difficult to
retain attention and focus, and significantly impairs her ability to conceptually organize and sequence
abstract ideas.

67.  Ms. Doe requested that LSAC accommodate her with time and a half (150 percent) on
the multiple choice and writing sample sections of the LSA'T.

68. In support of her request, Ms. Doe submitted medical documentation, verification that
she had received the accommodation of time and a half (150 percent) as an undergraduate university
student, and proof that she had received extended time (150 percent) on the Graduate Record Exam
(GRE).

69, On January 15, 2010, LSAC denied_ Ms. Doe’s accommodation requests, explaining
that her documentation did not demonstrate that she had a disability, which affected her ability to take
the LSAT.

70. Ms. Doe reapplied for accommodations on the June 2010 LSAT, requesting the same
accommodation of time and a half (150 percenﬁ) on the multiple cheice and writing sample sections.

71.  LSAC also denied this request. When Ms. Doe asked for an explanation for the denial,
defendant replied in writing that it was “not obligated to provide accommodations that are not
warranted or supported by the documentation.”

Peter Roe

72. Peter Roe, a resident of San Jose (Santa Clara County), requested that defendant make
accommodations for the September 2009 LSAT at California State University, East Bay.

73.  Mr. Roe has reading and math disorders, characterized by impaired auditory attention
span and low visuomotor processing speed. These learning disorders substantially impact his ability
to process written material, particularly under timed conditions.

74. Mr. Roe requested 20 extra minutes for the multiple choice sections and 30 extra
minﬁtes for the writing sample section of the LSAT. He also requested a reader and permission to use

a computer dictation program.

-14-

Dept. Fair Empl. & Hous, v. Law School Admission Council, Inc. (Whitney et al.)
Second Amended Group and Class Action Cemplaint for Damages and Injunctive Relief




NG ~F &N U g W k2 e

:-M [ ] [ ] (] [\ [ 3 ] Jod o pod e — ot st ) 3 [y
~3 =i N =N L] (3] e (] R ~] o0 ~] =2 ] =N 2 [ ik o

COURT PAPER

State of Catifornin
Sid. 113 Rev. 3-35
FE&H Automated

G2as83172cov00 B3B0HEMCC Cldcocumeent1362 FHdel@G32Y2183 FRagd b5ob766

75. In support of his request, Mr. Roe submitted a neuropsychological evaluation

- documenting his learning disabilities.

76. I.SAC denied Mr. Roe any accommodation, noting that he had neglected to submit a
“timed reading comprehension measure” in conformance with LSAC’s guidelines, he had no history
of educational accommodation, and his test results demonstrated an “average range of functioning.”

77.  Mr. Roe requested reconsideration of LSAC’s denial, submitting the results of an
additional reading comprehension test that documented Mr. Roe’s reading problems and
recommended that he receive an accommodation of time and a half (150 percent).

78.  After reconsideration, LSAC stood by its previous decision to deny accommodation.

Kavmond Banks

79. Raymond Banks, a resident of San Francisco (County of San Francisco), requested
that defendant make accommodations for the February 2011 LSAT at San Francisco State University.

80.  Mr. Banks had a longstanding and severe injury to his shoulder muscle. As a result of
this injury, Banks suffered from nerve damage, carpal tunnel syndrome, and chronic pain, all of
which limited his ability to write.

81.  Mr. Banks requested five additional minutes to complete each multiple-choice test
section of the LSAT, 10 additional minutes on the writing sample section, five-minute breaks
between each test section, a large table to write on, and permission to wear a splint on his wrist.

82. Real party Banks submitted medical documentation in support of his request, as well
as proof that he had received accommodation as a student at the University of California, Berkeley
for time and a half (150 percent) on all exams and quizzes.

83. LSAC denied all of Mr. Banks’ requests, other than permitting him to wear a hand
splint “as a courtesy.” When Mr. Banks asked LSAC for an explanation of the denial, LSAC
responded in writing that “[t]he documentation provided did not support your request for the
additional accommodations you requested.”

Kevin Collins
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84, Kevin Collins, a resident of Woodland Hills (Los Angeles County), requested that
defendant make accommodations for the February 2011 LSAT at California State University,
Northridge.

85.  Mr. Collins suffers from two learning disorders: disorder of written expression and a
reading disorder. He has perceptual-organizational impairments, making it significantly more
difficult for him to process simple or routine visual material without making errors, as compared to
his peers.

86.  Collins requested the accommodations of double time on multiple choice and writing
sample sections of the LSAT, permission to use a computer and printer for the writing sample, and an
alternative, non-Scantron answer sheet.

87.  In support of his request, Collins submitted proof that he had received time and a half
(150 percent) on the GRE and for exams at Claremont Graduate University. He also submitted a full
psychoeducational assessment report as requested by LSAC’s guidelines.

g8. Defendant’s first response was to ask for additional information and inform Collins
that the deadline had passed for the February 2011 LSAT. Later, after Collins had submitied the
requested information and requested consideration for the June exam, defendant granted him the
accommodations of time and a half (150 percent) for the multiple choice and writing sample sections,
rather than the double time that he had requested. The rest of his requested accommodations was
granted.

89. Collins asked LSAC to reconsider its decision to deny him double time. LSAC stood
by its previous decision that time and a half was appropriate.

Rodpey DeComeo-Schmitt

90, Rodney DeComo-Schmitt, a resident of Marin County, requested that defendant make
accommodations for the October 2010 LSAT offered at Sonoma State University.

91. Mr. DeComo-Schmitt suffers from a reading disorder, causing a significant
discrepancy between his verbal abilities and his visual-spatial abilities, especially under timed

conditions.
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92, Mr. DeComo-Schmitt requested time and a half (150 percent) on the multiple-choice
sections of the exam, extra rest and break time, and pel*naission to use a computer for the writing
sample.

93.  Insupport of his request, Mr. DeComo-Schmitt submitted a thorough
psychoeducational assessment and proof that he had received time and a half (150 percent) on his
SAT exam. -

94. LSAC at first refused to consider Mr. DeComo-Schmitt’s request for reconsideration,
asserting that it had been submitted past the deadline for the October 2010 exam. Later, LSAC denied
any accommodation to Mr. DeComo-Schmitt for the December 2010 exam, asserting that the
documentation he had submitted did not demonstrate a limitation of a major life activity which
affected his ability to take the LSAT.

95.  Mr. DeComo-Schmitt requested reconsideration of LSAC’s decision, submitting a
letter from his psychologist contending that LSAC had misinterpreted the psychological testing.

94, LSAC stood by its denial of accommodation, informing Mr. DeComo—Schmiti that he
was registered for the December 2010 LSAT as a standard test taker.

Elizabeth Hennessev-Severson

97.  Elizabeth Hennessey-Severson, a resident of San Francisco (San Francisco County),
requested that defendant make accommodations for the June 2011 LSAT at University of California,
Hastings College of the Law.

98. Ms. Hennessey-Severson has reading, written expression and mathematics disorders,
and ADHD. These conditions impair her working memory and her ability to plan, organize, and
devote sustained attention to language-based tasks, particularly reading,

99.  Ms. Hennessey-Severson requested that LSAC accommodate her on the LSAT with a
minimum of time and a half (150 percent) extra testing time, and by allowing her short breaks of 10

tol3 minutes between sections of the exam.
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100.  In support of her request, Ms. Hennessey-Severson submitted psychoeducational
assessment reports from 2002 and 2009. She also submitted proof that she had been accommodated
with time and a half (150 percent) on the SAT, and while she was a student at Dartmouth College.

101.  Defendant denied all of Ms. Hennessey-Severson’s requests for accommodation,

contending that she scored in the “very superior” and “high average” range in her psychoeducational
testing, and that her 2002 evaluation noted that she demonstrated a remarkable ability to compensate
for her learning disabilities, such that she was able to take honors courses and play high school sports.
102, Ms. Hennessey-Severson and her psychologist requested that LSAC reconsider its
decision to deny accommodation. Her psychologist wrote: “It is my professional opinion based on all
available evidence including comprehenstve history, diagnostic interview, well established history of

early diagnosis, remediation, and later accommodations throughout high school and college, that Ms.

Hennessey has a standard learning disability that has a substantial impact on a major life function,
namely, her ability to read, write, and calculate efficiently, and that extended time for formal testing
is a reasonable accommodation for her disability.”

103.  After reconsideration, LSAC stood by its prior decision to deny Ms. Hennessey-
Severson any accornmodation.

Otilia loan

104.  Otilia Ioan, a resident of San Jose (Santa Clara County), requested accommodation for
the December 2010 LSAT offered at Santa Clara University.
" 105, Ms. Ioan is quadriplegic. She is paralyzed in all four limbs and is unable to physically
write without using a brace.

106. Ms. loan requested that LSAC provide her with double time on all sections of the test,

an alternate answer sheet, the use of a scribe, and an additional break of 30 minutes between sections
3 and 4 of the test.

107.  In support of her request, Ms. loan submitted verification that she had received the
accommodation of double time on tests while a student at De Anza College, and double time when

taking the GRE.
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108. LSAC asked Ms. Joan to submit additional information from her doctor before it could
consider her request for accommodation. LSAC wrote: “Your evalluator needs to provide detailed
information regardiﬁg the nature, extent, severity, and treatment of your disorder and its functional
limitation on your ability to take the LSAT,” defendant wrote.

109. - Ms. loan’s doctor supplied the additional information that LSAC requested.

110.  Ms. Ioan wrote to LSAC requesting reconsideration of its decision to deny her double
testing time. LSAC stood by its previous decision.

Alex Johnson

111, Alex Johnson, 5 resident of Lake San Marcos (San Diego County), requested
accommodations for the October 2010 LSAT offered at the University of Southern California.

112, Mr. Johnson is quadriplegic. He is unable to write or turn pages because his fingers are
paralyzed. He is unable to draw diagrams, underline text, or use a standard Scantron answer sheet,

113, Mr. Johnson requested 15 minutes of extra break time between each section of the
LSAT, and 120 additional minutes (more than triple time) on the multipte choice and writing sample
sections.

114, In support of his request, Mr. Johnson submitted medical documentation of his
condition and need for accommodation, as well as verification from the University of Southern
California that he had received double time on his exams while a student there.

115. At first, LSAC refused to consider Mr. Johnson’s accommodation request, because he
was not registered to take the LSAT. Later, it granted Mr. Johnson time and a half (150 percent) on
the multiple choice and writing sample sections, and 10 minutes of break time between each section.
It agreed to provide Mr. Johnson with a scribe, and permitted him to use a computer for the writing
sample.

116.  Mr. Johnson requested that LSAC reconsider his request for double time. His doctor
wrote, “Double time is the least amount of time I should be allocated. It is also very hard to use a

scribe because of time limitations.”
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117. . LSAC responded that it did not offer an untimed test, and that the documentation
submitted did not support Johnson’s request.

Nicholas Jones

118.  Nicholas Jones, a resident of Palm Desert (Riverside County), requested that
defendant provide him with an accommodation for the December 2009 LSAT offered at the
University of Laverne (Ontario).

119, Mr. Jones suffers from two distinct eye conditions. First, he has amblyopia or “lazy
eye” in his left eye, which impairs his visual processing. Second, he has posterior vitreous
detachments in his right eye, meaning that he has persistent floaters or spots, which obstruct his field
of vision. These conditions together impair Mr. Jones” reading speed and ability.

120.  Mr. Jones requested time and a half (150 percent) on the multiple choice and writing
sample sections of the exam and five-minute breaks between each section.

121.  In support of his request, Mr. Jones submitted medical forms filled out by his doctor,
an eye specialist.

122, LSAC refused to provide any accommodation to Mr, Jones, informing him that “[t]he
documentation provided did not reflect an impairment related to taking the Law School Admission
Test.”

123, Mr. Jones requested that LSAC reconsider its decision denying him accommodations,
and asked it to provide further explanatioh. Mr. Jones’ doctor wrote a letter supporting his request for
reconsideration, asserting that Jones’ eye condition “substantially limits him in at least one major life
activity,. reading.”

124, After reconsideration, defendant stood by its prior decision to deny accommodation.
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Caroline Lee

125, Caroline Lee, a resident of Oakland (Alameda County), requested that defendant make
accommodations for the December 2010 LSAT offered in the City of Oakland.

126.  Ms. Lee suffers from ADHD and a reading disorder, causing her reading to be labored
and excessively slow, and impairing her short-term memory.

127.  Ms. Lee requested time and a half (150 percent) on the LSAT multiple choice and
writing sample, as well as extended breaks during the exam, a quiet testing environment, and the use
of a laptop to compose all written work,

128.  In support of her request, Ms. Lee submitted proof that she had received extended
testing time of 150 percent while a student at City College of San Francisco (CCSF). and that she had
taken the SAT and ACT with accommodations. She also submitted a psychoeducational assessment
that had been performed while she was a student at CCSF.

129, LSAC replied in writing to Ms. Lee that she needed to submit additional
documentation in order for her request to be considered, asking for: “[t]esting results and a full
diagnostic report from a comprehensive up-to-date psychoeducational/neuropsychological assessment
that comply with the Law School Admissions Council, Inc. Guidelines for Documentation of
Cognitive Impairments.”

130.  Ms. Lee then obtained and submitted a full psychoeducational evaluation in February
2011, which documented her ADHD and reading disorder. Her psychologist recommended that she
receive 150 percent extended time, as well as the other previously requested accommodations.

131.  LSAC then requested that Ms. Lee submit several additional documents and reports.
Ms. Lee did so.

132, In April 2011, defendant denied all of Ms. Lee’s requested accommodations,
informing her that: her performance on academic measures was commensurate with her ability,
negating a finding of impairment; her documentation failed to support the diagnosis of an attention |
disorder; and her request for additional time on the writing sample was not considered because her

psychologist had not administered the right tests.
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133, Ms. Lee requested that LSAC reconsider its denial of accommodation. This request
was accompanied by a letter from her psychologist, who contended that LSAC had misinterpreted the
psychoeducational assessment.

134, After reconsideration, LSAC stood by its initial decision to deny accommodations.

Andrew Quan

135, Andrew Quan, a resident of Hayward (Alameda County), requested accommeodation
for the October 2011 LSAT offered at the University of California, Santa Cruz.

136.  Mr. Quan has ADHD, a visual-motor integration deficit with slow processing speed,
hypotonia, and dysgraphia.

137.  Mr. Quan requested that LSAC provide him with the accommodations of double time
on the multiple choice and writing sample portions of the exam, 10-minute breaks between each
section of the test, and the use of a computer for the writing sample.

138.  In support of his request, Mr. Quan submitted to LSAC proof that he had been
accommodated with the use of a computer on his ACT exams. He also submitted a 2008
psychoeducational assessment from high school, showing that Mr. Quan suffered from “significant
deficits in visual-motor integration and fine motor skills.” Included within that assessment was a
2008 IEP documenting dysgraphia, attention deficit, visual processing, and sensory motor skillé
disorders which qualified him for special educational services, the use of a laptop computer, a scribe,
and extra examination time. |

139, LSAC requested that Mr, Quan provide further documentation to support his request,
including “testing results and a full diagnostic report from a comprehensive up-to-date
psychoeducational/neuropsychological assessment that comply with [LSAC Guidelines].”

140, Mr. Quan contested LSAC’s need for additional documentation, asserting that it was
unnecessary, unaffordable, and burdensome.

141, LSAC responded that if Mr. Quan wanted any accommodation in the future, he would
need to submit “substantive documentation to support your request for your hypotonia/dysgraphia

disorders.”
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Stephen Semos

142, Stephen Semos, a resident of Rancho Palos Verdes (Los Angeles County), requested
that defendant make accommodations for the December 2010 LSAT at Whittier Law School (Costa
Mesa). |

143, Mr. Semos has ADHD and dsygraphia, which significantly impair his reading, writing,
organization, and general academic performance.

144, Mr. Semos requested time and a half (150 percent) on both the multiple-choice and
writing sample portions of the exam, additional break time of five 1o eight minutes,

145, In support of his request, Mr. Semos submitted proof that he had received:
accommodations on the SAT; an IEP from the Palos Verdes Peninsula Unified School District
identifying Mr. Semos as learning disabled; a letter verifying that he had received accommodations
while a student at the University of California, Irvine, of time and a half (150 percent) on tests; and a
complete psychoeducational assessment by his doctor, a neuropsychologist.

146.  LSAC’s first response was to ask Mr. Seimos to provide additional documentation in
order to consider his accommodation request, including a full report of two particular tests for
cognitive disabilities, the Nelson-Denny Reading Test (NDRT) and the Conner’s Continuous
Performance Test-11. LSAC also informed Mr. Semos that the deadline for the December 2010 LSAT
had passed, but that he could request accommodation for future exams.

147.  Mr. Semos then submitted his documentation for the February 2011 LSAT.

148, Inresponse, LSAC denied all of Mr. Semos’ requests for accommodation on the basis
that his test scores were generally commensurate with his abilities and thus did not demonstrate a
learning disability.

149, Mr. Semos’ neuropsychologist requested that LSAC reconstder its denial. Mr. Semos’
doctor wrote: “Your denial letter written to Mr. Semos selectively highlighted the above average
scores and thereby masked the patterns of deficits in processing speed and fine motor speed noted in

my neuropsychological report.”
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150.  LSAC responded that the letter from Mr. Semos’ neuropsychologist had arrived too
Jate to be considered for the February 2011 LSAT. LSAC wrote: “You remain registered to test as a
standard test taker. No accommodations have been granted.”

Gazelle Taleshpour

151.  Gazelle Taleshpour, a resident of San Diego (San Diego County), requested that
defendant make accommodations for the October 2010 LSAT offered at the University of San Diego.

152, Ms. Taleshpour has ADHD. She also suffers from osteopenia (bone loss) and chronic
pain in her neck and back as a result of treatment she had received for leukemia, a bone marrow
transplant, radiation, and chemotherapy.

153.  Ms. Taleshpour requested that LSAC accommodate her with 30 extra minutes on the
multipte choice and writing sample portions of the exam, breaks of two to five minutes every half
hour so that she could stretch and alleviate pain, a high table, and a comfortable chair.

154.  In support of her request, Ms. Taleshpour submitted documentation from her treating
medical doctor, her.chimpractor, and her psychologist. She also provided LSAC with verification tha
she had received time and a half (150 percent) on all tests and exams while a student at the University
of San Diego.

155.  LSAC requested that Ms. Taleshpour provide additional documentation in support of
her accommodation request, including “[t]esting results and a full dragnostic report from a
psychoeducational/neuropsychological assessment that comply with Guidelines for Documentation of]
Cognitive Impairments.”

156,  Ms. Taleshpour obtained and submitted the additional documentation that LSAC
requested. Her psychiatrist performed a full psychoeducational assessment, which diagnosed her with
ADHD, a reading disorder, and a learning disability (dyslexia). Her psychiatrist supported Ms.
Taleshpéur’s request for double time and other accommoedations. |

157.  LSAC only partially granted Ms. Taleshpour’s request for accommodation, allowing
her to sit or stand at a podium while taking the exam, and to bring a seat cushion or an adjustable

chair.
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158.  Ms. Taleshpour then resubmitted a request for accommodation for the December 2010
LSAT: double time on multiple choice and writing sample; an alternate, non-Scantron answer sheet:
use of a reader; an additional 15 minutes of rest time; and 15-minute breaks between sections.

159, LSAC denied the request for additional accommeodations beyond the two it had
already granted, explaining to Ms. Taleshpour that her intelligence test scores were average and
commensurate with her ability, meaning that no cognitive disability was apparent.

160. Ms. Taleshpour requested that LSAC reconsider its denial of accommeodation for extra
time. Her psychologist supported the reconsideration request, contending that LSAC failed to
recognize significant discrepancies in her reading speed and comprehension. “These significant
difficulties provide psychometric evidence of the presence of a Learning Disability as described by
the ADA,” he wrote,

161. LSAC stood by its prior decision to limit the accommodations made for Ms.
Taleshpour: permission to sit or stand with a podium and to bring a seat cushion or an adjustable
chair.

Kevin Vielbaum

162. Kevin Vielbaum, a resident of San Mateo (San Mateo County), requested that
defendant make accommodations for him in taking the June 2011 LSAT at the University of
California, Hastings College of the Law.

163.  Mr. Vielbaum has a reading disorder (dyslexia), characterized by a significant
difficulties with perceptual reasoning, working memory, and cognitive processing speed.

164. Mr. Vielbaum requested that defendant accommodate him with time and a half (150
percent) on the multiple choice section of the LSAT, double time on the writing sample, and
permission to use a computer for the writing sample.

165.  In support of his request, Mr. Vielbaum submitted extensive records from his primary
cducation at a special school for students with dyslexia, where he was granted accommodations of

extended time and the use of a laptop and calculator.
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166.  LSAC granted Mr. Vielbaum only the accommodation of using a computer, printer
and spell check for the writing sample. LSAC denied the accommodation of extra time, noting that
Mr. Vielbaum had not requested accommodation on the SAT, and that he had scored well on the tests
involved in his psychoeducational assessment. Defendant went on to explain that: “[y]our evaluator
notes you have difficulties with logical reasoning. Inasmuch as the Law School Admission Test is
designed to measure these skills, the accommodations requested (extended time on all examinations
that involve the solving of logic problems), would not be appropriate.”

Austin Whitney

167.  Austin Whitney, a resident of Contra Costa County, first requested accommodations
for the September 2009 LSAT offered at San Diego State University.

168.  Mr. Whitney is paraplegic due to a spinal cord injury in 2007,

169.  Mr. Whitney requested that defendant accommodate his disability with time and a half

(150 percent) on the multiple choice and writing sample sections of the LSAT, and a wheelchair

170.  In support of his request, Mr. Whitney submitted medical records pertaining to his
2007 injury, verification from the University of California at Berkeley that he had received time and 4
half (150 percent) for all exams and quizzes during his undergraduate studies, and a form filled out
by his doctor indicating that, because of his injury and surgeries, he suffered from “severe chronic
pain and radiating radicular nerve pain” for which Whitney took prescription medication that caused
drowsiness.

171, LSAC responded that Mr. Whitney’s request for accommodation had been submitted
too late for the September 2009 test, and therefore he was registered as a standard test taker.

172, Mr, Whitney next requested accommodations for the June 2010 LSAT offered in
Berkeley at the California Ballroom. This time he requested that LSAC accommodate him with five-
minute breaks between sections, in addition to providing time and a half (150 percent) on the multiplg

choice and writing sample sections and a wheelchair accessible testing site.
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173.  Insupport of this request, Mr. Whitney submitted medical forms from four different
doctors, each of whom supported his need for extra testing time, Dr. Larry Snyder explained:
“Patient has significant fatigue due to medications taken for previous spinal injury - this will affect
his performance in TIMED conditions.” Dr. Carol Jessop wrote that, due to Mr. Whitney’s spinal
cord injury with chronic, nueropathic pain, he needed extra {imé to compensate for the effects of the
pain medication which cause fatigue. Dr. Jessop explained: “This is a significant problem for Austin
Whitney as he is taking medications . . . that cause him to be sleepy and fatigued. This drowsiness
makes him slower in his response to test questions. If an exam has a time limit, he will definitely
need extra time to complete it.”

174.  LSAC then granted Mr. Whitney the extra break time that he requested, and agreed to
provide a wheelchair accessible testing site, but. denied his request for extra testing time. “If you
choose to have your cognitive disorder (alluded to by Carol Jessop, MD) considered,” defendant
wrote, “you must provide a current psychoeducational/neuropsychological assessment or
neuropsychological evaluation as per our Guidelines for Documentation of Cognitive Impairments.”

175.  Mr. Whitney asked defendant to reconsider its decision to deny additional testing time,
and three of his doctors wrote to LSAC in support of his requeét.

a. Dr. Snyder wrote, “His pain and spacticity are a constant distraction and put
him at a significant disadvantage as a test taker, In addition, the medication he is taking causes
significant fatigue and makes it difficult to concentrate. The medication side effects do not impair
cognition but can slow processing speed. For these reasons, he should be afforded extra time when
taking this standardized test.”

b. Dr. Jessop wrote, “‘1 would like to emphasize that the nature of Mr. Whitney’s
condition is physiological (pain issues) and NOT cognitive or due to a learning disorder. Our request
for extra time on the exam is based solely on physiological effects of chronic, severe neuropathic
pain, and the fatiguing side effects of pharmaceutical pain killers. Thus, because he doesn’t have a
learning disability, I feel sfrongly that neuropsychological or psychoeducational testing would be

irrelevant in his case.”
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c. Dr. Hedelman wrote, “Patient’s significant impacts on concentration, reading,
writing, ability to attend class is secondary to his unpredictable, severe neuropathic pain and the
associated pain management medications. Patient does not have an underlying cognitive impairment
requiring neuropsych|ological] testing.”

176.  LSAC refused to reconsider its decision, responding: “We have no objective evidence
to support Dr. Carol Jessop, MD’s conclusion that your thought processes are not as fast as they
could be without medication.”

177.  In 2011, at LSAC’s behest, Mr. Whitney was evaluated by a psychologist, who
determined that he required double time on examinations due to the effect that his pain medication
was having on his cognitive abilities.

178.  Inresponse to a second accommodation request by Mr. Whitney with the

psychologist’s report as supporting documentation, LSAC awarded him 10 additional minutes on

each section of the exam. LSAC provided no rationale for denying his request for double time.

FIRST CLASS CAUSE OF ACTION

Unlawful Consideration of Mitigation Measures
(42 U.S.C. § 12102(4)(E) L)) (1)

179.  The DFEH realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation
contained in paragraphs 1 through 184, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

180,  The ADA, 42 U.S.C. § 12102(4XEX) 1)(i)(1). requires tliat “any determination of
whether an impairinent substantially limits a major life activity shall be made without regard to the
ameliorative effects of mitigating measures such as medication.” The ADA is incorporated into the
Unruh Act by Civil Code section 51, subdivision (f).

181. By requiring applicants to take the medication prescribed for their disabilities while
being evaluated for accommaodations or explain their failure or refusal to do so, LSAC violates the

rights of class members under the FEHA, Unruh Act, and ADA,
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182, As adirect result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein, class
members have incurred out of pocket losses, including test registration fees and medical bills, in an
amount to be proven at trial.

183, As a further and direct result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein,
class members have suffered emotional distress, anxiety, lost opportunity, frustration, humiliation,
and loss of dignity and self-esteem, in an amount to be proven at trial.

184.  Defendants have engaged in, and by their refusal to comply with the law, have
demonstrated that they will continue to engage in, the pattern and practice of unlawful discrimination
described herein unless and until they are enjoined, pursuant to the police power granted by
Government Code sections 12.920 and 12920.5, and pursuant to section 12974, from failing or
refusing to comply with the mandates of the FEHA, Unruh Act, and the ADA. Unless and until
defendants are enjoined from failing or refusing to comply with the mandates of these laws, class
members’ right to full and equal access to places of public accommodation will continue to be
violated. Plaintiff lacks any plain, speedy, adequate remedy at law to prevent such harm, injury and
loss, which will continue until the court enjoins the complained of unlawful conduct and grants other
affirmative relief as prayed for herein.

SECOND CLASS CAUSE OF ACTION

Failure to Ensure that Exam Measures Ability Rather than Disability
(42 U.S.C. § 12189 and 28 C.F.R. § 36.309)

185. The DFEH realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation
contained in paragraphs 1 through 184, inclusive, as if fully set forth hereiﬁ.

186.  The ADA requires that any person offering examinations related fo post-secondary
education or profession “shall offer such examinations or courses in a place and manner accessible to
persons with disabilities.” (42 U.8.C. § 12189.) Regulations interpreting this section impose an
obligation on the entity offering such an examination that * [t}he examination is selected and
administered so as to best ensure that, when the examination is administered to an individual with a

disability that impairs sensory, manual, or speaking skills, the examination results accurately reflect
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the individual’s aptitude or achievement level or whatever other factor the examination purports to
measure, rather than reflecting the individual’s impaired sensory, manual, or speaking skills.” (28
C.F.R. §36.309.)

187. By adhering to a blanket policy of annotating scores taken under extended time
conditions, defendant is communicating to law schools that it does not know whether or not the
applicants’ exam results accurately reflect aptitude or achievement. Therefore, LSAC is breaching its
duty under the FEHA, Unruh Act, and ADA to ensure that the examination results accurately reflect
the individual’s aptitude or achievement level. (28 C.F.R. § 36.309(b)(1)(i).)

188.  As a direct result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein, class
members have incurred out of pocket losses, including test registration fees and medical bills, in an
amount to be proven at trial.

189.  As a further and direct result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein,
class members have suffered emotional distress, anxiety, lost opportunity, frustration, humiliation,
and loss of dignity and self-esteem, in an amount to be proven at trial.

190.  Defendants have engaged in, and by their refusal to comply with the law, have
demonstrated that they will continue to engage in, the pattern and practice of unlawful discrimination
described herein unless and until they are enjoined, pursuant to the police power granted by
Government Code sections 12920 and 12920.5, and pursuant to section 12974, from failing or
refusing to comply with the mandates of the FEHA, Unruh Act, and the ADA. Unless and until
defendants are enjoined from failing or refusing to comply with the mandates of these laws, class
members’ right to full and equal access to places of public accommodation will continue to be
violated. Plaintiff lacks any plain, speedy, adequate remedy at law to prevent such harm, injury and
loss, which will continue until the court enjoins the complained of unlawful conduct and grants other

affirmative relief as prayed for herein.
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THIRD CEASS CAUSE OF ACTION

Coercion, Intimidation, Threats, or Interference with ADA Rights - Flagging
(42 U.S.C. § 12203)

191.  The DFEH realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation
contained in paragraphs 1 through 184, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

192, The ADA makes it unlawful to “coerce, intimidate, threaten, or interfere with any
individual in the exercise or enjoyment of, or on account of his or her having exercised or enjoyed,
any right granted or protected by this Act.” (42 U.S.C. § 12203.)

193.  LSAC’s policy of annotating tests scores administered under extended time conditions
discourages applicants from secking such an accommodation, and punishes those who receive it, in
violation of the FEHA, Unruh Act, and ADA.

194, As a direct result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein, class
members have incurred out of pocket losses, including test registration fees and medical bills, in an
amount to be proven at trial.

195.  As a further and direct result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein,
class members have suffered emotional distress, anxiety, lost opportunity, frustration, humiliaﬁon,
and loss of dignity and self-esteem, in an amount to be proven at trial.

196.  Detfendants have engaged in, and by their refusal to comply with the law, have
demonstrated that they will continue to engage in, the pattern and practice of unlawful discrimination
described herein unless and until they are enjoined, pursuant to the police power granted by
Government Code sections 12920 and 12920.5, and pursuant to section 12974, from failing or
refusing to comply with the mandates of the FEIA, Unruh Act, and the ADA. Unless and until
defendants are enjoined from failing or refusing to comply with the mandates of these laws, class
members’ right to full and equal access to places of public accommodation will continue to be
violated. Plaintiff lacks any plain, speedy, adequate remedy at law to prevent such harm, injury and
loss, which will continue until the court enjoins the complained of unlawful conduct and grants other

affirmative relief as prayed for herein.
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION — REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST ONLY

Denial of Reasonable Accommodation
(42 U.S.C. § 12189 and 28 C.F.R. § 36.309(b)(1)(iv))

197.  The DFEH realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation
contained in paragraphs 1 through 184, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein,

198.  The ADA requires that any person offering examinations related to post-secondary
education or profession “shall offer such examinations or courses in a place and manner accessible to
persons with disabilities.” (42 U.S.C. § 12189.) As part of this duty to make an examination
accessible, the regulations require that any documentation requested be “reasonable and limited to the
need for the modification, accommodation, or auxiliary aid or service requested.” (28 C.I'.R. §
36.309(b)(1)(1v).)

199.  LSAC breached its duty to make the LSAT accessible to people with disabilities by
requiring excessive amounts of documentation and denying a reasonable accommodation to each real
party in interest, in violation of the FEHA, Unruh Act, and ADA.

200.  As adirect result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein, real parties
have incurred out of pocket losses, including test registration fees and medical bills, in an amount to
be proven at trial.

201.  As a further and direct result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein,
real parties have suffered emotional distress, anxiety, lost opportunity, frustration, humiliation, and
loss of dignity and self-esteem, in an amount to be proven at trial,

202, Defendants have engaged in, and by their refusal to comply with the law, have
demonstrated that they will continue to engage in, the pattern and practice of unlawful discrimination
described herein unless and until they are enjoined, pursuant to the police power granted by sections
12920 and 12920.5, and pursuant to section 12974, from failing or refusing to comply with the
mandates of the FEHA, Unruh Act, and the ADA. Unless and until defendants are enjoined from
failing or refusing to comply with the mandates of these laws, class members’ right to full and equal

access to places of public accommeodation will continue to be violated. Plaintiff lacks any plain,
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speedy, adequate remedy at law to prevent such harm, injury and loss, which will continue until the
court enjoins the complained of unlawful conduct and grants other affirmative relief as prayed for
herein.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION —REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST ONLY

Coercion, Intimidation, Threats, or Interference with ADA Rights
(42 U.S.C. § 12203)

203,  The DFEH realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation
contained in paragraphs 1 through 184, inclusive, as if fully set forth herein.

204, The ADA makes it unlawful to “coerce, intimidate, threaten, or interfere with any
individual in the exercise or enjoyment of, or on account of his or her having exercised or enjoyed,
any right granted or protected by this Act.” (42 U.S.C, § 12203))

205.  LSAC’s policies and patterns of requiring unreasonable types and excessive amounts
of documentation to support each accommodation request violate the FEHA, Unruh Act, and the
ADA, by unlawfully coercing, intimidating, threatening, or interfering with real parties’ exercise or
enjoyment of their right to reasonable accommodation on the LSAT.

206.  As adirect result of the unlawf{ul practices of defendants as alleged herein, real parties
have incurred out of pocket losses, including test registration fees and medical bills, in an amount to
be proven at trial. |

207.  As a further and direct result of the unlawful practices of defendants as alleged herein,
real parties have suffered emotional distress, anxiety, lost opportunity, frustration, humiliation, and
loss of dignity and self-esteem, in an amount to be proven at trial.

208.  Defendants have engaged in, and by their refusal to comply with the law, have
demonstrated that they will continue to engage in, the pattern and practice of unlawful discrimination
described herein unless and until they are enjoined, pursuant o the police power granted by
Government Code sections 12920 and 12920.5, and pursuant to section 12974, from failing or
refusing to comply with the mandates of the FEHA, Unruh Act, and the ADA. Unless and until

defendants are enjoined from failing or refusing to comply with the mandates of these laws, class
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members’ right to full and equal access to places of public accommodation will continue to be
violated. Plaintiff lacks any plain, speedy, adequate remedy at law to prevent such harm, injury and
loss, which will continue until the court enjoins the complained of unlawful conduct and grants other
affirmative relief as prayed for herein.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the DFEH prays that the court issuc a judgment in favor of the DFEH, real
parties in interest, and members of the class, and order defendants to provide the following relief

ASTO REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST

209, Provide free and accommodated testing at the next available testing date in each real
party’s area, with accommodations as initially requested by that real party;

210.  Provide a letter to each real party explaining that their LSAT scores used for their law
school applications during the relevant period may not have provided accurate measures of their
acquired reading and verbal reasoning skills, because LSAC did not reasonably accommodate their
disabilities.

AS TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE CLASS,
INCLUDING THE REAL PARTIES ININTEREST

211, Cease and desist from consideration of mitigation measures such as medication when
making a determination as to whether an applicant needs an accommodation.

212, Cease and desist from specially annotating LSAT scores tests scores administered
under extended time conditions.

213, Include all test scores in the percentile ranking process and provide a ranked percentile
to each test taker.

214.  Immediately undertake a validation study to determine if LSAC scores under
accommedation of extra time for cognitive disabilities are an equal measure of aptitude or
achievement as compared 1o non-accommodated scotes.

215, Reduce to a discrete and reasonable amouﬁt the documentation required to verify an

applicant’s need for an accommodation, especially for so-called cognitive disabilities, consistent with
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the ADA’s requirement that such documentation be “reasonable” and Congress’ mandate that “the
question of whether an individual’s impairment is a disability under the ADA should not demand
extensive analysis.” (28 C.F.R. § 36.309(b)(1)(iv); 42 U.S.C. § 1201 [Pub. L. No. 110-325, § 2(b)(5)
(Sept. 25, 2008) 122 Stat. 3553].)

216.  Create a more streamlined and user-friendly process for considering reasonable

accommodation requests, that includes notice to applicants, within a reasonable period of time,

whether or not requested accommodations have been granted, and provides a fair process for timely
reconsideration of any denial of requested accommodations.

217.  Pay actual damages according to proof for each Unruh Act violation up to a maximum
" of three times the actual damages but in no case less than $4,000 per violation.

218.  Pay the DFEH’s attorneys’ fees and costs, pursuant to California Government Code
§ 12965(b) and California Civil Code § 52(a), in an amount according to préof, plus annual interest,
il as required by law.

219.  Provide written proof to the Department of the nature and extent of LSAC’s

compliance with all requirements of the court’s order within 100 days of its effective date; and,

220.  Provide such other relief as the Court deems to be just and proper.

Dated: March 12, 2013 DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AND HOUSING

Jon M. Ichinaga
Chief Counsel

R. Sybil Villanueva
Associate Chief Counsel

Phoebe P. Liu
Sentor Staff Counsel

Mari Mayeda
Senior Staff Counsel

By:/s/ R. Sybil Villanueva
R. Sybil Villanueva
Attorneys for the Department
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COMPLAINT OF DISCRIVINATION UNDER THE © o+ DFEH # y200910-0-0003 np
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT '
AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRUH CiviL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND GIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51. ﬁ AND 54

ndicate Mr. or ks, if individual}

“YELEPHONE NUMRER (INCLUDE ARE

COUNTY
S Alamsada

NAMED 1S THE PERSD BUSINESS ESTABL |SHIMENT, PUBLIC ACCGMMQD,&?IU% OR UTHER ERFTTTY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AC&INgf ME:

MNAMEIS)
LAW SCHOOL ADMISSIONS COUNCIL o - -
ADDREES - ' TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE)
P.0. Box 8512 ‘ e R _{215) 968-1001

CITVisTATEE _ EOUNTY e BILO-GEEOUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18940 o , Pt o 000 . .
CAUSE OF DISCRIMNATION BABED GN (CHERK APPROPRIATE BOXIES] _ T ' ,
[ RACE ISEX ) M DISABILITY U3 RELIGION I NATIONAL QRIGIN/ANCGESTRY T3 SEXUAL ORIENTATION
CCOLOR  CIAGE | [J MARITAL STATUS 0 GTHER (SEECIRY) . _ o
DATE MOST RECENT OR GONTINUING DISCRIMINATION . " TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLAGE (month, day, and vesrt  April 21, 20 HO ‘ . E B

THE PARTICULARE ARE:

i, Onorabout Aprit 21, 2010, | was denied my reasonable acsommmdatxon requast for 50% extra tef:tmg
tima when taking my LSAT exam for the Law Schod! Admissions Council which is located at P O Bax

8512, Newtown, PA 18840,

ot b@iieve P'was denied my reasonable accommodation reguest for 0% exira testing time when taking
my LSAT exam which is necessary due fo my disability (Attention Deficit Disorder) which Is a violation
Government Code, Saction 12948, The Goveinment Code incorporates Section 51 of the C il Code,”

My belief s based on the following:

A Corporate Council, Joan Van Tol, was aware of my disabliity and Me& granting of my .
accommodation request for 50% acdltnonal festing time for a prior test date. Howaver, after |
requested an accommodation for 50% additionat tsstin [g time for the June 6, 2010 exam, ?T'zy

request was denied.
' i

Typed ahd mailed for signature on May 4, 2010,
{ dectare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregolng is true and correst of my awn

krowledge except as to matters stated on my mimmﬂ* IR laf and g to those matiers | bellave it to be true.

emxww AL y
s\vgi@m‘rma _1!
ﬁﬁhﬁﬂd Nl sy o9 2000 EUJ

City _ ~ COMPLAINANT'S S!ng#‘{léﬁgf{%ﬁé@?ﬂﬁ{}%@@ LITEM
HOUSING-GAKLAND HOUSING UNIT

P”['EWHH \

DFEH-300-02 (12/99) Q:DS:bps . DATE FILED:
EF’ARTMENT OF FAEH EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSENG’ ' . STATE OF CALIFC
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* PUBLIC mmmm ATIHN!RMPH IVIL CODE. CTIONS51.5&54% %

COMPLAINT OF DISCRIME RMT [ON UNDER THE DFEH # £-200910-8-0012-00-p

PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT

AND BOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNBUH CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT ARD CIVIL EOBE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT'S NAMELS) {indicate Mr. or Ms., it individual)

Jones, Nicholas E. [Mr)

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER INCLUDE AREA CODIE) ”
73213 Catalina Wav {(780) 409-8103

o !“’WS: ATESIR COUNTY COUNTY CODE
Palm Desert, ca 92260 Riverside 0B85

NAMED 18 THE PERSDN, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT

DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

NAME[S]

Law School Admissions Couneil, Inc. [(LSAC)

AGDAESS TELEPHONE MUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE]
Post Office Box 8512 215-888-1001
CITY/STATERIP COUNTY COUNTY Cone
Newion, PA 18940-8512 Oui-of-Siate 000
TAUSE OF DIGCAIMINATION BASED ON (CHECK APPROPRIATE BRXIES]

O RAGE OSEX 0 DISABRITY 0} RELIGION T NATIONAL ORIGIN/ANCESTRY [} SEXUAL ORENTATION
[ SOLOR 0 AGE [ MARITAL STATUS O OTHER [SPECIFY)

DATE MAOST RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIMINATION TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE {month, day, end yeary  LJBGEmMber b, 2008 B

THE PARTICULARS ARE:

i

il.

{H.

On or abowt December 5, 2009 | was denied reasonab!e accomimodation to take the LEAT
test for the Law School Admissions Council.

On or about October 27, 2009 and NMovember 8, 2009 | received notification my request for
reasonable accommeadation had been denied.

| helieve | was denied reasonable accommodation because of my disabilities
{Amblyopia/Posterior Vitreous Detachment) and because of my membership in a class of
people who are disabled. This is a violation of Section 12848 of the Government Code. The
Government Code incorporates Section 51 of the Givil Code. My belief is based on the
fni?gug_nnﬁ

A. On or about October 20, 2009 | requested a reasonable accommodation to take the LSAT
test scheduled for Decamber b, 2009.

B. On or aboyut Octoher 27, 2009 | recelved notification the documentation t provided did not
reflect an impairment related to taking the LSAT and | remained registered to test as a
standard test taker.

C. On or about November 3, 2008 | requested reconsideration regarding my accommadation
request by providing additional information requested by LSAC to justity my need for
reasonable accommeodation.

Pg. Tof2
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*+ % PUBLIC ACCOMI. JATION/RALPH/CIVIL CODE  CTION 54 * *

COMPLAINT OF DISCRUVINATION UNDER THE DFEM # 0-200910-6-0012-00-1
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORMIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT

AND HDUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRUH CiVIL

RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CHIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT

Jones, Nicholas E. {(Mr.)

RESPONDENT

Law School Admissions Council, Inc. {(LSAC)

THE PARTICULARS ARE:

3., On or about November 8, 2009 1 received notification the additional documentation was
reviewed and there was no change in their decision and my request for reasonable

accommodation was denied.

V. { am making this complaint on behalf of myself and all other disabled individuals, who have
been, are now, or will in the future be sitilarly aggrieved.

Pg. 2 of 2

Typed and mailed for signature on January 11, 2010448 ¢ 1 7010

i declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregomg is, orreat of mey ewn knowiadge

axeapt &5 to matters stated on my information and belief, and 2 hogE m jiters i believe It'48 b

A
//ZJJ/{zﬁc-er F Jauss

COMPLAINANT'S SIGNATURE

Dated /C /4 df;/{/?%

s phem Deserr, (CFF .
! Ch‘:y/ ,ﬂ\/ FOMPLAINANT'S SICGNATURE/GUARDIAN AD LITEM

DFEH-300-02 {12/99) 84 .&.ﬂ__:eo

DEEARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

DATEFILED: i & 1 2n%
JAN 2 1 201 STATE OF CALIEORNIA
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SUSAN SAYLOR (#154592)
Acting Chief Counsel

ALEXA“\IDRA SELDIN (#239708)
Staff Counsel

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AND HOUSING

2218 Kausen Drive, Suife 100

Bk Grove, CA 95758 ‘

Telephone No.: {619) 645-2575

Facstmile: (619) 645-3170

Attorneys for the Department

BEFORE THE FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND Hé)USING COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

HAMID \/IIHAEL I"ﬂEIAZI NICHOLAS E.

Complainants.

In the Matter of the Complaint of } CaseNos. U-200910-G-0012-68-p
THE DEPARTMENT OF FAIR ) U-200910-G-00611- Oﬂ—p
EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING, ) U-2060910-Q0003-60

) ‘
vs. ) .

) NOTICE OF CLASS ACTION
LAW SCHOOL ADMISSION COUNCIL } COMPLAINT AND DIRECTOR'S
INC., % COMPLAINT

Respondent, ) (Gov. Code §§ 12960, 12961 and 12963,

) subd. (2).)

) /

)

)

)

)

)

TO LAW SCHOOL ADMISSION COUNCIL, INC., 662 Penn Street, Box 40, Newton,
Pennsylvania, 18940: - |

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to Government Code sections 12960 and 1296.19 the
Director of the DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING (hereinaffer “the
Department”} has determined that the cases fisted below will be treated and proceed as a group or
class complaint for all purposes, and the Director hag issued the foilo'wing Complaint of

Discrimination on behalf of the group or class described below:

1

DFEH v. Law School Admission Counci], Inc. (Hejazi, el al )
Notice of Class Action Complaint’
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Case number U-200510-G-0011-00-p, filed by Complainant HAMID MICH’AEL HEJAZE
against Respondent LAW SCHOOL ADMISSION COUNCIL, INC. on January 19, 2010,

Case number U-200910-G-0012-00-p, filed by Complainant NICHOLAS E. JONES against
Réspondent LAW SCHOOL ADMISSION COUNCIL, INC. on January 21, 2010,

Case number U-200610-Q0003-00, filed by Complamnant

Respcndent LAW SCHOOL ADMISSION COUNCIL, INC. on May 9, 2010.
The Director’s determination and issuance is based on the foﬁowing:

1. Complainants HAMID MICHAEL HEJAZI NICHOLAS E, JONES and §

i 1 orcinafier “Complainants™) filed individual verified complaints in writing with the
Department on the dates herein indicated alleging that Respondent LAW SCHOOL ADMISSION
COUNCIL, INC. (hereinafter “LSAC”) engaged in unlawful practices against them which were
discriminatory on the basis of disability, in violation of the Fair Employment and Housing Act
(“FEHA™, Government Code section 12900, ef. seg. and the Unruh Civil Rights Act, Civil Code
section 51, '

2. The Department’s investigation revealed that LSAC is a proper respondent for all
purposes in this matter.

3. The group or class of which the Complainanis are members is comprised of all
disabled individuals in the State of California who have or will request a reasonable
accommodation for the Law School Admission Test (“LSAT™), administered by the LSAC, and
who have or will be unlawfully denied such request from January 19, 2009 to the conclusion of the
Department’s investigation of this complaint.

4. There are common questions of law mnd fact involved which affect the parties to be
represented and those persons similarly situated in that during the course of the Department’s
investigation the Compiainamts' provided and the Department obtained information, which, if
proven, indicates that LSAC wunlawfully denied or denies disabled individuals reasonable
accommodations for the LSAT, Respondent disputes some of these allegations. The Department

will continue the investigation fo determine the merits of these allegations.

-

DFEH v, Law School Admission Council, ne. (Hejazi, er, ol ):
Notice of Class Action Complaint
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i 5. The nature of the group or class s such that proof of a single set of facts will
2 i establish the right of each member of the group to recover,
3 6. The Director will fairly and accurately represent the interests of the group or class.
4 7. You may, but need not, respond to this notification in writing by submitting your
% |l zesponse to:
6 Alexandra Seldin
Special Investigations Unit Administrator
o Department of Fair Employment and Housing
2218 Kausen Drive, Suite 100
3 Eik Grove, CA 95758
9
” DATED: Rdy<2 2010
T DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AND HOUSING
12 PHYLLIS W. CHENG
13 Director
14 1 e
By: i
15 _ Phyllis W. Eheng
16
i7
18
19
28
21
22
23
.24
25
26
27
FEH Avtorated DFEH v. Law School Admission Council, Inc. (Hejazi, e, ol ):
‘ Netice of Class Action Complaint
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P PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION/RALPHICIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 & 54 % *

COMPLAINT OF DISCERIAIMATION UNDER THE DFEH # U 200112 H-0C0C7~00~p
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFOBRIA FAIR EMPLOYMERNT

AND HOUSING ACT WHICH {NCORPORATES THE UNRUE CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL BIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 1.5 ANn b4
COMPLAINANT'S NAMES) lindicate Mr. or Ms., if individual)

JOHNSON, ALEX VR

ADDRESS FELEFHONE NUMBER (NCLUOE ARCA COGE
1447 La Linda Drive ~ 780-738-0719

CUT IR TATESZIP COUNTY COUNTY CODF
San Marcos; CA 82078 San Diego 073

NAMED IS THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTARLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

NAME{S}

Law School Admissiens Council, Inc. (LASC) A

ROGREEE TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE ABEA CODE)
862 Penn Strapt ] : 215.968-1001
CHVISTATEZID EEUNTY COUNTY COTE
Newtowr, PA 18340 Dut of State 000
CAUSE OF DIBCRIMINATION BASED ON [CHECK APRROPRIATE BOXIES!)

[ BACE CISEX B DISABILITY 0 RELIGICN 0 NATIONAL ORIGIN/ANCESTRY T SEXUAL CRIENTATION
o COLOR [ AGE Tl MARITAL STATUS [1 OTHER. {SPECHFY)

DATE FODST REGENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIMINATION “TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE {month, day, and yeard September 17,2000 Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE:
{. On or about $/17/10 | was denied the reasonable accommodation needed 1o take the L3AT {Law School,
Admissions Test],

. Mo reason was given for partial denial of my reascnable accommodation and the granting of
inadequate/ineffective accommodations.

| believe { was denied reasonabie accommodation, which is necessary due 1o my disabiity {Quadrinlagial,
whictt is a violation of Government Code, Section 12948, The Government Code incarporates Section 51
of the Civil Code. My bellet is based on the following:

A Opn or about 8/5/10 | advised the Accommodated Testing section of my medical need for
accommoadation in the form of using a computer for alf sections of the test, 120 extra minutas on
each section of the test, alternate to sgantron answer sheet, use of amanuensis (1o turm pages),
additional rest period and breaks, . 1 also provided supporting medical documentation to confirm the
accommoedations were medically necessary.

. Onor about 8/17/10 | wasg notified that part of my requested sccommaodstion was being denled. The
ascommedations that were granfed were nadequate and ingffective,

n, 1 am making this complaint on behelf of myself and all other disabled individuals who have been, are now,
or will in the future be sirmiarly agarieved, '

Fyped and matled for signeturs on August 23, 2071, i

| declare under panatty of perjury under the faws of the $tats of Callfornfa that the foregoing is true and correct of my own

kncwledge except as to matters stated on my information and belisf, and as to those matters | belleve it 10 be trua,

iy “ LT oy PRI o
L e ey e

<, - \
Dated 0w [ \‘\\ e 3 S
COMF’L}‘MNANT‘S SIENATURE

i

W

G B

%C‘mf'} CALIFDRNIA

. w0y
ar o 0N S, N oo o,
City COMPLAINANT'S &

DFEH-30G-02 (12/29) B:PND CATE FILED: ﬂ L B e
PEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING A 28720 %Ti

=
¥

DEPY OF EATR ENIBLOVERHT & SAUSIG

RARTRUTIE T PGTRINT NRENE |
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e DUBLIC ACCOMMO!r "TION/BALPH/CIVIL CODE ST TIONS51.5& KB4 % ¥
COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE | DFEHW # 0 201112 H-0008-00-p

PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNBRUH CIVIL

RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AMD CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54

TELEPHGNE NUMBER IINCLUDE AREA CODE)
K- KU HHHN
COUNTY COUNTY COBE
San Diega 073

"ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT

DISCRIVINATED AGAINST ME;

NAME(S]

Law Schoo! Admissions Council, Inc. (LASC)

AODRESS TECERHONE NUMBER TINCLUDE AHEA COCE
862 Penn Street 215-868-1001
CITY/STATEZIP COUNTY COUNTY CQCE
Newtown, PA 18340 Qut of State oot
EAUSE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (CHECK APPROPRIATE BOXIES) .

01 RACE PISEX B DISABILITY [1 RELIGION T NATIONAL ORIGINJANCESTRY 1 SEXUAL CRIENTATION
1 COLOR 7 AGE [ MARITAL STATUS £} OTHER (SPECIFY)

BATE MOST RECENT OR COMTIMUING DISCRIMINATION ‘ TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE Imonth, day, end yeari  October 31, 2010 Urnruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE: . o
L. Onorabout 10/31/2010 1 was denied the reasonable accommodation of adeguate additional time to
take the LSAT {Law School Admissions Test) and adeguate break periods,

. No reason was given for partial denial of my reasonable accommodation.

. { beiieve | was denied reasonable accommedation in the form of additional test taking time and break

 periods, which is necessary due to my disabilities (ADD [Attention Deficit Disorder], Lemierra’s
Syndrome with Brain edema resuiting in brain processing speed impairment), which is a viclation of
Government Code, Section 12848, The Government Code incorporates Section 51 of the Civit Code.
My belief is based on the following:

A. On or about early 10/2010 | advised the Accommodated Testing section of my medical need for
additionsal test tahmg time and break pariodﬂ | also provided supporting medical dosumentation.

MY

B, On or ghout 10/31/10 | was notified that my reguested accommodation was baing denied. 1 was
granted in sufficient adaitional time to teke t25t sections, | was not granted sufficient break period.
to administer vital medication, ‘

IV, | am making this complaint on behalf of myself and all other disablad individuals who have been, arg

now, or will in the future be similarly aggrieved,
Typed and mailed for sighsture on Augué: 22, 2041,
| deciare undar genaity of perury under the laws of the State of Cal
knowledge except as to matters stated on my information and be

Dated (g}éz @1/0240//
At Qﬁﬂc&”f‘) 6&‘@{% CA

City COMPLAINANT'S

@@ foregolng is true and correct of my own
per matters | belisve it 1o be true,

AT

AT 2 e

HECETEN)

lﬁﬁﬁ{'{ wUAR%i?ﬁJADW‘
DEEH-300-02 (12/88) ComEND DATE BILED: X

DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING CEDT OF FA E W I &@ﬁﬁﬂf: CALFORNLA
BAKERSRIELD DIY! “\i T GEFICE
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* % pUBLIC ACCOMMOD, TON/RALPH/CIVIL CODE SE{ DNSHIB &G4+ *
COMPLARIT GF DISCRIVENATION UNDER THE DEEH # 0 201112 R-0013700=p
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIEORNIA FAIR EMPLOYVENT
AND HOUSING ACT WHICH [NCORPORATES THE UNRUK CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT'S NAME(S) {indicats Mr. or Mg., if individual}

HENNESSEY-SEVERSON, ELIZABETH (MS.) P~ Gz - 667~ THET
ALDDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER 4NCLUDE AREA CODE)
1067 Oak Strest MR KK KRR NN
CITY/STATE/ZIP COUNTY COUNTY COBE
San Francisco, CA 82101 San Francisco 0756

MAMED IS THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMBDATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

MAMEIS) .

Law School Admissions Council, Inc, (LSAC)

EDORESE TELEFPHONE MUMBER INCLUDE AREA COOE]
G862 Penn Strest 215-868-1001
TS TATE/AF COUNTY COUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18840 Qut of State 000

CAUSE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX(ESH :

[ RACE LISEX ¥ DISABILITY 03 RELIGION D NATIGNAL ORIGIN/ANCESTRY 3 sEXUAL QRIENTATION
0 COLOR T AGE I MARITAL STATUS O OTHER (SPECIFY) :

DATE MOST RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIMINATION TYFE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE {manth, dey, and yaary  May TG, 2011 Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE: .
I. From on or ahout 4/29/11 t was denied the reassnabie accommodaaor* of adeguate additions! time 1o
yake the LSAT {Law School Admissions Test), -

li. No reason was given for denial of my reasonable accommodation.

{1t 1 bhaljeve | was denied reasonable accommodation in the form of additional test taking time, which is
necessary due to my disabilities (Anxisty, Procassing Disorder, Learning Disorder, Attention Deficit-
Hyperactivity Disardar [ADHD, which is a violation of Government Code, Section 12848, The
Government Code incorporates Section 51 of the Civil Code. My belief is based on the following:

A. On or about 4/27/11 | advised the Accommodated Testing section of my medical need for
additional test taking tirme as well additicnal braaks in betwseen test sections. | alse provided
supporting medical documentation,

B. On or about 4/29/11 and again 5/10/11 | was notified that my requested accommodation was
being denied,

V. 1 am making this complaint on behalf of myself and all other disablad individuals who have bean, are

now, or will in the future be similarly aggrisved.
Typed snd malled for signature on Septembar 14, 2077,

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregeing is true and correct of my own
knowledge except as to matters stated on my information and belief, and as to those matters | helieve H to be true.

Dated 4 /22—;’25{; Qg g‘/wywﬂmwﬁ_ﬂw

7 COMPLAINANT'S sm&q\ﬁm:

{ e
At g‘m Ejm& (5C S % W/M; e 1 lEN ﬂﬂi

City COMPLAINANT'S K ww’,&?wﬁwcﬁm‘émw
W Q,\ <2 262011

GFEH-300-0Z (12/88) i BiPND DATE FILED:
DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

w*z:::m:

,élTAT:: F CALIFORNIA
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* * * PUBLIC ACCOMN DATION/RALPHICIVIL CODF “wuTIONS 515 & 54 * * *

' , G 201112 H~0018-00-¢
COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE ' DFEH #
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNBUH EIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPR CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIDNS 51.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT'S NAME{S) (ndicate Mr, or Mag., if individual)

LEE, CAROLINE FAVROT (MS.)

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE)
378 Alcatraz Avenue 510-855-1758
CITYISTATEIP COUNTY ' COUNTY CODE
Qakland, CA 548608 Alameds 001

NAMED IS THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCCMMUODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:;

NAME(S]

Law School Admissions Council, inc. (LSAC)

ARRDRESS TELEPHOMNE NUNMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE)
662 Penn Street 216-968-1001
CITVIETATETAR COUNTY COUNTY COBE
Newtown, PA 18340 Cut of State 000

CAUSE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (CHEGK APPROPRIATE 8CXESH

O AACE ISEX HDISABILITY 3 RELIGICN DI NATIONAL ORIGINJAMCESTRY CF SEXUAL ORIBMNTATION
[ COLOR 0 AGE £ MARITAL STATUS £JOTHER (SPECIFYY

DATE MGST RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIMINATION _ TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE {morih, dey, and yearn  April 28, 2011 Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE:
;. From on or about 10/2010 1 was denisd reasonable sccommaodsation to take the LSAT {Law School
Admissions Test),

it. No adequats reason was given for denial of my reasonable accommodation.

111, 1 nefieve | was denied reascnable accommodation, which is necessary due to my disabilities (Learning
Disabilities & Processing Disabilities), which is a violation of Government Code, Section 12948, The
Governmeant Code incorporates Section 51 of the Civil Code. My belief is based on the following:

A, Onor about 10/2010 | advised the Accommodated Testing section of my medical need for
reasonable accommodation. | also provided supporting madical documentation,

B. Maost recenﬂ\} an of about 4/28?”! 1 | was netified that my requested accommodation was being
denied.

V. | am maldng this complaint on behalf of myself and all octher disablad individuals who have been, are
now, or will in the future be similarly aggrieved.

Typed and malled for signsiure on September 28, 2011,

i dealere under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregeing is true and gorrect of my own
knowledge rxcept as to matiers stated on my information and belief, and as to those matters | believe it to be true,

I
< ﬁ" q a \ e - ? IX -
Dated \9(;}_/{}1 O’\i a\ml (M'ffﬁfﬁfﬁ o & MZ-"‘M_.M
% ,,,::;.? COMPLAINANT'S SIGNATURE
il |2 . e B - “:‘};[ﬂ 7 ['L”;' f

v (Jalllan (/ (CEZEA o @ b le |
Crty COMPLAINANT'S SEGNATF;'«?’E’%% JARDIAN AD LITEM i J{]
| RGN O

DFEM-300-G2 112/99) B8:PND DATE FILED: L
DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSBING hEt CE: i /

BAKEASHIEL

il
>
it

A
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LB/BE/281L BEIIY | BLOEAD B SLAS ELE Bace  g2/4

* &% PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION/RALPH/CIVIL CODE SECTIONE 1B & B4 * * *

COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE DEEH # 1 901112 4-0021-00-p
SROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT

AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCOGRPORATES THE UNMBUH GIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH GIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54
COMPLARANT'S NAMES) findicate 8, or Ma,, i individdunl)

BANKS, RAYMOND (MR}

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBERN [NCLUDE AREA CODE)
PO, Box 156661 KRN KRN A NN
CHYTATER P COULTY ' ’ EOUNTY COTE
San Frapcisco, CA 84115 San Francisco 075

NAMED 15 THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
MSCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

HAME(S),
Law Schosal Admissions Councl, Ine. (LEAD)

ALDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER (NCLUDE ARES CODE)
E82 Panr Sireet 215-868-1001
CITvETATEE P CHUNTY TR BOE
Newtown, PA 18940 Ot of State 000

CALSE OF DNSCRIINATION SASED ON (OHECK APPROFRIATE BOX{BS]

0 RACE LIBEN B S ARILITY [ RELGIOH T BATIONAL DRIGINANCES TRY 7 SEXUAL ORIENTATION
o SOLGHR 3 AGE 3 MARITAL STATUB Ol OTHER {SPEGIRY]

DATE MOST RECENT OR COMNTINUING S0 AIMINATION TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE (month, day, end yeart  January 31, 2011 _ Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE:
I, Orn or shout January 2011 | was denied the reasonabls accommadation of adequate additional time o

take the LEAT (Law Schoo! Admisslons Test),
fl. No reason was aiven Ter derial of my reascnable accommodation.

1. f believe | was deniad reasonable aseornmadation in the form of additional test taking time. whish s
mgeessary due to my disablifties {Nerve end Muacle dernage in left shoulderfarmy,
which is 3 violation of Government Code, Sedtion 12048, The Government (ode ircorporates Section
51 of the Civil Code. My belief is based on the following:

A, Onor about January 2071 | advised the Acoommodated Testing section of my medisal nead for
additional test taking time. | also provided supporting medical dosumentation,

B, On or about January 20711 | was notified that my requested accommodation was being denied,

V.t am making this complaint on behzif of myself end all other disabied individusals who have been, ars

now, or will in the future be similarty aggrieved,
Tywad and mailed for signaturs o Auguat 26, 2071,
1 daglare under penaity of perjury under the laws of the Stete of Califtenia that ths Yoragoing s trus and correct of my own
knowletgs pxoept o8 fo matters steied on my infarmatian and baliel, and as o those matters | beltava it to be trus.

SIINTT //mx, b

COMBPLATNANT'S BIGNATURE

p—
P T e

City COMPLAINANT'S qxuw«%ﬁﬁw Lf@w@n{m{ th\} ME& [T‘ﬂ
Al

OFEM-300-02 {12/89) H:PMO DATE FILED: ; J’m‘
Eu

BEPARTMENT OF BAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING Tﬁ TE CFIEALY

i
DEPT OF FAIR EMPLOYMERT & H JbE"‘
BAKERSHELD DISTRICT GERCE
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*+ + PYUBLIC ACCOMMO™ATION/BALPH/CIVIL CODE $™GTIONS 51.58 54« * »

COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE DFEH # U 201112 H-0023~-00-p
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLBYMENT

AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRUN CIVIL

RIGHTS ACT, THE BALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT'S NAME(S) (Indicate Mr. or Ma,, i individual)
TALESHPOUR, GAZELLE (MS.)

ADDRESS TELEPHOMNE NUMBER UMNCLUDE AREA CODE}
6756 Bestwood Court XK -HRK MK K
CITY/STATEIZIP ' COUNTY COUNTY CODE
San Diego, CA 921189 San Plego D73
NAMED IS THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OB OTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

NAMES)

Law School Admissions Councii, inc. (LSAC) _

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER [NCLUDE AREL TOBE
B62 Penn Street B : 215-868-1001
CITY/STATE ZIP COUNTY COUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18840 Out of State 000

CAUSE OF DISCRIMINA TION BASED ON (CHECK APPRGPRIATE BOXEST

1 RACE CISEX i DISABILITY 1 RELIGION 1 NATIONAL ORIGHUANGESTRY 7 SEXUAL ORIENTATION
1 COLOR ] AGE 1 MARITAL STATUS [T OTHER (SPECIFY)

DATE MOST RECENT OR CONTINUNG DISCRIMINATION TYPE OF COMPLANT
TOOK PLACE tmonth, day, and yeard  [2ecamber 8, 2010 Linruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE:
I, Most recently on or about 12/6/10 | was denied the reasonable accommodation to take the LSAT
{Law Bchool Adgmissions Test).

i, No adequate reason was given for dental of my reasonable accommodation.

e 1 belleve | was deniad reasonable sccommuodation in the form of additional test taking times, which is
necessary due to my disabilities {Dyslexia, ADHD, Complications due 1o bone marrow transpianti,
which is a violation of Governmant Code, Section 12948, The Govarnment Code incorporates Section
51 of the Civit Code. My beliet is based on the following:

A. On or about 2008 and again starting in 7/2010 | advised the Accommuodated Testing section of my
medical need for reasonable sccommuodations. | also provided supporting medical documentation.

B. Most recently on of about 12/6/10 | was notified that at least part of my requestad
accommaodation was being denied.

I/, | am making this complaint on behatf of mysalf and alt other disabled individuals who have been, are

now, or will in the future be similarly aggrieved.
Typed and mailed Tor signature on September 30, 2011, Coregted and re-mafled Octoher 7, 2011,

I dectare under penaity of perfury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct of my own
knowiedge except 82 to matiars statod on my information and belief, and as to those mattars { heliave & to be true,

--w""/v:‘z‘ agm. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, me::f:—-—:

pates Ok TN Dy f‘D{ s 2y 2 M{;/' P‘i,»e/r‘ff il
; COMBFAINANT s/s_lcsmmat

/-' O N =N
. . / f""" 1 \r‘a { =,
At / E iL 0 L =
City COMPLANANT'S %’é@f\d TURFMUAHDiAN AL l%?E}i/%%
L cren 1
DFEH-300-02 {12/99) B:PND DATE FILED: . f’“"?‘“f’v ;
o F CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING - mm 0 e GVMLM Hf:, TATE DF C

BAKER SHEL sy RICT t.ﬂ ok
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% # DUBLIC ACCOMMuwATION/BALPHICIVIL CODE Sto fIONS B1h&B4AF*F

COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE DFEH #
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT

AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRUH CIVIL

BIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51,5 AND 54

icate Mr. or Ms,, if indhvidual)

TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE
KOHO-HK K- HHKX

COUNTY : TOUNTY CODE
Qut of State 000

RSUN, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR QTHER ENTITY THAT
B!SCRIMENATED AGAINST ME:

MAMEIS)

Law School Admissions Ceouncil, inc, (LSAC)

ADDRESE TETEEHONE NUMBER TNCLTHE AREA CODE
862 Penn Sireet 215-9688-1001

TV ATEIP CHUNTY COUNTY TODE
Newtown, PA 18840 - Qut of State 000

CALUBE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (CHECK APPROPRIATE BOXIESD —
T RACE 35EX 1 IMSABILITY 1 #ELIGHON £ NATIONAL ORIGINIANCESTRY [ SEXUAL ORIENTATION
o1 COLOR 0 AGE O MARITAL 8TATUS O OTHER {SPECHEY]

DATE MOGT RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRAMINATION TYFE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE (month, day, and vears  Oc¢tober 271, 2010 Unrub

THE PARTICULARS ARE! .
i On or shout 10/21/10 | was denied the reasonable accommeodation to take the LSAT {Law School
Admissiaons Test). ‘

1. The reason citd for denving my request for reasonable accommodation was that documentation did
not support that my condition limited a major life activity.

i1, 1 believe | was denied reasonable accommodation, which is necessary due to my disabiiities [Attention
Deficit—Hyperactivity Disorder [ADHD] and Learning Disabilities), which is a violation of Government
Code, Seotion 12948, The Government Code incorporates Section 51 of the Civil Code. My belief is
based on the following:

A, On or ahout 8/2010 1 advised the Accommeodated Testing section of my medical need for
reasonabis accommodations. | also provided supporting medical documentation,

B. Most recently on or about 10/21/10 | was notified that my requested accommodations werts baing
denied.

V. I am making this compiaint on behalf of myself and all other disabled individuals who have been, are
now, or will in the future be similarly aggrieved.

Typed and mailed for signature on September 27, 2011,

i declare under penaity of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and corract of my own
knowledge except as 1o matters stated on my information and beligf, and as to those matters | belleve It 1o be true.

Dated 5’){/ DELIB

At B Hs(fﬂzf )

City COMPLAINANT'S SIGN
DFER-300-02 {12/99) BIPND DATE FILED: Cg M
DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

@ﬁu
“

%

T IFORNIA
Or LN

it
o \-ww«_-u.-.“-
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DR F Ly My URIR L EWINALI LI WL Wl EALEIUSE O B.f O UM

COMPLAINT OF DISCRIVINATION UNDER THE DEgp g & OLEEE HTOOesTOOm

PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRBUH CIVIL
BIGHTS ACY, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT'S NAME(S) (indicate Mr. or Ms,, if individual}

SEMOS, STEPHEN (MR.)

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER UNGLUDE AREA CODES
8612 Monero Drive 310-544-2983

CITY /ST ATEILIF COUNTY COUNTY CODE
Rancho Palos Verdss, CA 80278 Los Angesles 437

NAMED 1S THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

NAMES)

Law School Admissions Council, Ing. (LSAC)

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA COGE)
E62 Pann Strast 215-868-1001
CITV/STATEIZIP TOUNTY COUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18340 Out of State §1814]

CAUSE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (CHECK APFROPRIATE BOXIESY

0 RACE [IsEx & DISABILITY 0 RELIGION O NATIONAL ORIGINJANCESTRY T SEXUAL ORIENTATION
[ COLOR [ AGE £ MARITAL STATUS O QTHER {SPECIFY)

CATE MOST RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIMNATION TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLACE month, day, snd vearl  February 28, 2011 Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE:
1. Most recently o or about February 2011 1 was denied reasonable accommodation to take the LEAT
{Law School Admissions Test).

i, No adequate reasons were given for denial of my reasonable ascommiodation,

L | believe | was denied reasonable sccommodation which ig necessary dues to my disabilities ({(Epilepsy,
ADD [Attention Deficit Disorder! and Gertsmann Syndrome), which is a violation of Government Code,
Section 12848, The Government Code incorporates Section 51 of the Civil Code. My belief is based
on the following:

A. Onar about 2008, 11/2010 and 12/21/10 | advised the Accommodated Testing section of my
medical need for accemmodation. | also provided supporting medical documentation,

B, Most recently on or about February 2011 1 was notified that my requested accommodation was
being deniad,

V. am making this complaint on behalf of mysslf and all other disabled individuals who have been, are

now, or will in the future be similarly aggrisved,
Typed end mailed for signafure on Septeimber 30, 2011,

I declare under penalty of perfury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and corfect af my own
knowledge except as to matters stated on my information and belief, and as to those matters | believe if o be true.

Dated %%%@f /&’ E-Jok %%/ %f’

At

%mi iz;rag

i

City COMPLAINANT! S

[ —

DFEH-300-02 (12/99) BiRRD ' DATE FILE
DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING
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** e PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION/BALPRICIVIL CODE SECTIONS 515 R 54 # * *

¥o201112 H-0027-00-p
COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION URDER THE DFEEH #
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT
ARD HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPOBATES THE UNRUH CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE BALPH CIVIL BIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL EODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54
COMPLAHANTS NAMELS) (et Me. of ha,, 3 tdividual)
DECOMO-SCHMITT, RORNEY ALEXANDER

EDORESS TELERHENE NUMBER (NC| UDE ARBA CODE
4574 Paradize Drive XK KR
CIVSTATLZR CHURTY BEUNTY B0
Tiburon, CA 84320 Murin 41

NAMED 13 THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMDDATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
RISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME

NAME(S! )

Lew School Admiseiong Counell, Ine, (LSAC)

ABRREST TELEFHONE NUMBER TINCLUBGE AREA CODE
882 Perin Straet o 216-888-1001
CITYISTATERP COUNTY : COUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18840 _ Qut of Slate Goo

CAUSE GF OIGCRIMINATION BAGED ON {CHEGK APPROFRIATE ROX[ES])

o RACE a3 & plsamLiey £l AELIEION [ NATIONAL ORIGIHIANCESTHY £ SEXUAL DRIERTATION
CIGOLoR B AGE L MARITAL STATUS (2 OTHER ISPECIFY)

EATE MOGT RECENT OR GONTINUING DISCAIMINATION ' TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TROK SLALE fiventts, day, and yoard  Ootober 28, 2010 Unrih

THE PARTICULARS ARE:!

f, Most repantly on or about 10/258/10 | was denled reasonable accormmodation to take the LSAT (Law
Sehowl Admissions Testl,

I LBAC stated that the dﬁpumemmi&n slibmitied did fiot support that my conditlon Hmited @ major ife
ETR IR

I, 1 beliove | was dunied reasonable accommodation b the form of additional test taking time, which is
necessary due to my disabities Leaming Dizabitity — Reading Procgsaing Problem}, which ig 2 vislatioh
of Government Code, Section 12848, The Governmant Code incorporates Section 81 of the Civil
Code, My belivf is based on the Tollowing:

A, On or about 8/2010 | advised the Accofmodsted Teating section of my medival nead for
ressonable sctommodation. | also provided suppdrting medical documentation.

8, Most racantly on or ebout 10/25/10 | was notified that my reguested ascommodation was being
deniad,

IV, | arm making this complaint oh bahalf of myself and sll othar dlasbled individuais who have been, ars

now, of witl i the future be similarly sggrinved.
Typad ard matied for ggnature on October 13, 2011,

i declare undor potaity of perjury under the lews o tie Stute of Califorma thot the Toregoing s trus and cotrsct of my own
inowiodge except ooty ivntters stated on my informaton and bellst, and e to those Hudters | baleve it & be trus,

s L0 B/ %f P st

COMPLAINANT'S BIGNATURE

At ;;i}‘ A‘) ot (R e
7 ity COMPLAINANT

1
BREH-300-02 [12/89) B:ARD DATE Ff
DEPARTRMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HUUSING

T8 OF CALIFORNIA

SUO/Z00 4 BOLLE

] i‘.GZN‘L;’OE



C2as83172cov00 B3B0HEMCC  Cldcoumeent1362 FHidel@G32Y2183 FRagé33001766




(238831 22covo0 8380HRCC [documeant1862 FHdedG3212183 FRageddobi766

R PUBLIC AECOMMVIDDATIONRALPHICHIL CODE SECTIDRE 515 & B4~ * 7
: U 201112 H-0028-00-p
EOMPLANT DF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE DFEH #
PROVISIGNS OF THE CALIFORMIA FAIR EMPLOYIMERT
AND HOUSING ACT WHICH IMCOBPORATES THE UNRUH CIVIL
GHTS ACY, THE RALPH CIVEL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIE CODE SECTIONS B1.5 AND 54

SOMPLAIMANT' S HAMES) dndicate M oF Mu., I insividhint

L;WUSSN‘AN AF\ID %EW ”ANDY" [WARL)

TELEPHOHE MUMBER (RGLUDE AREA CODE
GOB-T47-DEEY
COUNTY COUNTY COBE

Y ATRAL

Sratoga, CA 98070 Santa Clars RS

HAMED 15 TRE PERSON, BUSINERS ESTARLE SHMERT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
SCRINHNATED AGAL ;’\.?bT ME;

BAE(B!

¢ Sohou! A&misamns Courict, e, LLSALY

TELEPMONE MUREEER (IO LROE ARETHIE

A, 8%

r«w Panm Straet _ _ 218-968-1007

YTV STATELIP GUURNTY {L“'L7F‘;I{'f'i W OTTE
eveiowerr, PA T804 i Out of State _ ‘ §1578]

I WATIOIAL ORETHIANCESYRY [T BERUAL CRIENT ATION
C\)"\JTI VARG “WESCR“MIE‘{‘\ AR . TYRE OF CORPLAINT
e, and yeary  plovember 30, 2000 Unrun

FRATEUARE AR,
i Mast rasently on o gbout 11/2010 § wes denled ressonelids scoommaedetion to make the LSAT (Law

Scehool Admilsstony Test)
H. No rgason was given for the pardlal derdal of miv reasunable gecommadstion.

it 1 believe | was depied reasenable acoommoeodation whith Is necessary due v my disabiities {Trawmatc
Bram kdwy and Depression/Anxialy Disorder], whizh s g viotation of Governmment Code, Section
13848, The Governrmant Code nesmorates Seation 51 of the Chvil Code. Wy helisf is based on the
foflewing:

A On oor shout V20T wr 872010 1 sdvised the Accoremaodated Testing secten of my mediosl need
for reasonstde sooompiodation. | alsd provided suppering medical documisntation,

B. fost recently ort or sbout 112070 | was nefifiad that part of my requested gooommodation was
heing denizd,

B/ am making this complaint on behalf of myselt angd 8l otier divabled wdividugls whic have been, &e
now, or witll i the future e simstlarty sggrisved.
g dng mailed fop sigrstey on Betobier 16, 201 i,
tinciars under penaity of pefiury under e tews oF the Swe of Caifornis that (He foregoing s true aag corratt of my own
fnowelstinr exespt 5y 0 matiers stated on my Infermnsvon asd betel, and 25 10 thoss mattars | batteve 1 1o be trie.

Cramted B For ‘ffj 5
SIGNATURE
Af
At TRy "‘?U\f J .
ciy” cow ALLADE vt
!
DEER-300-02 {12799} BPNG DATE FU

DEFARTEENT OF FAIR EMPLC!WJE:‘;T ABE POLISING BF CALIFORMIA

O 3 i
(=]
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© % * PUBLIC ACCONIMOP *TION/RALPH/CIVIL CODE SP-1IONS 1.5 & 547 * 7

| b 201112 H-0029-00-p
COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE DFEH #
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT

AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRUH CIVIL

RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CiVIL CODE SECTIONS 57.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT'S MAMESS) tndicste B or Ms., i individual)
COLLING, KEVIN M, (MR}

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER (NCLUDE AREA CODE)
23140 Victory Bivd, 818-348-4200
CITY/STATESZIP T COUNTY T COUNTY CODE
VWoodland Hills, CA 81367 lLos Angeles 037

NAMED IS THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

B ANMETS)

Law School Admissions Council, Ing. {LSAT)

ADDRESE TELEPHONE NUMBER UNGLUDE AREA CODE
662 Fenn Street ‘ 215-968-1001

CCITY /ST ATE/ZIP . COuNTY COUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18840 ) Qut of Siate GOO

‘CAISE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED UM {CHECK APPROPRIATE BOXES]] T
i1 RACE CISEX I ISABLITY {1 RELIGION [INATIONAL ORIGINANCESTRY Ul SEXUAL ORIENTATION
3 COLOR [T AGE 3 MARITAL STATUS O OTHER {SPECIFYY

DATE MOST RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIMINATION TYPE OF COMPLAINT
'“O;)K PLACE {month, day, and year) March 14, 2011 Unruh

THE PAATICULARS ARE:
I, Onorabout 1/18/11 and most regantly on 3/14/11 | was denied rcasonab%e accommodation to take

the LEAT (Law School Admissions Test).

. The denial on 1/18/11 was allegedly due to insufficient documentation. No reason was given for the
partial denial of my requested reasonable accommuodation on 3/14/11,

1. | belisve { was denied reasonable accommodation which is necessary due to my disabilities {Gifted
Learning disability: Reading Disorder and Written kxpression Disorder|, which is a violation of
Government Code, Ssction 12948, The Government Code incorporates Section 571 of the Civil Code.
My bellef is based on the following:

A. Beginning on or about 12/10/10 | advised the Accommodated Testing section of my medical need
for reasonabie accommodation. | also provided supporting medical documentation.

B. On or about 1/18/17 | was notified that my requestad accommodation was not being granted even
thought | belleve that all necessary supporting documantation had been submitted. :

C. Most recently on 3/14/11 § was notified that part of my requested accommodation was baing
dented.

IV, tam making this complaint on behalf of myself and all other disablad individuals who have besn, are
rrow, of will in the future be similarly aggrieved.
Typed and mailed for signsture on October 18, 2071,
| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foragoing is true and correct of my own
knowledge except as to matters stated on my information d!'ff["b’\,"‘_uﬁi,. d a8 to those matters | believe it to be true,

Dated /@{&3//{ < Wﬁﬁ%‘iﬁ '@‘Eﬂlc L\ E ra n:\\

At ZW%[S Aim & ng COM*’L?%! & E R . l

‘&H

Chy i LL . \.u% ‘Q? ?!“ m
DFEH-300-02 {12/99) BPND DATE FILED: |
DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING | OePT OF PR EPLOTIET CTRUBING OF CALIFORNIA
i F} "!CWH ul\%'rl{dr }
i B _
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* Y PUBLIC ACCOMMOATION/RALPH/CIVIL CODE S _CTIONS 515 & B4 ¥ *
U 201112 H-0031-00-p
COMPLAINT OF DISCRIVINATION UNDER THE DFEH #
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORMA FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AMD HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRUE CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE BALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54
COMPLAINANT'S NAME{S) findicate Mr. or Ms., if individual)

IOAN, OTiLIA (MS))

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE}
5305 Harwood Road KUK XK KKK K
CITYISTATE/ZIP ) COUNTY COUNTY CODE
San Joss, CA 85124 Santa Clara 085

NAMED IS THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION OR CTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

NAME(S)
Law Scheool Admissions Councii, Inc. (LSAC)

ACDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER UNCLUDE ABEA TODE]
682 Penn Stireet Z215-988-1001
CTTVISTATEZIP COUNTY TEUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18940 . Out of State Co0

TAUSE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON [CHECHE APPROPRIATE BOXIES])

o1 BACE CISEX 57 DISABILITY £ RELIGION O NATIONAL ORIGIN/ANCESTRY 0 SEXUAL CRIENTATION
1 COLOR 03 AGE T MARITAL 8TATUS 5 OTHER (SPECIFY)

DATE MOST REGENT OR CONTINUING DISCRMNATION TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOUK PLACE {month, day, and vear} November 17, 2010 Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE:
i, On orabout 11/17/10 | was denied reasonable accomimodation to take the LSAT {Law Schoal

Admissions Test).
i, Mo reason wasg given for denjal of my reascnable accommodation,

! helieve | was denied reascnable accommodation which is necessary due to my disability {Spinal Chard
injury-—-Quadripiegial, which is a violation of Government Code, Sacticn 12848, The Government Code
incorporates Section 51 of the Civil Code. My belief is based on the foliowing:

A. On or about 8/2010 | advised the Accommodated Testing section of my medical need for
reasonabls accommodation. | also provided suppeorting medical documentation.

B. Onorabout 11/17/70 | was notified that part of my requested accommadation was bsing denied.
V. am making this cbmpiaint on behalf of myself and all other disabled individuals who have been, are
now, gr will in the future be similarly aggrieved,
Typed and mailed for sighature on September 27, 2011,

{ dectare under penalty of perfury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct of my own
knawiedge except as to malters stated on my information and belief, and zs to those matters | belleve it to be true.

1o/ 26 )1l AL

Dated e e TN
COMPLAL szg}g W L
S Jas <o - : = .
At Gl S5 Ot~ (o i
City ' COMPLAINANT'S SIGNATLH tf’f‘ﬁuﬁxf"e@ﬁifm%c} ml et/
DFEH-300-02 {12/99) B1PND DATE FiLED: (e GF ERIF ENPLOYIRENT & TIOUZING
DEPARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING BAKERSEELD DISTRIST S8 TE OF CALIFORNIA
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o pUBLIC ACCOMIMIDRATIONBALPHICIVIE CODE SECTIONS RI5 & B4 * * ¥

r ¥y
COMPLAINT OF DISCRINIRATION GNDER THE pren g 0 201112 H-0032-00-p
PROVISISNS OF THE CALIFORMIA FAIR EMBLOYIIENY

AND KOUSING ADT WHICH INEORPORATES THE UKRDH GIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RELPH GIVIE RIGHTS ACT AKD CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 515 ANG 54
COMPLANANT S RAMES) lindloate Mr. of M., i individual)
GUAN, ANDREW (MR

AOCAESS ’ TELEPHORE NUMEER (INCLUDE AREA CODE
4023 Oak Manor Court i MK XK KKK

LY STYATER R . LOUNTY COUNTY TODE
Hayward, CA_ 24542 Alameds o001
NEMED 1S THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC AGUONMODATION GR OTHER ENTITY THAY
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST MIE ~

WAREE T T e e
Law School Admissions Council, Ing, (LSAC) :

OOHEEE TRCEFHONE NUNMBER. (NS D AREA CODE]
662 Penn Strest ‘ 2158881001
CITVISTATRZIP COUNTY COUNTY CODE
Newtown, PA 18840 Out of State 000

T AUSE OF DS CRIMINATION 84 SED ON {0HECK APPROPTIATE BOXHASY

3 RACE TISEY B DISABILITY £ RELIGION TJ NATIONAT BRIGINVAHCESTRY 1 SEXUIAL DREENTATION
D COLOR [0 AGE O ARITAL STATUS 0 OTHER (SPECIFY

DATE 18T RECENT BR CONTIRIUTE BIECRMNATIEN TYREOF COMPLATT

5

2011 Uy

TOOK PLACE {month, day, and yeur) bﬁﬁ‘t@mbf’f
THE PARITLULARE ARE
1. Most recenthy on or about 91 3/11 | was denled reasonshle gocommoadation 1o take the LSAT (Law
Schoot Admissions Test).

. Mo reagson was given for denial of my requested ressonable accommadations.,

i, | believe | was denied ressonable secommadation in the form of sdditional tast taking times, which is-
necassary dug to my disabilities (Hypotonia, Dysgraphia, ADHD, Visval Processing Disorder, and back
infury], which le g viplation of Governmarg Code, Sectien 12348 The Government Code incorporates
Sattion 51 of the Civit Code. My bafiel is based on the following:

A On or sbobt 372011 1 advised the Abcommodated Testing section of rivy madinal necd for
rensonable sccammodations. | also providsd supporting medical dogumaentstions,

el

Most recently on or alzout $/13/11 § was notified thet my requesied accommodations were eing
denled.

i, L am making this complaint on behalf of rvself and all other digabled individuals who have been, are
now, of will i the futwre be similarly aggrieved.
Typed ard mevled fof signature gn Qatober 7, 2017, e e e
§ declare under pensity of parlury undor the laws of the Siite of Californie that the foreguing is rrue eu d cmrecf af Y o
wriowledye axpept RS 10 Matfers stated on My nformuaion and nellef, and as to those matters | batieve it 10 be tue.

e TY
; .\i 7/.u . [l 7 J uuuuu i j p
poteg L4 B il /’ AL W -
COMPLATNANT & SIGNATURE
AT - . —
ciy COMPLAINANT'S SIGNATURE/GUARDIAN. AD LITEM
DFEK-300-02 {1 2/99) B:PND DATE FLED;

DEFARTMENT OF FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

DEFY OF FAIR F?fFLE YME:\IF & MOUSING
BAKERSHELD DISTRICT OFFICE
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e PUBLIC ACCOMIMIOL TION/RALPHICIVIL CODE S TIDNS K15 & B4+ *

' U 201112 H-0035-00~
COMPLAINT OF DISCRIMINATION UNDER THE DFEH #
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFOBNIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT
AND HOUSING ACT WHICH INCORPORATES THE UNRUK CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 1.5 AND 54

COMPLAINANT'S NAMELS) {indicate Mr, or Ms., if individual

WHITNEY, AUSTIN (MR.)

ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDRE AREA CODE)
1050 Miller Avenus KUK XK KX HHK
CITVISTATEZP COUNTY COUNTY CODE
Barkeley, CA 94708 Alameads 001

NAMED IS THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION GR OTHER ENTITY HAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

MAME|S)
Law School Admissions Council, Inc. (LSAC) -
ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER [INCLUDE AREA CODEY
862 Penn Street 215-858-1001
CITV/STATEZE CEUNTY COUNTY CODE
Mewltown, PA 18840 Out of State Q00
CALSE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON |CHECK APPROPRIATE BOXIES]]
I RACE {ISEX & DISABILITY 3 RELIGICHN 3 NATIONAL ORIGIN/JANCESTRY [ SEXUAL QRIENTATION
1 COLOR 0 AGE O MARITAL STATUS 3 GTHER (SPECIEYY
DATE MOST RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIMINATION TYPE QF COMPLAINT
TOUK PLAGE (month, day, and yeann  September 21, 2011 Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE;
I, Onorabout 8/21/11 | was denied reasoneahle accommeodation to take the LSAT {Law Schoal
Admissions Test!.

I, No reason was given for denial of my reasonable accommodation.

HE, | beileve | was denied reasonable accommodation in which is necessary dus to my disabilities (Spinal
Chard Injury — paraplegia, chronic/neuropathic pain), which s a violation of Governmeant Code, Section
12948, The Government Code incorporates Section 51 of the Civil Code, My belief is based on the
foliowing:

A. On or sbhout 8/258/11 1 advised the Accommuodated Testing section of my medical nead for
reasonable accommodation. 1 also provided supporting madical documentation.

B. Onor about 9/21/11 | was notified that part of my requested accommaodation was being denied.

V. | am making this complaint on behalf of myself and all other disebled individuals who have been, are
riow, or will in the future be similarly aggrievad.

Tyoed and mailed for signature on Cetober 28, 2011,
i deciare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct of my own
knowledge except as to matters stated on my information and bellef, and as to those matters | believe it to be trus.
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R PUBLIC ACCOMMOL TIOM/BALPRICIVIL CODE ST TIONS 515 &G4+ * *
COMPLAINT GF DISCRIMINATION UMDER THE DEEH # © ZO0LPIZ H-0033-00-p
PROVISIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA EAIR EMPLOYMENT
AILD HOUSING ACT WHICH IICORPORATES THE UNRUH CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT, THE RALPH CIVIL RIGHTS ACT AND CIVIL CODE SECTIONS 51.5 AND 54
COMPLAINANT'S MAME{S) {indicate Ne, or Ms,, if individual

VIELBAUM, KEVIN (MR.)

ADDRESE TELEFHONE NUMBER INCLUDE AREA CLDE
812 Foothilt Drive K XK= MO
CITYISTATEZIP COUNTY COUNTY CODE
Jan Mateo, CA 94402 San Mateo 081

MAMED 1S THE PERSON, BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENT, PUBLIC ACCOMMOUATION OR OTHER ENTITY THAT
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST ME:

NAMEIS)

Law School Admissions Councll, Inc. [LSALS

SIDRESS TELEPHONE MUMBER {INCLUDE AREA CODE)
662 Penn Strest ‘ 215-968-1001
CITYISTATE 2P COUNTY COUNTY CODE
MNewtown, PA 18840 Out of State 000

CAUSE OF DISCRIMINATION BASED ON (CHECK AFPROPRIATE BOXIESY

O RACE CISEX T ISABILITY 1 RELIGION £ NATHONAL ORIGIN/ANCESTRY [1 SEXUAL ORIENTATION
"l;} COLOR 1 AGE M MARITAL STATUS T OTHER (SPECIFY) '

ATE MOST RECENT OR CONTINUING DISCRIWMINATION TYPE OF COMPLAINT
TOOK PLAGE {month, day, and vear) May T2, 2011 Unruh

THE PARTICULARS ARE:
. Mostrecently on or zhout 5/12/11 | was denied reasonable accommodation to take the L3AT (Law
School Admissions Test).

fl. No adequate reason was given for denial of my reasonable accommodation,

il | believe | was denied reasonable accommodation which is necesgsary dus to my disabilities [Dysiexia -
Learning Disabilities), which is a violation of Government Code; Saction 12848, The Government Code
incorporates Section 51 of the Civil Code. My belief is based on the following:

A, On or about March 2011 | advised the Accormmodated Testing section of my medical need for
reagonable accommodation. | also provided supparting rmedical documentation.

B. On or about 4/28/11 my initial request for accommodation was denied In total. Most recently on or
about 5/12/11 | was notified thai part of my requested accommaodation was being denied,

V. | am making this complaint on behalf of myse!f and all othar disabled individuals who have bean, are
now, or wilt in the future be similarly aggrieved.
Typed and mailed for signaturs on Noevember 4, 2011,
| deciare under penalfy of perjury undar the laws of the State of Califgmia that the foregoing is true and correct of my own
knowledge excegt as to matters statad on my information and belief, and as to those matters | betievd it to be trua.
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1§ CASE NAME: DYVEH v. Law School Admission Council, Inc.
{Austin Whitniey, et al,, Complainants)

2
3 CASE NOS.: U-201112-H-0621-00-p, U-201112-H-0008-00-v, U-201112-H-0025-00-p,
E-201112-H-0027-00-p, T-200910-0-0003-60~p, U-201112.F-0018-00-p, i
4 U-201112-H-0028-00-p, U-201112-1-0014-00-n,
U-201112-H-0013-00-p, U-201112-E-0031-00-p, U-261112-FE-0007-00-p,
3 U-200910-G-0012-00-p, U-261112-H-0032-00-p, U201 112-11-0025-60-p,
. -201112-H-0023-00-p, U-201112-H-0033-00-p, aud U-201112-H-0035-60-1
a
. ]
7 RESPONDENT'S NOTICE OF TRANSTER OF PROCEEDINGS TO COURT
8 I'am a Respondent in this matter. I elect to fransfer this proceeding to court in lieu of 4
{
! hearing before the Fair Employment and Housing Commission, pursuant to Government Code
10 section 12965, subdivision {)(1).
11 Dated: é?:%jcgﬁ / .
badl
12 w}@e Copll
13 Rﬁpondemﬁﬂicpmsemrative’s Signature
14
13 Respondent(s) [Flease print) i
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£7 Representative g(Pleeae print] __; f&;ﬁmtﬁ mg wf,

18 Address of Respondent, or if

19 : represented, & dwss of Reprcsentatw“
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L85 Wﬁe (f/% 7e07)

22 City e

2 (545 277 %@’2 .
Telephone number of Respondent, or if

74 represented, telephone number of Representative

26
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ot P DFEN v. Law Schoof Admission Counchl, Inc, {Whitney, et al)

o of Galrsee Statement to Respondent; Notice of Impending Hearing; and Notice to Transfer Proceedings to Coust

FEMH Agtomatail
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