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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO ASSIGNMENTS
Case Management 35
Law and Motion 54
JENNA DOEUK, ESRA JONES, Case No. Minors Compromise 40

MONTHICA KEM & MICAELA LUCAS,
COMPLAINT FOR TERMINATION IN
Plaintiffs, VIOLATION OF PUBLIC POLICY;
CONSTRUCTIVE TERMINATION IN
VIOLATION OF PUBLIC POLICY; SEXUAL

VS. HARASSMENT—HOSTILE ENVIRONMENT;
FAILURE TO PREVENT SEXUAL
SCOTT JOHNSON, an individual; HARASSMENT; RETALIATION FOR
DISABLED ACCESS PREVENTS COMPLAINING OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT;
INJURY, INC., a California corporation; | INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL
and DOES 1 through 10, inclusive DISTRESS; INVASION OF PRIVACY
Defendants.

REQUEST FOR PUNITIVE DAMAGES
DEMAND FOR A JURY TRIAL

Comes now Jenna Doeuk (“DOEUK"), ESRA JONES, ("JONES"), MONTHICA KEM
("KEM"} AND MICAELA LUCAS (‘LUCAS") collectively the “PLAINTIFFS” who hereby
allege as follows.

1. PLAINTIFFS are citizens of California, residing in Sacramento County.

2. Defendant DISABLED ACCESS PREVENTS INJURY, INC. (“DISABLED

ACCESS"), is a corporation incorporated under the laws of the State of California.

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES VS. SCOTT JOHNSON
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3. PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe that Defendant SCOTT JOHNSON

(*JOHNSON”) is the sole shareholder of DISABLED ACCESS. Collectively
Defendant JOHNSON and DISABLED ACCESS shall be referred to herein as
“DEFENDANTS".

4. PLAINTIFFS do not know the true names and capacities of defendants Does 1

through 10 inclusive, and therefore sues them by those fictitious names.
PLAINTIFFS are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that each of the
defendants named as a Doe was in some manner responsible for the injury and
damage suffered by PLAINTIFFS as alleged in this complaint. PLAINTIFFS are
informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that each of the defendants was
the agent and employee of their codefendants, and each of them, and in doing the
things alleged in this complaint was acting within the scope of that agency or
employment. When the identity of any of the DOE defendants become known to
PLAINTIFFS, PLAINTIFFS will properly amend the Complaint to reflect the true
name of the DOE.

5. Each act complained of herein was performed or ratified by an officer, director,

and/or agent of the DEFENDANTS and was done with malice, oppression, and/or
fraud entitling PLAINTIFF to punitive and exemplary damages under California

Civil Code Section 3294.

6. Plaintiff DOEUK worked for DEFENDANTS as a legal assistant from September

2007, until she was wrongfully terminated on June 19, 2012,

7. Plaintiff KEM was hired by DEFENDANTS in September 2008 and was

constructively terminated on August 9, 2012.

8. Plaintiff JONES was hired by DEFENDANTS in December 2007 and was

constructively terminated on August 9, 2012.

9. Plaintiff LUCAS was hired by DEFENDANTS on February 8, 2011, and was

constructively terminated on August 9, 2012.

10. JOHNSON had and indeed exercised supervisorial duties and had managerial

DOEUK ET AL, ¥5. SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

discretion over and in regard to all PLAINTIFFS.

PLAINTIFFS worked for DEFENDANTS as legal assistants.

PLAINTIFFS have exhausted their administrative obligations with the Department
of Fair Employment and Housing. Their Complaints and Right to Sue letters are
attached as Exhibits A—D.

DEFENDANTS' office is located in JOHNSON'S home. The house has been
renovated to accommodate desks and other office items on the first floor.
DEFENDANTS have no Anti-Harassment Policy and no reporting structure in
place for employees if they have workplace complaint.

When each of the PLAINTIFFS started working for DEFENDANTS, they were
forced to go through “personal care” training. The purpose of this training was to
help care for JOHNSON if his personal assistant was absent.

As part of the personal care training, each of the PLAINTIFFS would have to
arrive early and help JOHNSON get out of bed.

They were forced to take off JOHNSON'S underwear and put on his swim trunks,
during which JOHNSON'S genitals were exposed.

PLAINTIFFS then would take him to the hot tub. Whén he was finished in the hot
tub, the PLAINTIFFS would take him back to his bedroom, take off his wet swim
trunks, dry him off, put lotion on him, and then get him dressed.

The personal care training forced PLAINTIFFS to touch JOHNSON and see his
genitals. This personal care training made each PLAINTIFF uncomfortable but
they were afraid to complain because they thought that they would be retaliated
against and be fired. In addition, PLAINTIFFS are not required to report
harassment to the harasser himself. There is no other reporting structure in
place.

JOHNSON would determine when the PLAINTIFFS had learned the personal care

routine to his satisfaction. Therefore, he decided arbitrarily when PLAINTIFFS

DOEUK ET AL. VS. S3COTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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24.

25.

would be released from the personal care duties and permitted to work in the
position that they were hired for, namely being a legal assistant. Personal care
training usuaily lasted approximately two weeks.

JOHNSON also requires the PLAINTIFFS to help him change his clothes. When
he returns from Court or a meeting, he wants to take off his dress shirt and put on
a more comfortable shirt. This requires PLAINTIFFS to touch JOHNSON; he also
puts his arms around their waists when they tuck the shirt down his back. When
he puts his arms around the PLAINTIFFS his head comes in contact with their
breasts. JOHNSON has required PLAINTIFFS to do this since each of them
started working for DISABLED ACCESS.

PLAINTIFFS are very uncomfortable changing JOHNSON'S shirt and often try to
leave the office area when he returns so that they do not get “picked” to help him
change. PLAINTIFFS are afraid to tell JOHNSON that they are uncomfortable
having to touch JOHNSON and change his clothes because they fear retaliation
for making a complaint. In addition, PLAINTIFFS are not required to report
harassment to the harasser himself and there is no other reporting structure in
place.

DEFENDANTS have cameras throughout the office. There is a camera directly
aimed at each PLAINTIFF.

There are very large flat screen TVs in the office manager's office (62") and in
JOHNSON'S bedroom (70”) that have footage from every camera in the house.
PLAINTIFFS are constantly watched by JOHNSON.

JOHNSON has an "app” on his phone that permits him to watch the cameras from
remote locations. Indeed, on more than one occasion, although he was out of the
office on vacation, he has called the office to complain about something that he

saw on the camera footage.

26. The camera above DOEUK'S work station was aimed directly at her breasts. She

DOEUK ET AL. V8. SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT




9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

PETERS LAWINC,
HSTUGHLAND POLTERRIVY
SUITE S0
HOSEEVILLEE, Ca 95678

27.

29.

31.

32.

did go to JOHNSON and said that the position of the camera made her
uncomfortable. The camera was adjusted but DOEUK was monitored closely
after complaining.

DEFENDANTS also put a camera aimed at the restroom because JOHNSON said

that the PLAINTIFFS were taking too long when they went to the restroom.

. DOEUK confronted JOHNSCN about the camera aimed at the restroom. He said

that he placed it there because they were taking too long to go to the bathroom.
He asked DOEUK: "How long does it take you to go to the bathroom. It would
take the most time if you were going ‘number two.” How long does it take you to
go ‘number two™? DOEUK was very uncomfortable with the questioning from
JOHNSON.

PLAINTIFFS, as part of their job, were forced to perform “field work.” For this field
work, PLAINTIFFS first must help JOHNSON get into his van. They are forced to
strap in his wheelchair. When they do this, their bodies, including their breasts,
come in contact with JOHNSON'’S body. PLAINTIFFS are very uncomfortable

performing this task but they are afraid to complain for fear of retaliation.

. JOHNSON is perfectly capable of driving the van, which has been modified to

allow him to drive.

PLAINTIFFS were so uncomfortable going in the van alone with JOHNSON
because of the way that he would stare at them that they asked if two of them
could do field work together with him. They felt more comfortable going with a co-
worker rather than being alone with JOHNSON.

During field work, PLAINTIFFS were forced to go into businesses with which they
have no connection and do not need the services of to see if the business is in
compliance with ADA regulations. PLAINTIFFS were required to go in to the
business under the ruse that they are seeking the business' goods and/or

services. They were also required to ask to use the restroom to determine if the

DOEUK ET AL. V8. 3COTT JOMNSON COMPLAINT
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34.
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36.

37.

38.

39.

restroom was compliant with the ADA regulations.

PLAINTIFFS were forced to enter “sex stores” such as Suzie’s Adult Superstore
and Adam and Eve.

PLAINTIFFS were forced to enter bars and have had sexual comments made to
them by the male customers. PLAINTIFFS told JOHNSON what had happened in
the bar and he simply laughed.

The majority of the time, JOHNSON did not enter the business. He stayed in the
van and waited for a report from the PLAINTIFFS.

PLAINTIFFS also performed field work at hotels. JOHNSON rented a hotel room
and PLAINTIFFS were forced to sit in the hotel room with JOHNSON for one hour
or so hefore they left. PLAINTIFFS were very uncomfortable entering a hotel
room with JOHNSON.

JOHNSON also made JONES feed him when he was driving the van. This
required JONES to reach completely across JOHNSON'S body to the point that
she had to unbuckle her seatbelt. Her fingers would come in contact with
JOHNSON'’'S mouth during this process. JOHNSON could have easily pulled the
van over and fed himself, but he instead wa{nted JONES to feed him while he was
driving. This made JONES incredibly uncomfortable but JONES had no one to
whom she could complain.

PLAINTIFFS were very uncomfortable performing field work because they were
going into a business under a ruse—they wanted nothing from the business.
They felt as though they were committing fraud; however, if they did not perform
this work, their pay was effected—they lost an opportunity to get a bonus.
PLAINTIFFS believe that JOHNSON was constantly staring at them in a sexual
way. On one day, KEM went to go get JOHNSON coffee, and she felt that
JOHNSON was looking at her buttocks. She told a co-worker this. The next thing

that she knew, JOHNSON took her out on the patio, the only place that has no

DOEUKET AL. V8. SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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42.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

digital recording devices, and asked KEM if she had told a co-worker that she
thought that JOHNSON was staring at her buttocks. She admitted that she had.
JOHNSON' S reply was, “Well am | supposed to just pretend that | did not see it?”
Such a statement by JOHNSON demonstrates that the sexual harassment is on-
going.

JOHNSON has had calendars on his walls that featured women in very skimpy
swimsuits. These calendars offended PLAINTIFFS, but they had no one to
complain to.

JOHNSON often menticned that his favorite restaurant is HOOTERS. He added
that Sacramento has 8 Hooters Restaurants—the only city in the country with 8

restaurants.

. JOHNSON liked to talk about how he would like to get an Asian mail-order bride.

DOEUK has been on the hiring committee at DISABLED ACCESS and read
resumes and interviewed applicants. JOHNSON instructed her to make two piles,
the “good” pile and the “bad” file. JOHNSON would then review the individuals in
the “good” pile.

Before DOEUK began the interview process, JOHNSON told her not to bring in
any of the following groups in for an interview, no matter how qualified the person
might be: men, ugly women, and anyone over thirty.

When JOHNSON began visiting apartment complexes as part of his field work, he
instructed the PLAINTIFFS to engage in another ruse so that he could claim that
he had a financial interest in the apartment complex.

JOHNSON told LUCAS to call around to neighbor community colleges to see if
any disabled students needed help with their rent if they lived in a complex that he
was interested in suing.

LUCAS was also told to place an advertisement in “Disabled Dealer,” a legitimate

resource for disabled individuals, seeking disabled students who needed

DOEUK ET AL. VS, SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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33.

54.

assistance with their rent if they lived in a complex that he was interested in suing.
LUCAS was able to locate about 12 students whom JOHNSON sends
approximately $100 or $150 per month to put toward rent.

At one point, JOHNSON asked one of the students to whom he sends money to
sign a Declaration. The student responded that, had it be known that the money
came with a motive, the student would not have taken it.

PLAINTIFFS were asked at various times to complete homework for JOHNSON'S
son. They wrote papers and completed projects.

There have been numerous times in which PLAINTIFFS, while driving JOHNSON
on field work, that he would simply name a business, apartment complex or other
entity. Just the act of “driving by” JOHNSON called that a “personal encounter” in
his complaints and other documents. Thé next time that he visited the property,
more often than not he simply sent in one of the PLAINTIFF’S to look for ADA
violations and to purchase something, if the business sold goods, and to ask to
use the bathroom. He would calt such actions by the PLAINTIFFS a “visit” to the
property even if he never left the van.

Prior to her wrongful termination, DOEUK was suspended from her job as a result
of bringing up many of the issues in this complaint to JOHNSON.

Recently, during their performance evaluations, JOHNSON demanded that
LUCAS, JONES, and KEM sign a document that stated that nothing that has
happened during their employment has violated their rights and that everything is
fine and fair in the workplace. LUCAS and JONES, at first, refused to sign the
document. At that point, JOHNSON threatened to take away their ability to earn
bonuses based upon the number of complaints that they can get filed within a
certain period of time. LUCAS and JONES, with their livelihood threatened,
signed the document but added several caveats after their signatures. KEM also

felt that she had no choice but to sign the document because, if she did not sign i,

DOEUK ET AL. V5, SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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she thought that she would be fired.
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION BY DOEUK ONLY

AGAINST DISABLED ACCESS AND DOES 1 TO 10 INCLUSIVE
FOR TERMINATION
IN VIOLATION OF PUBLIC POLICY

PLAINTIFFS re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 to 54, supra, as if
fully set forth here.
Prior to her wrongful termination, DOEUK was suspended from her job as a result
of bringing up many of the issues set forth in this complaint to JOHNSON.
DOEUK was wrongfully terminated on June 19, 2012, in violation of the
established public policy associated with the following California specific Califarnia
statutes: Government Code Sections 12940 et seq. and the California
Constitution. DOEUK has also been wrongfully terminated under other California
statutes according to proof.

DOEUK has been damaged by her wrongful termination in that she has suffered a
loss of income and suffers from anxiety and other physical and emotional
symptoms as the direct result of the DEFENDANT'S wrongful termination of

DOEUK.
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION BY JONES, KEM & LUCAS ONLY

AGAINST DISABLED ACCESS AND DOES 1 TO 10 INCLUSIVE,
FOR CONSTRUCTIVE TERMINATION
IN VIOLLATION OF PUBLIC POLICY

PLAINTIFFS re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 58, supra, as if
fully set forth.

JONES, KEM, & LUCAS worked 1n unlawful, intolerable conditions, as set forth in this
Complaint Indeed, the conditions in which JONES, KEM & LUCAS were forced to

work in were both subjectively and objectively intolerable. A reasonable person would

DOEUK ET AL. VS, SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

have no choice but to resign. As such, JONES, KEM, & LUCAS, due to the intolerable
conditions, had no choice but to resign from their positions.

PLAINTIFFS have been constructively terminated in violation of the following California
specific California statutes: Government Code Sections 12940 et seq. as well as the
California Constitution, Article I, Section . DEFENDANTS have also constructively
terminated JONES, KEM & LUCAS under other California statutes and the common law
according to proof,

JONES, KEM & LUCAS have been damaged by their constructive terminations in that
they suffered a loss of income and suffer from anxiety, depression, and other physical and
emotional symptoms as the direct result of DEFENDANTS’ unlawful activities that forced

them to resign.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION BY PLAINTIFFS

AGAINST DEFENDANTS AND DOES 1 TO 10 INCLUSIVE,
SEXUAL HARASSMENT—HOSTILE ENVIRONMENT UNDER
THE FAIR EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING ACT

PLAINTIFFS re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 to 62, supra, as if
fully set forth here.

PLAINTIFFS, females, belong to a protected class as such is defined under
California’s Fair Employment and Housing Act (“FEHA"). CAL. GovT CODE §
12940 et seq.

PLAINTIFFS were subject to daily sexual harassment from the day that they
began working forl DEFENDANTS.

Indeed, JOHNSON made PLAINTIFFS “cross train” as personal care assistants,
although none of them have any experience in this field, and see JOHNSON, their
supervisor naked; they were forced to rub lotion on him; and they were forced to

get him dressed.

DOEUK ET AL. VS, SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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The harassment continued when JOHNSON would make the PLAINTIFFS come
into his office and help change his shirt or buckle him into the van, as these
activities made their breasts and torsos touch JOHNSON.

JOHNSON also made frequent sexual comments in the workplace.

JOHNSON has sexual calendars hanging in plain sight.

JOHNSON would also stare at PLAINTIFFS’ breasts and buttocks.

This harassment is unwelcome to all PLAINTIFFS.

This harassment would be objectively offensive to a reasonable person and was
objectively offensive to PLAINTIFFS.

The harassment has been on-going since each PLAINTIFF started working for
DISABLED ACCESS and it is so severe and pervasive that it has altered the
terms and conditions of each PLAINTIFF'S work.

DISABLED ACCESS has no Anti-Harassment Policy and no complaint structure
that PLAINTIFFS could have utilized. Their only recourse was to complain to their

harasser, which the law does not require.
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION BY PLAINTIFFS

AGAINST DISABLED ACCESS AND DOES 1-10 INCLUSIVE
FOR FAILURE TO PREVENT SEXUAL HARASSMENT
UNDER SECTION 12940(k) OF THE FEHA

PLAINTIFFS re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 74, supra,
as if fully set forth here.

Under the FEHA, section 12941(k), there is an independent cause of action that
can be brought against an employer that fails to take reasonable steps to prevent
sexual harassment from occurring.

In this case, DISABLED ACCESS had no Policy or complaint structure in place
that would have allowed it to take action to ensure that the working environment

was not permeated with sexual harassment and/or to rid the environment of the

DOEUK ET AL, V5, SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT




1 unlawful harassment. Thus DISABLED ACCESS did not fulfill its statutory duty to

2 prevent sexual harassment as is required by the FEHA.

3 78. PLAINTIFFS have been damaged by DISABLED ACCESS’ failure to prevent and

4 then cure the sexually hostile environment in that suffer from anxiety and other

5 ‘ physical, mental, and emotional symptoms as the direct result of DISABLED

6 ACCESS’ statutory failures.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION BY PLAINTIFFS

! AGAINST DISABLED ACCESS AND DOES 1-10 FOR

: RETALIATION IN VIOLATION OF THE FEHA
10 79. PLAINTIFF S re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 78, supra,
11 as if fully set forth here.
12 80. The FEHA prohibits an employer from retaliating against any individual who
13 makes or has made a complaint of unlawful harassment. CAL. GOVT CODE §
14 12840(h).
15 81. PLAINTIFFS complained about the unlawful harassment that they endured.
16 82. After making such complaints, DOEUK was suspended and then terminated.
17 DOEUK’S termination was directly related to her complaints about unlawful

18 conduct. Furthermcre, after making such comments, LUCAS, KEM, and JONES
19 were treated differently from other employees.
20 83. PLAINTIFFS have been damaged by the DEFENDANTS' conduct in that they
91 were terminated or constructively terminated from their positions and suffer from
29 anxiety and other physical, mental, and emotional symptoms as the direct result of
53 the DEFENDANT'S conduct

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION BY PLAINTIFFS

24 AGAINST DEFENDANTS AND DOES 1-10 INCLUSIVE
= FOR INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
26
97 84. PLAINTIFFS re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 83, supra,
28 as if fully set forth here.
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DEFENDANTS engaged in the conduct as set forth in this complaint.

Indeed, DEFENDANTS have sent PLAINTIFFS into businesses or other
commercial entities and forced them to pretend that they needed the goods or
services of that business. They were also instructed to request to use the
restroom and take pictures of the business overall.

PLAINTIFFS knew that the information that they were collecting would be used by
DEFENDANTS to threaten to sue or to sue the businesses or other commercial
entities for ADA violations.

PLAINTIFFS felt as though they were acting in a fraudulent manner that was
setting these businesses up for costly litigation.

By engaging in the conduct set forth in this Complaint, DEFENDANTS and others
acted extremely, outrageously, and beyond the bounds of all civilized
behavior/conduct. Such exireme and outrageous conduct was committed with the
intention of causing, or reckless disregard of the probability of causing, emotional
distress to the PLAINTIFFS.

By virtue of DEFENDANTS' and others' conduct the PLAINTIFFS have suffered
severe and extreme emotional distress in that they suffer from anxiety, and other
physical, mental, and emotional symptoms.

It is foreseeable that conduct, such as that alleged in this Complaint, would cause
extreme and severe emotional distress to anyone who is victimized by such

conduct, such as the PLAINTIFFS.

. The conduct alleged in this Complaint did, in fact, cause PLAINTIFFS to suffer

severe and extreme emotional distress.

PLAINTIFFS have been damaged by the DEFENDANTS’ conduct in that DOEUK
was terminated from her position and that JONES, KEM & LUCAS were
constructively terminated from their positions. All PLAINTIFFS suffer from
anxiety, and other physical, mental, and emotional symptoms as the direct result

of the DEFENDANTS’ conduct.

DOEUKET AL. ¥5§ 5COTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION BY PLAINTIFFS

AGAINST DEFENDANTS AND DOES 1 TO 10 INCLUSIVE FOR
INVASION OF PRIVACY UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
CONSTITUTION, ARTICLE |, SECTION 1 AND THE COMMON LAW

PLAINTIFFS re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 93, supra,
as if fully set forth here.

PLAINTIFFS have a reasonable expectation of privacy in the workplace. Even
when told, however, that cameras would be installed in the office, the amount of
cameras and the extent of the monitoring by DEFENDANTS was not reasonable
and would be offensive to a reasonable person. It was subjectively offensive to
PLAINTIFFS

JOHNSON monitored the workplace from his bedroom on a 72 inch television and
could monitor the work areas from remote locations. Each PLAINTIFF had a
camera pointed directly at her. For a period of time, DOEUK'S camera had been
pointed at her breasts.

Until DOEUK complained, there was a camera pointed at the bathroom which
allowed JOHNSON to monitor how long each employee spent using the restroom.
The manner in which each of the PLAINTIFF’S privacy was violated would be
highly offensive to a reasonable person. It was highly offensive to PLAINTIFFS.
Based upon the invasion of privacy endured by PLAINTIFFS, PLAINTIFFS have
been injured in that they have had their privacy invaded and have suffered anxiety

and other physical, mental, and emotional symptoms.

DOEUK ET AL. VS, SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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DATED:

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

PLAINTIFFS re-allege all allegations set forth in paragraphs 1 through 99,

supra, as if fully set forth here.

PLAINTIFFS pray for the following relief:

. Special damages in an amount to be proven at trial but in an amount within

the jurisdiction of this Court;

. General damages in an amount to be proven at trial but in an amount within

the jurisdiction of this Court;

. Punitive damages in an amount to be proven at trial as permitted by law;

. Economic damages in an amount to be proven at trial but in an amount

within the jurisdiction of this Court;

. Compensatory damages in an amount to be proven at trial but in an amount

within the jurisdiction of this Court;

Attorney’s fees and costs of sut;

. An injunction enjoining DEFENDANTS and each of them, from continuing to

engage in the conduct alleged in this Complaint;

. Any other relief the Court deems appropriate.

August 15, 2012 PETERS LAW, INC.

S e

JORDAN T.L. PETERS

Attorney for Plaintiffs: Jenna Doeuk, Esra
Jones, Micaela Lucas, and Monthica Kem

DOEUK ET AL. V5. SCOTT JOHNSON COMPLAINT
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Lugust 09, 2012

Jenna Doguk
915 Highland Pointe Drive Suite 150
Roseville, CA 95678

RE" 25352-12630 - Ogeuk Jenna - Righi To Sue
_ Noiice of Cese Closure and Right to Sue

Dear Jerina Doeuk:

This letter informs you that the sbove-referenced complaint that was filed with the
Depariment of Fair Employment and Housing {DFEH) has been closed efiective August
08, 2012 because an imimadiate Right to Sue nolice was reguesied. DFEH will lake no
further action an the complaini.

Tiids fettar is siso your Righl 1o Sue notice. Avcoiding to Govemment Code section
12955. suhdivision (b}, a Ciil aciian may be orought under the provisions of the Fair
Employment and Housing Aci against the person. employer, fahor organization or
emgloyment sgency named in the zbova-referenced complainl. The civii aclion must b
fited within ohe year from Ihe date of this latter,

To obtain a federal Right to Sue nolice, you must visil {he U.5. Equal Employmeni
Opgorionity Commission [EEQC) to lle a complaint within 30 days of teceipt of s
DFEH Notics of Case Clusure or within 300 days oi the alleged discridminaiory act,
whichever is earfier.

OFEH does not reiain case files bevond (hree years after a complaint is filed, unless the
case Is siill open at the end of the three-year pericd.

Sincarely,
Depariment of Fair Employment and Housing

oo Lawyess nenrporaling Servica , Agent dor Service for Disalles Access Prevents irjary, Ine.
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Augusi 09, 2012

Esra Jones
915 Highland Pointe Drive Suite 250
Rosevilie, CA 95678

RE: 25308-12810-R - Jones Esra - Right To Sue

Motice of Case Closwre and Right fo Sue

Bear Esra Jones:

This letier informs you that the above-referenced complaint that vias filed with the
Department of Fair Employmeni and Housing (DFEH) has been closed efiective August
(9, 2012 becauss an immediate Right to Sue nofice was requesied. DFEH will take no
further action on the complaint.

This ietler is also your Right lo Sue noiice. According io Goverament Lode sectien
12865, subdivision (b), a civil action may be brought under the grovisions of the Fair
Employment snd Housing Act against the person, employer, labor organizalion or
employment agency named in the above-relerenced complaipt. The civil aclion must be
[lled wilhin ane year fram the date of this latter.

Yo ohisir a federal Right o Sue naticg, you must visit the U.S. Egual Employment
Opportupity Commission (EEOCY to fits o camplaint within 30 days of receip! of this
DFEM Notice of Case Closure or within 300 days of the alleged discaminatory act.
whichever is eardler.

DIFEH does not relam case files beyond three years alter 8 complaint is filed, unless the
case is st apen ol the end of the thres-year period.

Sinceraly,

Deaartment of Fair Employment and Housing

o Lavavars incomporsing Sennte  Agont Tor Service for Disabliy Access Prevents Inury, irc
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August 09, 2012

Monihica Kem
915 Hightand Poinie Drive Sulle 250
Rosecviile, CA 93678

RE: 25357-12635 - Kem Monthica - Right To Sue

Netice of Case Clpsure and Righi to Sue

Dear Manthica Kany:

This letter informs you that the above-referenced complat that was fed wilth the
Depariment ¢f Fair Employmani and Housing {OFEH) has been dosed effeclive August
09, 2012 because an immediate Right to Sue nolice was regquesiad. DFEH will take no
further action on ihe complamt.

This fetter is also your Righi 0 Sue notice. According to Govermnment Cade saction
12965, subdivisian (b}, a civil action may be broughl under the provisions of the Far
Employment and Housing Acl againsi the parson, employer, labor organizalion or
employment agency named in the above-referenced complaini, The cwil action musi be
flad within one year lrom {he date of this telier.

Ta obiain a federal Right to Sue notice, you must visit the U.S. Equal Employment
Qpporiunily Commission (EEOC) o Tite a complainl within 30 days of receipt of this
DFEH MNotice of Case Closura o7 within 300 days of the alleged discriminatory acl
whichever is eariier,

DFEH does not redain case Gles beyond (hree years after a complaint is filed, untess the
case Is skl open at ihe end of the three-year geriod.

Sinceraly,

Deparimeni of Fair Employment and Housing

ec. Lawyer Insmpdranng Sernvies | Agen for Sorvice for Oisatiiad Access Prvents injury, inc.
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August 09, 2042

ticaels Lucas
913 Hignland Pointe Orive Suite 250
Rosevilte, CA 95678

RE: 25380-12638 - Lucas Micaegia - Right To Sue
Netice of Case Closure and Right o Sue

Dear Kicagla Lucas:

This letter informs vou that the above-referenced complaint that was filed with the
Depariment of Fair Employment and Housing (OFEH) has been closed elfective August
09, 2012 hecause an mmediaie Right to Sus nolice was requestad. DFEH will take no
furiher action on the complaint

This lener {s also your Right 1o Sue notive. According to Government Code section
12865, subdivision {b). a civil action may ke brought under ihe pravisions of the Fair
Employment and Housing Acl against the person, employer. labor organization or
employment agency named in the above-referenced complalnl. The clvil action musl be
Hed within one yeer {rom the daie of this [elier.

To abtain a fzderal Right to Su2 notice, you must visi the U.S. Equal Employmenlt
Oppodiunity Commission (EEOC) to fite a comgleini within 30 days of recelpi of this
DFEH Matice of Case Closire or within 300 days of the afleged discriminatory acl,
whinichaver is earlier.

DFEH coes rot retain case files beyond whree years after a complaint is fled, un'ess the
case is still cpen al the end of the theee-year pariod.

Sincarely,

Depariment of Fair Employment and Housing

oG Lawyats Incorporaing Senece , Agant Zor Servise lor Uisablad Access Prevenis iy, ns.
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