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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT,,_ . .
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA - WESTERN

DIVISION L d%

JOHN DOE (Safe-at-Home Participant),

Plaintiff, w mcvz 6" 9 5 &%, HD\/ S K |

V.

CALIFORNIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY (headquartered in Chandler, Arizona);
AMERICAN INTERCONTINENTAL UNIVERSITY SYSTEM,;

MELISSA NOYA, Psy.D.;

EVANGELINA ALONSO, Psy.D.; and

DOES 1-10,

Defendants.

Case No.

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

I. INTRODUCTION

This civil-rights and disability-discrimination action arises under Title III of the Americans with
Disabilities Act (42 U.S.C. § 12181 et seq.) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C.
§ 794). Plaintiff, a qualified individual with a documented disability, brings this action to remedy
California Southern University’s systemic discrimination, retaliation, and misrepresentation.
While publicly marketing its Doctor of Psychology (PsyD) program as licensure-track for
California, CalSouthern and its administrators failed to provide reasonable ADA
accommodations, obstructed required practicum and internship placements, and operated under
an unlawful supervision structure that deprived Plaintiff of the professional experience necessary
for state licensure.

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

This Court has subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because this action arises
under the laws of the United States, including the ADA and Section 504. Supplemental
jurisdiction exists under 28 U.S.C. § 1367 for related state-law claims.

Venue is proper in this District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because the events and omissions
giving rise to these claims occurred within Los Angeles County, California, where Plaintiff
resides and where Defendants recruit, transact business, and caused the harm alleged herein.
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III. PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Samuel Dominicus Smith (“John Doe” for Safe-at-Home confidentiality) is an
honors-level PsyD candidate at California Southern University residing in Los Angeles
County, California.

2. Defendant California Southern University (CalSouthern) is a private institution
headquartered in Chandler, Arizona, and operating and recruiting students in California.

3. Defendant American InterContinental University System (AIUS) is the parent and
controlling entity responsible for CalSouthern’s governance and compliance with federal
law.

4. Defendant Melissa Noya, Psy.D. is/was Dean of Behavioral Sciences at CalSouthern,
licensed in Florida but not California.

5. Defendant Evangelina Alonso, Psy.D. is/was Director of Chmcal Training, licensed in
Florida (No. PY6449) but not California.

6. Doe Defendants 1-10 are individuals or entities responsible for ADA compliance,
program oversight, and supervision policy, whose identities are presently unknown.

IV. NATURE OF THE CASE

This action seeks relief for systemic ADA discrimination, retaliation, and institutional
negligence. CalSouthern’s leadership failed to ensure lawful California supervision under 16
C.C.R. § 1387, ignored Plaintiff’s documented accommodation requests, and misrepresented its
program as compliant with California licensure standards."

Both Dean Noya and Dr. Alonso, licensed only in Florida, lacked California authorization to
oversee clinical training and placements for California students. When Plaintiff—a Black,
LGBTQ+, disabled doctoral candidate and primary caregiver for his medically fragile aunt—
requested reasonable accommodations, Defendants retaliated by delaying or denying placement
opportunities. These actions mirror documented patterns of discrimination in 2024-2025 national
data for Black, LGBTQ+, and disabled PsyD students in private and online programs.

V. FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Plaintiff has a diagnosed Generalized Anxiety Disorder, a qualifying disability under the ADA.
He provided medical documentation and requested reasonable accommodations for practicum
and internship placement support. CalSouthern’s Disabilities Office, Dean Noya, and Dr. Alonso
failed to engage in a good-faith interactive process and instead ignored or minimized his
requests.

Defendants misrepresented the PsyD program as “licensure-track” for California students while
lacking California-licensed supervisors or Board-approved waivers under § 1387. Plaintiff relied
on these assurances and invested significant time and money toward licensure.
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When Plaintiff requested remote supervision and flexibility due to his aunt’s serious medical
conditions (leukemia, dementia, scoliosis, heart failure, hypertension, aneurysm, hearing loss),
Defendants refused and retaliated after he filed ADA grievances. As a result, Plaintiff lost a full
training cycle, incurred substantial expenses ($3,995 monthly rent plus transportation and
caregiving costs), and suffered emotional and professional harm.

National 2024-2025 data confirm that Black, LGBTQ+, and disabled PsyD students in
private/online programs face the highest rates of practicum denial and retaliation—trends
CalSouthern’s conduct directly mirrored.

VI. LEGAL CLAIMS

Count 1 — Violation of Title I1I of the Americans with Disabilities Act (42 U.S.C. § 12182 et
seq.)

Defendants denied Plaintiff reasonable modifications, effective communication, and equal access
to essential practicum and internship opportunities required for California psychologist licensure.

Count 2 — Violation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. § 794)
CalSouthern, as a federally funded program, discriminated against Plaintiff and failed to provide
reasonable accommodations and equal access to educational opportunities.

Count 3 — Retaliation (42 U.S.C. § 12203 and 29 U.S.C. § 794)
Defendants retaliated against Plaintiff for protected ADA/504 activity by imposing barriers and
delays that blocked his academic progress.

Count 4 — Negligent Misrepresentation and Failure to Supervise (California Common Law)
Defendants falsely represented the program as California-compliant and failed to ensure
qualified supervision, causing Plaintiff financial and professional harm.

Count 5 — Negligence Per Se — Violation of Cal. Code Regs. tit. 16 § 1387
Defendants violated state law by allowing non-licensed supervisors to oversee California clinical
training.

Count 6 — Violation of the Unruh Civil Rights Act (Cal. Civ. Code § 51)
Defendants denied Plaintiff full and equal accommodations and privileges on the basis of
disability and protected status.

Count 7 — Violation of the Disabled Persons Act (Cal. Civ. Code §§ 54-55.3)
Defendants failed to provide reasonable accommodations and equal access to the PsyD program.

Count 8 — Violation of FEHA (Cal. Gov. Code § 12940 et seq.)
Defendants denied accommodations and equal opportunity within an educational and
professional-training pipeline to employment.
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Count 9 — Breach of Implied Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing (California Common
Law) ,

Defendants frustrated Plaintiff’s ability to complete required training after accepting tuition and
representing licensure-track outcomes.

VII. DAMAGES

Plaintiff has suffered economic and non-economic losses exceeding $6,248,000, including lost
professional earnings, educational expenses, $3,995 monthly rent, transportation and caregiving
costs, and severe emotional distress, reputational damage, and loss of career opportunity.
Defendants’ conduct was willful, malicious, and in reckless disregard of Plaintiff’s rights.

VIII. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Plaintiff requests that the Court enter judgment in his favor and against all Defendants, jointly
and severally, and award:

A. Declaratory Relief that Defendants violated the ADA, § 504, and California law;

B. Injunctive Relief requiring Defendants to (1) provide ADA/§ 504-compliant practicum
placements; (2) ensure California-lawful supervision by CA-licensed psychologists or Board-
approved waivers; and (3) revise licensure and ADA policies;

C. Compensatory Damages not less than $6,248,000 for lost earnings, delayed licensure,
housing and caregiving costs, and emotional distress;

D. Punitive Damages for willful and reckless misconduct;

E. Statutory Damages, Fees, and Costs under federal and California law;

F. Pre- and Post-Judgment Interest at the legal rate; and

G. Any further relief the Court deems just and proper.

IX. JURY DEMAND

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 38, Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable.

X. CONCLUSION

For these reasons, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter judgment in his favor, grant
all appropriate relief, and retain jurisdiction for enforcement.
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Dated: October 5, 2025
Respectfully submitted,

JOHN DOE (Safe-at-Home Participant)
Plaintiff, Pro Se
[Safe-at-Home substitute address on file with the Court]

. Jshn Deo Ochben § 2085
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PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT C

Timeline of Internship Efforts & Denials
(Filed in Support of Complaint for Violations of the ADA and Section 504 — California Southern
University)

Plaintiff: John Doe (Participant, California Safe at Home Program)
Defendant: California Southern University

Purpose

To demonstrate Plaintiff’s ongoing, good-faith efforts to secure practicum and internship training
required for California Board of Psychology licensure, and how Defendant’s inaction and ADA
noncompliance directly caused loss of clinical opportunities and professional delay.

Chronological Record (2024-2025)

Date Site / Program Outcome Notes
Placement failed due to lack of orientation,
Aug 15~ training, and supervision. Supervising
Sept 12, Forward Recovery = Terminated Psy.D. (Dr. Solomon) absent; hours
2024 L
invalidated.
Site operated under unlicensed director;
Fall 2024 Ananda Treatment Invalidated supervising psychologist (Dr. Skarloto)
(brief) Center licensed in another state, not present. No
lawful supervision under 16 CCR §1387.
. . Application rejected; program requires
12\/([);; 7 X;rlg:lt I(l;,svtll;j':; Los Denied APA-accredited enrollment. CalSouthern’s
geles ' HLC status disqualified eligibility.
. Reiss-Davis Child . Interview completed; later disqualified due
Mid-2025 Study Center Denied to CalSouthern’s non-APA accreditation.
Written confirmation from Dr. Vanessa
Los Angeles County v p h . i
Department of Vasquez-Perez shows site was willing to
Aug 2025 Denied include HLC students, but CalSouthern
Mental Health refused to finalize required affiliation
(LACDMH) q
agreement.

Ongoing  Additional Attempts In Progress / Continuing denials based solely on
(2025- (IMCES, Vista Del Denie dg accreditation status and lack of university
2026) Mar, WILA, etc.) participation.
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Summary

Plaintiff made multiple verified attempts to obtain qualifying clinical placements across
2024-2025.

CalSouthern repeatedly failed to act, finalize agreements, or engage ADA
accommodations despite notice of disability and DOR sponsorship.

Plaintiff remains unable to complete the required 3,000 supervised hours (1,500
practicum + 1,500 internship) mandated by the California Board of Psychology.

The cumulative effect constitutes irreparable professional harm, financial loss, and
delayed licensure eligibility caused directly by CalSouthern’s negligence and
misrepresentation.

Filed by: John Doe (Pro Se)
Safe at Home — Confidential Address on File with California Secretary of State

Date: October 5, 2025

St Doe

End of Exhibit C — Attach supporting email confirmations, denial letters, and university
communications immediately following this cover page.
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U.S. DISTRICT COURT - CENTRAL
DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

Case No.:

PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT E

DOR Funding & Communication Records
(Filed in Support of Ex Parte Application for Temporary Relief — California Southern
University)

Plaintiff: Samuel Dominicus Smith A4A4 JOHIN Do
Defendant: California Southern University

Purpose:

To demonstrate that Plaintiff’s enrollment and training were supported through the California
Department of Rehabilitation (DOR), confirming that CalSouthern received or benefited
from state funding connected to Plaintiff’s education and licensure pathway, yet failed to
include him in essential communications and program updates required under ADA §504 and
Title II collaboration duties.

Contents (Summary):

¢ Copies of email correspondence between DOR representatives (e.g., Marilyn Ridgway) and
CalSouthern administrators regarding funding, ADA support, and placement coordination.

* Proof that CalSouthern acknowledged DOR sponsorship of Plaintiff’s education but excluded
him from joint communications after he raised ADA concerns.

* Evidence that state funds were used for program support while Plaintiff was denied effective
access to updates, placement options, and ADA accommodation processes.

* Any meeting summaries or email chains showing that CalSouthern declined to coordinate
directly with DOR following Plaintiff’s requests.

Filed by: Samuel Dominicus Smith (Pro Se) Ay John e
[Safe At Home — Confidential Address Handling Requested]
Date: October 5, 2025

Title of Filing: Ex Parte Application for Temporary Relief
Attachment: Exhibit E— DOR Funding & Communication Records

i ee
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