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TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on December 15, 2025 at 10:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter
as this matter may be heard in Courtroom 4 of the above-entitled Court, located at 825 Fifth
Street, Eureka, California 95501, defendants St. Joseph Health System and Providence St. Joseph
Health (collectively, “Defendants’) will and hereby demur to Plaintiff Anna Nusslock’s Amended
Complaint under Code of Civil Procedure section 430.10(e), on the ground that the Complaint
fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action against Defendants.

Counsel for the parties met and conferred pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section
430.41(a). The parties were unable to resolve the matter. (Declaration of Colin M. McGrath 4] 2.)

The Demurrers will be based upon this Notice, the accompanying Demurrers and
Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the concurrently filed Declaration of Colin M. McGrath,
the pleadings and papers on file in this action, and any other evidence or argument the Court shall

permit at the hearing on this matter.

Dated: November 12, 2025 MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP

By: /s/ Harvey L. Rochman
Harvey L. Rochman
Attorneys for Defendant
ST. JOSEPH HEALTH NORTHERN
CALIFORNIA, LLC

DEFENDANTS SJHS’S AND PSJH’S DEMURRERS TO PLAINTIFF’S AMENDED COMPLAINT
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DEMURRERS

Defendants St. Joseph Health System and Providence St. Joseph Health (collectively,
“Defendants”) demur to Plaintiff Anna Nusslock’s Amended Complaint as follows:

1. Defendants demur to the first cause of action for alleged violation of Health and
Safety Code § 1317 on the ground that the Amended Complaint does not allege facts sufficient to
state a cause of action against Defendants.

2. Defendants demur to the second cause of action for alleged violation of Health and
Safety Code § 1317.2 on the ground that the Amended Complaint does not allege facts sufficient
to state a cause of action against Defendants.

3. Defendants demur to the third cause of action for alleged violation of the Unruh
Civil Rights Act (Civil Code § 51(b)), on the ground that the Amended Complaint does not allege
facts sufficient to state a cause of action against Defendants.

4. Defendants demur to the fourth cause of action for alleged intentional infliction of
emotional distress on the ground that the Amended Complaint does not allege facts sufficient to
state a cause of action against Defendants.

5. Defendants demur to the fifth cause of action for negligent infliction of emotional
distress on the ground that the Amended Complaint does not allege facts sufficient to state a cause
of action against Defendants.

6. Defendants demur to the sixth cause of action for alleged violation of the Unfair
Competition Law (Business & Professions Code § 17200) on the ground that the Amended

Complaint does not allege facts sufficient to state a cause of action against Defendants.

Dated: November 12, 2025 MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP

By: /s/ Harvey L. Rochman
Harvey L. Rochman
Attorneys for Defendant
ST. JOSEPH HEALTH NORTHERN
CALIFORNIA, LLC
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I INTRODUCTION.

Despite the Court’s clear directives in its September 2, 2025 Ruling (“Ruling”) sustaining
Defendants’ demurrer to the original Complaint as to all causes of action against Defendants St.
Joseph Health System (“SJHS”) and Providence St. Joseph Health (“PSJH”) (collectively, the
“Parent Entities”), Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint fails to cure the defects identified by the
Court.! Plaintiff’s amended claims fail for the very same reasons they failed last time, and the
Court should sustain the Demurrers, this time without leave to amend, and dismiss the Parent
Entities from this case.

Plaintiff’s claims are based on the exact same set of facts and circumstances as alleged in
the Attorney General’s (“AG”) pending lawsuit against St. Joseph Health Northern California dba
St. Joseph Hospital—Eureka (“SJH-Eureka” or the “Hospital”), including the allegations
regarding the Hospital’s policy that Plaintiff claims was the basis for the denial of the abortion
procedure sought by Plaintiff. These claims fail against the Parent Entities because SJHS and
PSJH are not licensed hospitals and were not involved in Plaintift’s care. Specifically, Plaintift’s
claims against the Parent Entities fail for the following reasons:

e As a matter of law, Plaintiff’s claims under the Emergency Services Law (“ESL”)
can only be alleged against a licensed hospital.

e As a matter of law, Plaintiff’s Unruh Act claim can only be alleged against the
entity that allegedly denied her emergency services, which again can only be a
licensed hospital.

e As a matter of law, Plaintiff’s claims for intentional and negligent infliction of
emotional distress against the Parent Entities fail because Plaintiff again does not
allege any direct involvement by the Parent Entities in Plaintiff’s medical care at
the Hospital, which is the basis for her alleged injuries.

California law mandates that the legal responsibility for the treatment of patients is held

solely by the governing body of the hospital. Additionally, only hospitals, and not parent entities,

' The demurrers are based solely on the allegations in the Amended Complaint. Nothing in these
demurrers should be construed as an admission by the defendants of any fact pled or an agreement with
any legal theory asserted in the Amended Complaint.

DEFENDANTS SJHS’ AND PSJH’S DEMURRERS TO PLAINTIFF’S AMENDED COMPLAINT
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are licensed by the California Department of Public Health (“CDPH”) to treat patients and
provide emergency services. SJHS and PSJH are not hospitals, nor are they licensed by CDPH to
treat patients. Plaintiff’s claims can only be brought against the Hospital that provided the
treatment. The Court made this clear in its ruling on the prior demurrer and Plaintiff has failed to
cure any of the defects identified by the Court.

Plaintiff has alleged no legally valid claims against STHS and PSJH. Therefore, the Court
should sustain the Demurrers as to PSJH and SJTHS, this time without leave to amend, and dismiss

SJHS and PSJH from this action.

I1. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND AND RELEVANT ALLEGATIONS.

On September 2, 2025, this Court sustained the Parent Entities’ Demurrer as to all causes
of action in Plaintiff’s Complaint against the Parent Entities with leave to amend. The Court
clearly explained the deficiencies in Plaintiff’s allegations regarding the Parent Entities as to each
cause of action. Regarding the First and Second causes of action for violation of Health & Safety
Code § 1317, et seq., the Court held: “Here, there are no allegations that either parent
organization has an emergency department licensed by the state department of public health
(CDPH), and there are insufficient facts alleged to show that either parent organization is a
hospital or health facility under ESA.” (Ruling, 3:3-6.)

As to the third cause of action for violation of the Unruh Civil Rights Act and the sixth
cause of action for violation of the Unfair Competition Law (which the Court addressed in the
same paragraph in its Ruling), the Court held: “Plaintiff’s complaint lumps all defendants
together for Unruh Civil Rights Act violations, (Complaint, 99 78, 79), which is contradictory to
the allegations in paragraphs 12 and 13 regarding STHS and PSJH. The sixth cause of action, for
violations of the UCL, suffers from the same problem (compare 9 100, 102 with Y 12, 13).”
(Ruling, 4:11-14.)

As to the fourth cause of action for intentional infliction of emotional distress and the fifth
cause of action for negligent infliction of emotional distress in the original Complaint, the Court
held: “Here, there are insufficient factual allegations against PSJH and SJHS to support a finding
of either actual participation in the alleged tortious conduct or authorizing or directing that the

-2-
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alleged tort be committed.” (Ruling, 4:25-5:2.)

Finally, the Court held that, as to all causes of action, “there are insufficient allegations of
ultimate fact to support a claim of alter ego liability of PSJH or SJHS for the acts of St. Joseph
Health Northern California, LLC.” (Ruling, 5:6-8.)

Plaintiff filed her Amended Complaint on October 2, 2025. Despite the Court’s clear
directives in its Ruling as to the types of new allegations Plaintiff would need to include to
survive another demurrer, the Amended Complaint merely added more of the same insufficient
general allegations regarding the Parent Entities’ ownership and general role in setting policies
applicable at the Hospital that the Court already found insufficient. See, e.g., Amended
Complaint, 49 7, 11-17, 50-53, 69, 77, 85, 91, 100, 107, 108. The Amended Complaint does not
(and cannot) allege that the Parent Entities are hospitals or health facilities under the ESL, or that
either entity has an emergency department licensed by the CDPH, or that the Parent Entities were
directly involved in Plaintiff’s medical care at the Hospital in any way. Nor does the Amended
Complaint allege any conduct by the Parent Entities directed specifically at Plaintiff to support

her tort causes of action or any claim of alter ego liability against the Parent Entities.

III.  PLAINTIFEF’S AMENDED COMPLAINT FAILS AS TO SJHS AND PSJH.

A. The Amended Complaint Fails to Allese Any New Facts to Support Liability
Against the Parent Entities Under an Alter Ego Theory.

As explained in the prior Demurrer (and again ignored by Plaintiff), courts may not
presume involvement by a parent corporate entity in allegedly wrongful conduct merely based on
the entity’s status as a parent or corporate member. See Sonora Diamond Corp. v. Superior
Court, 83 Cal. App. 4th 523, 538 (2000) (“Ordinarily, a corporation is regarded as a legal entity,
separate and distinct from its stockholders, officers and directors, with separate and distinct
liabilities and obligations.”). Additionally, courts will not pierce the corporate veil based on
conclusory alter ego-type allegations. See A.J. Fistes Corp. v. GDL Best Contractors, Inc., 38
Cal.App.5th 677, 696 (2019) (“To recover on an alter ego theory, a plaintiff . . . must allege
sufficient facts to show a unity of interest and ownership, and an unjust result if the corporation is
treated as the sole actor.”); Sandoval v. Ali, 34 F.Supp.3d 1031, 1040 (N.D. Cal. 2014)

-3-
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(“Conclusory allegations of alter ego status are insufficient to state a claim.”). Indeed, ‘the
corporate form will be disregarded only in narrowly defined circumstances.’” Toho-Towa Co. v.
Morgan Creek Prods., Inc., 217 Cal. App. 4th 1096, 1107 (2013) (citation omitted). Here, no
such circumstances are alleged. Neither the Attorney General nor Jane Roe in the two other
pending related cases in this Court name SJHS and PSJH as defendants, and for good reason.

The Amended Complaint admits that STHS and PSJH are independent nonprofit corporate
entities based in Irvine, California, and Renton, Washington, respectively. Amended Complaint,
99 12-13. Plaintiff alleges that STHS is the “sole shareholder, corporate member, parent, and
beneficial owner of Defendant SJ Hospital”, and that STHS “controls and manages all hospitals in
its network and develops and promulgates policies governing the operations of the hospitals and
health programs in its network including, on information and belief, the policy regarding when
Defendant SJ Hospital can provide emergency abortion care”. Id., § 12. Plaintiff also alleges that
PSJH “is the sole shareholder, corporate member, parent, and beneficial owner of Defendant
SJHS.” Id.,q 13. Just as in her original Complaint, Plaintiff generally alleges on information and
belief that STHS and PSJH “set[] the policies for when and if SJ Hospital provides emergency
services and care to pregnant patients.” Amended Complaint, q 69.

Under the Corporations Code, a “‘“Member’ means any person who, pursuant to a specific
provision of a corporation’s articles or bylaws, has the right to vote for the election of a director
or directors or on a disposition of all or substantially all of the assets of a corporation or on a
merger or on a dissolution . . .. ‘Member’ also means any person who is designated in the
articles or bylaws as a member and, pursuant to a specific provision of a corporation’s articles or
bylaws, has the right to vote on changes to the articles or bylaws.” Corp. Code § 5056(a). If a
member of a nonprofit corporation were subject to liability to persons allegedly harmed by the
corporation simply because they can vote for board directors or vote on other high-level decisions
affecting the corporation, then every member would be liable for virtually anything the
corporation does. Such broad liability would swallow and conflict with the rules limiting the

liability of members: “[a] member of a corporation is not, as such, personally liable for the debts,

-4-
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liabilities, or obligations of the corporation.” Corp. Code § 5350(a).? Plaintiff alleges no facts
that make SJHS’s membership in the SJH corporation, or PSTH’s membership in STHS, any
different from that of any other member of any nonprofit corporation. Her conclusory grouping
together of all three Defendants in connection with her allegations of conduct and incidents that
only occurred at SJH is, as the Court previously recognized, clearly insufficient to support
liability against PSJH and SJHS.

Like before, Plaintiff alleges no specific acts by SJHS or PSJH regarding the Hospital’s
alleged policy at issue in the Amended Complaint, or the application of the Hospital’s alleged
policy to Plaintiff’s circumstances, or any other aspect of Plaintiff’s visits to the Hospital.
Plaintiff’s conclusory allegations are insufficient to state a claim against STHS or PSJH. See
Monterey Coastkeeper v. Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 76 Cal. App. 5th
1, 16 (2022) (on demurrer, a court “may not consider conclusions of fact or law, opinions,
speculation or allegations which are contrary either to law or to judicially noticed facts”).

B. The ESL Causes of Action Against the Parent Entities Fail.

Plaintiff’s first and second causes of action for violations of the ESL fail as to STHS and
PSJH because the ESL does not even apply to them. Plaintiff ignored this key fact in her prior
Complaint and strangely she ignores it again, along with the Court’s clear instructions in its
Ruling (Ruling, 3:3-6). The emergency care requirements under Section 1317(a) apply
specifically to “any health facility licensed under [Chapter 2 of the Health and Safety Code] that
maintains and operates an emergency department”. Id., § 1317(a) (emphasis added). The
transfer requirements under Section 1317.2 apply specifically to “all hospitals with an emergency
department licensed by the State Department.” Id., §§ 1317.2, 1317.1; see also id., § 1250(a)
(defining a hospital as a “health facility” that “provides 24-hour inpatient care”). Plaintiff cannot
plead around the statutory definitions of “health facility” and “hospital” under the ESL statute.
Plaintiff does not and cannot allege that PSJH or SJTHS maintain an emergency department, or that

they provide 24-hour inpatient care. PSJH and SJHS are not hospitals and they do not treat

? Even a director or officer of a nonprofit corporation, who is more closely connected to the corporation’s
operations than a member, cannot be sued for its own negligent acts in the scope of its duties unless the
plaintiff overcomes significant pleading hurdles and obtains leave of court. Code Civ. Proc. § 425.15.

-5.-
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patients. As such, they are not subject to the ESL.

Neither SJTHS nor PSJH are alleged to be hospitals licensed under the Health and Safety
Code. The Amended Complaint alleges only that “SJHS and PSJH own, manage, and control SJ
Hospital’s operation, and are listed as owners in the California Department of Public Health’s
licensing records for Defendant SJ Hospital.” Amended Complaint, § 69. SJHS and PSJH being
listed as owners in the CDPH licensing records for the Hospital demonstrates that the Parent
Entities are separate from the licensed Hospital. With respect to hospitals, the legal responsibility
for hospital operations lies with the governing body/board of directors of the hospital—not
members or any other person or entity connected to the hospital. “Each corporation shall have a
board of directors. Subject to the provisions of this part and any limitations in the articles or
bylaws relating to action required to be approved by the members (Section 5034), or by a
majority of all members (Section 5033), the activities and affairs of a corporation shall be
conducted and all corporate powers shall be exercised by or under the direction of the board.

The board may delegate the management of the activities of the corporation to any person or
persons, management company, or committee however composed, provided that the activities and
affairs of the corporation shall be managed and all corporate powers shall be exercised under the
ultimate direction of the board.” Corp. Code § 5610 (emphasis added).

Here, there are no allegations that the board of the Hospital has delegated any corporate
responsibilities regarding patient care to PSJH and SJHS. Thus, as a matter of law, the Hospital’s
governing body is responsible for its operations. Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, § 70701; see also 42
C.F.R. § 482.12 (Medicare Conditions of Participation specifying that “[t]here must be an
effective governing body that is legally responsible for the conduct of the hospital” and imposing
specific standards and requirements with respect to, among other things, medical staff and care of
patients); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, § 70035 (“Governing body [of a hospital] means the person,
persons, board of trustees, directors or other body in whom the final authority and responsibility
is vested for conduct of the hospital.”); Hongsathavij v. Queen of Angels/Hollywood Presbyterian
Med. Ctr., 62 Cal. App. 4th 1123, 1143 (1998) (“Ultimate responsibility [for hospital operations]
is . . . with the governing body . . .”).

-6-
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In sum, only SJHNC is the licensed operator of the Hospital and, as a matter of law, only
SJHNC alone can be liable under the ESL. Neither PSJH nor SJHS operate the hospital.
Therefore, they cannot be liable under the ESL. For these reasons, the Court should sustain the

Parent Entities’ demurrer to the ESL claims and dismiss the ESL claims without leave to amend.

C. The Third Cause of Action for Violation of the Unruh Act Against the Parent
Entities Fails.

Plaintiff’s third cause of action for violation of the Unruh Act against PSJH and SJHS fails
for the same reasons as in her original Complaint. Plaintiff’s claim of discrimination under the
Unruh Act is based upon an alleged denial of emergency services that, as discussed above, only a
licensed hospital may provide. Amended Complaint, § 87. Contrary to the Court’s clear
directives, the Plaintiff again lumps all three Defendants together in her allegation that
“Defendants knowingly and intentionally denied emergency medical services to [Plaintiff]”. /d.
PSJH and SJHS do not provide emergency services and therefore could not have discriminated
against Plaintiff in the provision of those services. “A complaint must set forth the facts with
sufficient precision to put the defendant on notice about what the plaintiff is complaining and
what remedies are being sought.” Leek v. Cooper, 194 Cal. App. 4th 399, 415 (2011). Plaintiff’s
Unruh Act allegations fail for the same reasons they failed in her original Complaint. For these
reasons, the Court should sustain the Parent Entities’ demurrer to the Unruh Act claim and

dismiss the Unruh Act claim without leave to amend.

D. The Fourth and Fifth Causes of Action for Intentional and Negligent
Infliction of Emotional Distress Against the Parent Entities Fail.

Plaintiff’s causes of action for intentional and negligent infliction of emotional distress
against the Parent Entities again fail because the Parent Entities are not alleged to have been
directly involved in Plaintiff’s medical care. (Ruling, 4:25-5:2.) Just as in her original
Complaint, Plaintiff again lumps all three Defendants together in her charging allegations that
Plaintiff was denied emergency care. Amended Complaint, 44 91-93, 95-97, 99-105. This was
insufficient to state a claim in the original complaint and it remains insufficient in the Amended
Complaint. The Supreme Court has rejected allegations against multiple entities grouped as
“defendants” and held that the plaintiff must allege sufficient facts to state a claim against each

-7-
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specific defendant to survive a demurrer by that defendant; generalized group references to
“defendants” do not suffice. Brown v. USA Taekwondo, 11 Cal. 5th 204, 211 (2021) (court
considers whether complaint “adequately alleged each defendant had a legal duty”); see also
Dutra v. Eagleson, 146 Cal. App. 4th 216, 227-28 (2006) (boilerplate allegations that “defendants,
and each of them” engaged in wrongdoing were contradicted by specific allegations that only
particular defendants did so). A “plaintiff may not sue multiple defendants on speculation that
their conduct caused harm and ‘thereafter try to learn through discovery whether their speculation
was well-founded.”” Hawkins v. TACA Int’l Airlines, S.A., 223 Cal. App. 4th 466, 479 (2014)
(citation omitted). Plaintiff has failed to cure the defects from her original Complaint as to these
causes of action. For these reasons, the Court should sustain the Parent Entities’ demurrer to the

intentional and negligent infliction of emotional distress claims without leave to amend.

E. The UCL Cause of Action Against the Parent Entities Fails.

Plaintiff’s UCL claim is again based entirely on the alleged liability of “Defendants”,
lumped together, under the other causes of action. Amended Complaint, 99 110-113. Plaintiff’s

UCL claim fails as to SJHS and PSJH for the same reasons it failed in her original Complaint.

IV.  CONCLUSION

Accordingly, Plaintiff’s causes of action again fail as to the Parent Entities. The Demurrer
should be sustained, this time without leave to amend, and SJHS and PSJH should be dismissed

from this action with prejudice.

Dated: November 12, 2025 MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP

By: /s/ Harvey L. Rochman

Harvey L. Rochman
Attorneys for Defendants
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DECLARATION OF COLIN M. MCGRATH

I, Colin M. McGrath, declare:

1. I am an attorney at law licensed to practice before the Courts of the State of
California and this Court, and I am a Partner at Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP, attorneys for
defendants St. Joseph Health Northern California, LLC dba St. Joseph Hospital-Eureka, St.
Joseph Health System, and Providence St. Joseph Health (collectively, “Defendants”) in this
action. I make this declaration on the basis of personal knowledge, and if called as a witness I
could and would testify competently thereto under oath.

2. On October 31, 2025, I sent an email to counsel for Plaintiff Anna Nusslock
(“Plaintiff”) explaining Defendants Saint Joseph Health System’s and Providence St. Joseph
Health’s (the “Parent Entities”) grounds for their anticipated Demurrer to Plaintiff’s Amended

Complaint. On November 3, 2025, Emily Mannheimer, counsel for Plaintiff, sent a response

email explaining Plaintiff’s grounds for disagreeing with Defendants’ positions. I sent a response

email on November 5, 2025 stating that the parties were in disagreement and that the Parent

Entities would proceed with filing their Demurrer. A true and correct copy of the email exchange

discussed above, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct. Executed this day 11th day of November, 2025 in Los Angeles,

>

Colin M. McGrath

California.
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From: McGrath, Colin

To: Mannheimer, Emily S.; DL_NusslockTeam; Kenna Titus; KM Bell; Noel Leon (National Women's Law Center); Hirst, Caroline G.
Cc: Rochman, Harvey; Landsberg, Barry

Subject: RE: Meet & Confer re: Demurrer to Amended Complaint

Date: Wednesday, November 5, 2025 11:28:00 AM

Attachments: image001.pnq

Emily,

Thank you for the extension. Based on your email below it does not appear we will be able to resolve the
demurrer issues without court involvement. We have limited availability this week, but | can be available Friday
afternoon after 3 pm PT, or Monday any time after 10 am PT, to discuss these issues further if needed and to
discuss a hearing/briefing schedule.

Colin

Colin McGrath
Partner

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
2049 Century Park East

Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90067

D (310) 312-4162 F (310) 996-7068

CMcGrath@manatt.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information that is legally
privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use
of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply
email and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you.

From: Mannheimer, Emily S. <EMannheimer@jenner.com>

Sent: Monday, November 3, 2025 12:42 PM

To: McGrath, Colin <CMcGrath@manatt.com>; DL_NusslockTeam <DL_NusslockTeam@Jenner.com>; Kenna Titus
<ktitus@nwlc.org>; KM Bell <kmbell@nwlc.org>; Noel Leon (National Women’s Law Center) <nleon@nwlc.org>; Hirst,
Caroline G. <CHirst@jenner.com>

Cc: Rochman, Harvey <HRochman@manatt.com>; Landsberg, Barry <BLandsberg@manatt.com>

Subject: RE: Meet & Confer re: Demurrer to Amended Complaint

Counsel,

Defendants’ deadline to respond to Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint is tomorrow, November 4, 2025. Yet, you
waited until after business hours on Friday, October 31 at 7:55 p.m. PST to request an extension and a meet and
confer. Asyou’re aware, section 430.41(a)(2) of the CCP requires the parties to meet and confer at least 5 days
before the date the responsive pleading is due. While we are generally happy to work with you on deadlines as a
matter of professional courtesy, your untimely request does not give us a chance to consider and discuss the
implication of the requested extension, nor does it reflect a good faith effort by Defendants to meaningfully
engage in meet and confer efforts.

Substantively, we disagree with your assertions regarding the adequacy of the allegations in Plaintiff’s Amended
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mailto:CHirst@jenner.com
mailto:HRochman@manatt.com
mailto:BLandsberg@manatt.com
mailto:CMcGrath@manatt.com
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Complaint, which sufficiently alleges additional facts that all three entities, including St. Joseph Health System
(“SJHS”) and Providence St. Joseph Health (“PSJH”) were involved in setting the discriminatory policy that
caused the harm to our client. Plaintiff does not attempt to allege alter ego liability and, as such, Defendants
are not helped by Sonora Diamond Corp. v. Superior Court, 83 Cal.App.4th 523, 538 (2000), which held only that
courts will not pierce the corporate veil based solely on barebones allegations that the defendant is the parent
company of the defendant entity whose conduct was at issue. Where a parent company is actively engaged in
the offending conduct, such as be setting and monitoring the hospital’s policies, the parent company is liable.
See Davidson v. Seterus, Inc., 21 Cal. App 5th 283, 307 (2018).

Regarding Plaintiff’s ESL claims, Plaintiff alleges that “Defendants SJHS and PSJH own, manage, and control SJ
Hospital's operation, and are listed as owners in the California Department of Public Health's licensing records
for Defendant SJ Hospital. On information and belief, Defendants SJHS and PSJH set the policies for when and if
SJ Hospital provides emergency services and care to pregnant patients. Accordingly, Defendants SJHS and PSJH
are health facilities and are collectively responsible for ensuring that SJ Hospital complies with the terms of the
ESL.” Amended Complaint 91 69, 77. Defendants have yet to cite a case finding such allegations insufficient,
and similar claims against parent companies have survived to the summary judgment stage before. See, e.g.,
George v. Sonoma Cnty. Sheriff's Dep’t, 732 F. Supp. 2d 922, 945 (N.D. Cal. 2010) (denying summary judgment
on ESL claim to both hospital and the entity that operated it).

And as to the Unruh Civil Rights Act claim, the Amended Complaint explicitly alleges the relevant conduct by
SJHS and PSJH. See Amended Complaint 9 85. As the court must construe the allegations liberally, this is
sufficient to survive demurrer. See Liapes v. Facebook, Inc., 95 Cal. App. 5th 910, 922, 313 Cal. Rptr. 3d 330, 341
(2023), review denied (Jan. 10, 2024). The same result follows for the UCL claim. See Amended Complaint 1
107-108; Rufini v. CitiMortgage, Inc., 227 Cal. App. 4th 299, 310, 173 Cal. Rptr. 3d 422, 432 (2014), as modified
on denial of reh'g (July 22, 2014). So too regarding Plaintiff’s tort claims. The Amended Complaint alleges
specific conduct by SJHS and PSJH that was extreme, outrageous, and beyond the bounds of what is tolerated in
a decent society. See Amended Complaint 1991, 100. Under California’s liberal pleading standard, this is
sufficient at this stage. See Pulverv. Avco Fin. Servs., 182 Cal. App. 3d 622, 637, 227 Cal. Rptr. 491, 499 (Ct.
App. 1986).

Although we believe your request is untimely, as a matter of professional courtesy, we will agree to an extension
to November 12 for Defendants’ time to respond to the Amended Complaint and are available this week to meet
and confer on the substance of Defendants’ anticipated demurrer as well as a briefing schedule given the
upcoming holiday schedules.

Best,
Emily

Emily S. Mannheimer

Jenner & Block LLP

1155 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY 10036-2711 | jenner.com
+1212 3032532 | Tel

+19178536123 | Mobile

Pronouns : She / Her
EMannheimer@jenner.com

Download V-Card | View Biograph

CONFIDENTIALITY WARNING: This email may contain privileged or confidential information and is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any
unauthorized use or disclosure of this communication is prohibited. If you believe that you have received this email in error, please notify the sender

immediately and delete it from your system

From: McGrath, Colin <CMcGrath@manatt.com>
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https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/8MBUCR65Lwsqy00lUNhLC11eYY?domain=jenner.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/q0TyCVO0NlFozkkKCyi0CEraIe?domain=jenner.com
mailto:CMcGrath@manatt.com

Sent: Monday, November 3, 2025 11:22 AM

To: DL_NusslockTeam <DL_NusslockTeam@Jenner.com>; Kenna Titus <ktitus@nwlc.org>; KM Bell <kmbell@nwlc.org>;
Noel Leon (National Women’s Law Center) <nleon@nwlc.org>; Hirst, Caroline G. <CHirst@jenner.com>

Cc: Rochman, Harvey <HRochman@ manatt.com>; Landsberg, Barry <BLandsberg@manatt.com>

Subject: RE: Meet & Confer re: Demurrer to Amended Complaint

External Email - Do Not Click Links or Attachments Unless You Know They Are Safe
Counsel,

I’'m following up on my email below. Please let us know promptly whether you agree to the requested extension.

Best Regards,
Colin

Colin McGrath
Partner

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
2049 Century Park East

Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90067

D (310) 312-4162 F (310) 996-7068

CMcGrath@manatt.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information that is legally
privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use
of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply
email and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you.

From: McGrath, Colin

Sent: Friday, October 31, 2025 7:55 PM

To: DL_NusslockTeam <d|_nusslockteam@jenner.com>; Kenna Titus <ktitus@nwlc.org>; KM Bell <kmbell@nwlc.org>;
Noel Leon (National Women’s Law Center) <nleon@nwlc.org>; Hirst, Caroline G. <chirst@jenner.com>

Cc: Rochman, Harvey <HRochman@manatt.com>; Landsberg, Barry <Blandsberg@manatt.com>

Subject: Meet & Confer re: Demurrer to Amended Complaint

Counsel,

This email is intended to meet and confer with you under Section 430.41 of the Code of Civil Procedure
regarding Defendants’ anticipated demurrers to Plaintiff Anna Nusslock’s Amended Complaint. We also
request a courtesy 15-day extension of our deadline to file our demurrer. Please let us know whether you agree
to the extension, and also let us know if you would like to have a call to discuss the issues raised below.

We intend to file a demurrer on the grounds that the complaint fails to state facts sufficient to constitute any
cause of action as to St. Joseph Health System (“SJHS”) and Providence St. Joseph Health (“PSJH”) because
Plaintiff has failed to cure any of the defects noted by the Court in its September 15, 2025 Ruling, and Plaintiff
cannot cure those defects.

All of Plaintiff’s causes of actions fail as to SJHS and PSJH. These separately incorporated entities are not the
licensed operators of St. Joseph Hospital - Eureka. Courts may not presume involvement by a parent corporate
entity in allegedly wrongful conduct merely based on the entity’s mere status as a parent or corporate member.
Sonora Diamond Corp. v. Superior Court, 83 Cal.App.4th 523, 538 (2000). The Amended Complaint admits that
SJHS and PSJH are separate nonprofit corporate entities from St. Joseph Health of Northern California, LLC.
(Amended Complaint, 1911-13.)

As to the first and second causes of action for violations of the Emergency Services Law, the amended
complaint does not (and cannot) allege that SJHS or PSJH have an emergency department licensed by the
CDPH, or that they are a “hospital” or “health facility” as defined in the ESL. This failure was the basis for the
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Court’s sustaining of Defendants’ demurrers to the original complaint as to these claims against SJHS and PSJH,
and there is no reason for the Court to rule differently this time.

As to the third and sixth causes of action for violation of the Unruh Civil Rights Act and the UCL, the amended
complaint still does not allege any discriminatory conduct by SJHS or PSJH specifically (as opposed to
“Defendants” generally) against Plaintiff. Just like in the original Complaint, Plaintiff still lumps all defendants
together for Unruh Civil Rights Act and UCL violations. (Amended Complaint, 9 87-89, 11110-112.)

As to the fourth and fifth causes of action for intentional infliction of emotional distress and negligent infliction
of emotional distress, the amended complaint still does not allege any actual participation by SJHS or PSJH in
the alleged tortious conduct, nor does it allege facts sufficient to support a claim of alter ego liability as to PSJH
or SJHS.

Let us know if you would like to discuss any of the above, and if you will agree to the 15-day extension.

Best Regards,

Colin McGrath
Partner

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
2049 Century Park East

Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90067

D (310) 312-4162 F (310) 996-7068

CMcGrath@manatt.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it, may contain confidential information that is legally
privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, or a person responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use
of any of the information contained in or attached to this message is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by reply
email and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them to disk. Thank you.
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PROOF OF SERVICE

Anna Nusslock v. St. Joseph Health of Northern California, LLC, et al.
Humboldt County Superior Court Case No. CV2500674

I, Regina Coprich, declared as follows:

I am employed in Los Angeles County, Los Angeles, California. I am over the age of
eighteen years and not a party to this action. My business address is MANATT, PHELPS &
PHILLIPS, LLP, 2049 Century Park East, Suite 1700, Los Angeles, California 90067. On
November 12, 2025, I served the within:

DEFENDANTS’ NOTICE OF DEMURRERS AND DEMURRERS TO
PLAINTIFF’S AMENDED COMPLAINT; MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES; DECLARATION OF COLIN M. MCGRATH
THE INTERESTED PARTIES IN THIS ACTION ADDRESSED AS FOLLOWS:

An N.Tran, Esq. L
Caroline Hirst, Esq. Attorneys for Plaintiff
JENNER & BLOCK LLP DR. ANNA NUSSLOCK.

525 Market Street, 29" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105-2737

Phone: 1628 267 6800

Fax: 1 628 267 6859

E-Mail: Atran@jenner.com

E-Mail: DL NusslockTeam@Jenner.com
E-Mail: Chirst@jenner.com

Lauren M. Green, Esq.

Kate T. Spelman, Esq.

JENNER & BLOCK LLP

2029 Century Park East, Suite 1450
Los Angeles, CA 90067-2901
Phone: (213) 239-6900

Facsimile: (213) 239-5199
E-Mail: lgreene@jenner.com
E-Mail: kspelman@jenner.com

Kathryn E. Abendroth, Esq.

JENNER & BLOCK LLP

1099 New York Avenue, NW, Ste. 900
Washington, DC 20001-4412

Phone: 1202 637 6395

E-Mail: KAbendroth@jenner.com

K. M. Bell, Esq.

Noel Leon, Esq.

NATIONAL WOMEN’S LAW
CENTER

1350 I Street NW, Ste. 700 Washington,
DC 20005

Telephone: 1202 571 8735

Facsimile: 1202 588 5185

E-Mail: kmbell@nwlc.org

E-Mail: nleon@nwlc.org

Page 1 of 2
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(BY ELECTRONIC MAIL) By transmitting such document(s) electronically from my
e-mail address, rcoprich@manatt.com (at Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP, Los Angeles,
California), to the person(s) at the electronic mail addresses listed above. The
transmission was reported as complete and without error.

(BY OVERNIGHT MALIL) By placing such document(s) in a sealed envelope, for
collection and overnight mailing at Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP, Los Angeles,
California, following ordinary business practice. I am readily familiar with the practice
at Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP, for collection and processing of overnight service
mailing said practice being in that the ordinary course of business, correspondence is
deposited with the overnight messenger service, FEDERAL EXPRESS, for delivery as
addressed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on November 12,

2025 at Los Angeles, California.

Regi@oprich
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