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I. INTRODUCTION 

Defendant St. Joseph Health Northern California LLC (“SJ Hospital” or the “Hospital”) refused 

to provide Plaintiff, Dr. Anna Nusslock, DC (“Plaintiff” or “Dr. Nusslock”) life-saving medical care 

related to her pregnancy. This refusal was a direct result of the discriminatory policies set, directed, and 

enforced by Defendants St. Joseph Health System (“SJHS”) and Providence St. Joseph Health (“PSJH”) 

(together, “Moving Defendants,” and with SJ Hospital, “Defendants”), in violation of California law. 

Moving Defendants’ policies forbid doctors from providing the full range of essential emergency care to 

pregnant patients like Dr. Nusslock. 

Moving Defendants argue that Plaintiff’s claims against them should be dismissed because their 

liability cannot be premised solely on their status as SJ Hospital’s parent entities. This is a straw man 

argument. Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint does not depend solely on Moving Defendants’ corporate 

parent status; rather, it alleges specific actions by Moving Defendants individually that render them liable 

for Plaintiff’s injuries. Specifically, Plaintiff alleges that Moving Defendants set and enforce the 

discriminatory policies regarding the provision of life-saving abortion care at issue here, and directed SJ 

Hospital to adhere to those policies, including in connection with Plaintiff’s care. Moving Defendants’ 

liability in these circumstances is supported by established case law, and the Court should overrule the 

demurrer. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

As alleged in the Amended Complaint, on February 23, 2024, Dr. Nusslock, fifteen weeks into a 

high-risk twin pregnancy, rushed to SJ Hospital after her water broke prematurely. Am. Compl. ¶ 2, 

Nusslock v. St. Joseph Health of N. Cal., LLC, No. CV2500674, (Cal. Superior Ct. 10/2/2025) (“Compl.”). 

She was bleeding heavily and in severe pain. Id. There, Dr. Nusslock was diagnosed with previable 

premature rupture of membranes (“previable PPROM”)—a condition that can lead to severe infection or 

sepsis, acute kidney injury, shock, acute respiratory distress syndrome, stroke, and death, especially in 

complicated pregnancies like Dr. Nusslock’s. Id. ¶¶ 2-3, 29-31. Dr. Nusslock then received the 

heartbreaking news that “there was no chance that the twins would survive,” and she needed immediate 

emergency abortion care. Id. ¶¶ 37-38.  

Dr. Nusslock consented to an emergency induction of labor to protect against these risks to her life 
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and health. Id. ¶¶ 3, 39. But Dr. Nusslock was advised that she could not receive the necessary abortion 

care recommended by the medical staff because of policies set by Moving Defendants, prohibiting 

termination of the pregnancy as long as one of Dr. Nusslock’s fetuses had detectable heart tones, unless 

Dr. Nusslock was “actively dying.” Id. ¶¶ 4, 40-42. The policies led to Dr. Nusslock being improperly 

discharged with a bucket and towels “in case something happens in the car.” Id. ¶ 5. Dr. Nusslock’s only 

realistic option was to drive to Mad River Community Hospital (“Mad River”), on the other side of 

Humbolt Bay. Id. ¶¶ 5, 45. When Dr. Nusslock arrived at Mad River, she needed surgery, rather than the 

induction of labor she had requested at SJ Hospital. She was “actively hemorrhaging” by the time she was 

able to receive the abortion she so desperately needed. Id. ¶¶ 6, 49. Since then, she has been diagnosed 

with Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (“PTSD”) and continues to experience insomnia and traumatizing 

flashbacks in which she finds herself panicking, thinking: “I’m bleeding to death.” Id. ¶¶ 7, 60. Despite 

very much wanting to be a parent, Dr. Nusslock “is afraid to become pregnant” in Eureka “for fear of 

Defendants denying emergency care again if she experiences complications.” Id. ¶ 63.  

On April 1, 2025, Dr. Nusslock filed the initial Complaint in this action, alleging (1) denial of 

emergency medical services and care under the California Emergency Services Law (“ESL”), California 

Health & Safety Code, section 1317, et seq.; (2) unlawful medical transfer under the ESL, section 1317.2; 

(3) violations of the Unruh Civil Rights Act, Civ. Code, § 51, et seq.; (4) intentional infliction of emotional 

distress; (5) negligent infliction of emotional distress; and (6) violations of the unlawful competition law, 

Bus. and Prof. Code, § 17200, et seq. (“UCL”) against all three Defendants. Following Moving 

Defendants’ May 5, 2025, demurrer, the Court issued an opinion on September 2, 2025, sustaining the 

demurrer as to Moving Defendants with leave for Plaintiff to amend. On October 2, 2025, Dr. Nusslock 

filed her Amended Complaint, which cures the deficiencies identified in the Court’s September 2 order. 

The Amended Complaint alleges that Moving Defendants are not only parent entities and owners 

of SJ Hospital, they “operate and maintain [SJ Hospital] as a licensed general acute care hospital,” and 

“set the policies for when and how SJ Hospital provides emergency services and care to pregnant patients.” 

Id. ¶¶ 50, 69. Specifically: 

• Moving Defendants 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 
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Hospital. Id. ¶¶ 12, 15, 17, 77, 85, 107.  

• The Defendants hold themselves out on their shared website, www.providence.org, as “a 

comprehensive health care organization” and are recognized by the California Department 

of Public Health as jointly responsible for the operations of the medical care and services 

at Defendant SJ Hospital. Id. ¶ 17. 

• The Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of SJ Hospital (“Operating Agreement”) 

reserves certain powers to Moving Defendants, “to further the purposes and philosophy of 

the health care ministry.” Id. ¶ 11. The powers reserved to Defendant SJHS in the Operating 

Agreement include developing and approving governance standards, a manual, and 

handbooks for SJ Hospital, and setting, directing, and enforcing the policies prohibiting 

emergency abortion care that are at issue here.  Id. 

• Moving Defendants develop, direct, and promulgate policies governing SJ Hospital’s 

operation, including the policies regarding when SJ Hospital can provide the emergency 

abortion care at issue here. Id. ¶ 12. 

• When St. Joseph Health System and Providence Health & Services merged and became 

PSJH, and PSJH took control of SJ Hospital, a Health System Combination Agreement 

was entered into on November 23, 2015 (“Combination Agreement”). The Combination 

Agreement is binding on all Defendants and expressly acknowledges that Defendant SJHS 

controls and governs SJ Hospital and requires Defendant SJHS to “operate and maintain 

St. Joseph Hospital of Eureka as a licensed general acute care hospital (as defined in 

California Health and Safety Code Section 1250),” which must provide certain services, 

including emergency care and obstetric services, for certain periods of time. Id. ¶ 50. 

Similarly, the Amended Complaint lays out Defendant PSJH’s power to dictate the services and 

care provided to patients at SJ Hospital:  

• Defendant PSJH makes decisions about the services provided and healthcare professionals 

employed by SJ Hospital, and provides overall mission, vision, strategic, financial, and 

operational direction for Defendant SJHS, including its operations of SJ Hospital. Id. ¶¶ 

16, 77, 85, 107. 
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• Defendant PSJH directs the policies, programs, and activities of Defendant SJ Hospital. 

Defendant PSJH is responsible for a “system-wide integrity and compliance program” and 

for “the alignment of PSJH’s business practices with its mission and core values.” PSJH 

has a written conflict of interest policy, which it consistently monitors and enforces 

compliance with for SJ Hospital. Defendant PSJH states that it has a “quality and patient 

safety committee” which “reviews” “matters concerning or relating to the quality of 

medical care delivered to patients” at SJ Hospital “in accordance with the mission, values, 

and philosophy of the PSJH and all the supported organizations.” Id. ¶ 14. 

• Defendant PSJH dictates SJ Hospital’s actions in order to enforce uniform policies 

regarding patient care across the Providence system. This is shown by the fact that, as a 

direct result of a letter written by Bishop Robert Vasa to an executive at Defendant PSJH, 

Defendant SJ Hospital changed its position in litigation. The letter asserts that the 

Stipulation and Order SJ Hospital agreed to in The People of the State of California v. St. 

Joseph Health of Northern California, LLC, et al., CV2401832, a case to which Defendant 

PSJH is not a party, does not comply with Providence’s detailed policies about emergency 

abortion care as previously dictated to a different Providence hospital in Alaska. Id. ¶ 53. 

Despite these detailed allegations regarding Moving Defendants’ direct control over and 

involvement in the unlawful conduct from which Plaintiff’s claims arise, Moving Defendants filed a 

second demurrer on November 12, 2025. As set forth in more detail below, Plaintiff has added sufficient 

facts to overcome Defendants’ second demurrer, which should be overruled. 

III. LEGAL STANDARD 

The Court must interpret the allegations in the Amended Complaint liberally, reflecting the public 

policy in favor of adjudicating disputes on their merits. See Code Civ. Proc., § 452; Civ. Code, § 3528; 

Youngman v. Nevada Irr. Dist., 70 Cal. 2d 240, 244-45 (1969). “To survive a demurrer, the complaint 

need only allege facts sufficient to state a cause of action; each evidentiary fact that might eventually form 

part of the plaintiff’s proof need not be alleged.” California v. William S. Hart Union High Sch. Dist., 53 

Cal. 4th 861, 872 (2012). Given this liberal pleading standard, a demurrer should be sustained “only if the 

complaint fails to state a cause of action under any possible legal theory.” Sheehan v. San Francisco 49ers, 
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Ltd., 45 Cal. 4th 992, 998 (2009); see also Pac. Rim Mech. Contractors, Inc. v. Aon Risk Ins. Servs. W., 

Inc., 203 Cal. App. 4th 1278, 1283 (2012).  

The demurrer does not function to “test the truth of the plaintiff’s allegations or the accuracy with 

which he [or she] describes the defendant’s conduct. A demurrer tests only the legal sufficiency of the 

pleading.” Nguyen v. W. Digital Corp., 229 Cal. App. 4th 1522, 1537 (2014). A complaint must be given 

“a reasonable interpretation, reading it as a whole and its parts in their context”—with a liberal 

construction in favor of the pleader. Ferrick v. Santa Clara Univ., 231 Cal. App. 4th 1337, 1341 (2014). 

Courts “must accept as true not only those facts alleged in the complaint but also facts that may be implied 

or inferred from those expressly alleged.” Marshall v. Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, 37 Cal. App. 4th 1397, 

1403 (1995); see also Perez v. Golden Empire Transit Dist., 209 Cal. App. 4th 1228, 1238 (2012) 

(directing courts to “draw[] inferences favorable to the plaintiff, not the defendant”).  

IV. ARGUMENT 

A. Plaintiff Alleges Claims Against Moving Defendants Based on Their Direct 
Involvement in Unlawful Conduct. 

As an initial matter, Moving Defendants contend that all causes of action fail as to Moving 

Defendants because the claims against SJHS and PSJH are “merely based on [their] status as a parent or 

corporate member.”1 Dem. at 3:20-21. Moving Defendants are wrong because Plaintiff does not allege 

liability based solely on Moving Defendants’ corporate relationship with SJ Hospital.2 Rather, Plaintiff 

 
1 Moving Defendants argue nonsensically that a corporation’s member can never be liable for the actions 
of the corporation, Dem. at 4:6-5:6, but that is not the case. Where, as here, Plaintiff alleges that the 
member’s own actions are at issue, liability is not precluded based on member status. See, e.g., Taylor-
Rush v. Multitech Corp., 217 Cal. App. 3d 103, 113 (Ct. App. 1990), reh’g denied and opinion modified 
(Feb. 8, 1990) (holding that corporate officers and directors “may become liable if they directly authorize 
or actively participate in wrongful or tortious conduct”). Moving Defendants’ focus on the definition of 
“member” in the Corporations Code is an attempt to distract the Court from the specific allegations in the 
Amended Complaint detailing Defendants SJHS’s and PSJH’s conduct. 
2 Moving Defendants’ authorities involving conclusory alter ego allegations are inapposite as they all 
reject barebones allegations regarding a defendant’s status as a parent company, which are distinguishable 
from Plaintiff’s detailed allegations here. See A.J. Fistes Corp. v. GDL Best Contractors, Inc., 38 Cal. 
App. 5th 677 (2019); Sandoval v. Ali, 34 F. Supp. 3d 1031, 1040 (N.D. Cal. 2014); Sonora Diamond Corp. 
v. Superior Court, 83 Cal. App. 4th 523, 538 (2000); Leek v. Cooper, 194 Cal. App. 4th 399, 415 (2011). 
And in Toho-Towa Co. v. Morgan Creek Productions, Inc., another case Moving Defendants rely on, the 
court found sufficient allegations to disregard the corporate form. 217 Cal. App. 4th 1096, 1109 (2013). 
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alleges that Moving Defendants are liable because they actively engaged and are continuing to engage in 

discriminatory conduct by establishing, directing, and enforcing the policies prohibiting medical 

professionals at SJ Hospital from providing necessary emergency abortion care to pregnant patients in 

violation of California law.  

Moving Defendants argue that Plaintiff’s allegations regarding their control over the 

discriminatory policies are insufficiently pled, citing Monterey Coastkeeper v. Central Coast Regional 

Water Quality Control Board for the proposition that the Court “may not consider conclusions of fact or 

law, opinions, speculation or allegations which are contrary either to law or to judicially noticed facts.” 

76 Cal. App. 5th 1, 16 (2022). See Dem. at 5:7-13. But here, there are no judicially noticed facts and there 

is no law contradicting Plaintiff’s allegations. Instead, Dr. Nusslock alleges specific conduct by Moving 

Defendants—beyond their ownership and control of SJ Hospital—for which they can be held directly 

liable. For example, the Amended Complaint alleges that Moving Defendants are in charge of and do in 

fact set, direct, and enforce the policies governing when medical professionals at Defendant SJ Hospital 

may provide abortion care. Compl. ¶¶ 7, 11, 16, 50-52, 69, 91, 100, 107-108. 

Such allegations are sufficient to establish liability. See Davidson v. Seterus, Inc., 21 Cal. App 

5th 283, 307 (2018) (finding where a parent company is actively engaged in the offending conduct, such 

as by setting and monitoring unlawful policies, the parent company is liable for the harmful impacts of 

those policies); Macias v. Waste Mgmt. Holdings, Inc., No. C 14-01532, 2014 WL 4793989, at *2 (N.D. 

Cal. Sept. 25, 2014). In Davidson, the plaintiff alleged that both a mortgage servicer and its parent 

company violated the Rosenthal Fair Debt Collection Practices Act and unfair competition law. Id. at 

289. Specifically, the plaintiff alleged that all named defendants “ratified” and “aided and abetted” all 

other defendants’ unlawful actions, and that “each of said [d]efendants [was] in some manner 

intentionally, negligently, or otherwise responsible for the acts, omissions, occurrences, and transactions 

alleged.” Id. at 306-307. The Davidson court held that these allegations were sufficient to state a cause 

of action against the parent. Id. at 307. The same rationale controls here. 

B. Dr. Nusslock States Claims Against Moving Defendants for Violations of the ESL. 

Moving Defendants also contend that SJHS and PSJH cannot be held liable for violations of the 

ESL because they are not alleged to be “hospitals” or “health facilities” within the definition of the statute.  
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But their argument is contradicted by the allegations of the Amended Complaint, which specifically aver 

that “Moving Defendants are health facilities” and that the California Department of Public Health’s 

hospital licensing records recognize that Moving Defendants own Defendant SJ Hospital and that these 

entities are all “jointly responsible for the operations of the medical care and services at Defendant SJ 

Hospital.” Compl. ¶ 17. The Amended Complaint further alleges that, under the November 23, 2015 

Combination Agreement, filed with the California Department of Public Health, Defendants PSJH and 

SJHS are to “operate and maintain St. Joseph Hospital of Eureka as a licensed general acute care hospital 

(as defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 1250),” and provide certain services, including 

emergency care and obstetric services, for certain periods of time. Id. ¶ 50.  

Accordingly, the Amended Complaint sufficiently alleges that Moving Defendants are recognized 

by the California Department of Public Health as jointly responsible for the operations and maintenance 

of medical care and services at SJ Hospital, and thus, are health facilities and are collectively responsible 

for ensuring that SJ Hospital complies with the terms of the ESL. Id. ¶¶ 69, 77. California courts have 

allowed claims brought under the ESL against entities that operate or otherwise control hospitals and 

healthcare facilities, as Moving Defendants are alleged to do here. 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 separate entity that operated it); Burrows v. Redbud Cmty. Hosp. Dist., 188 F.R.D. 

356, 362 (N.D. Cal. 1997) (assuming but not deciding that there was a possibility of ESL liability for the 

entity that owned hospital, in addition to hospital itself). 

Tellingly, Moving Defendants fail to cite any authority finding such allegations insufficient or 

holding that parent entities that control and maintain the operations of a hospital cannot be held liable 

under the ESL.3 There is no basis for such a conclusion here. 

C. Dr. Nusslock States Claims Against Moving Defendants for Violations of the Unruh 
Civil Rights Act. 

 
3 Moving Defendants cite Hongsathavij v. Queen of Angels/Hollywood Presbyterian Medical Center, in 
which a hospital’s board of directors decided to terminate a physician for violating the hospital’s policies, 
and the court found that the authority to make this decision lay with the board, not the medical staff, 
because the board was the hospital’s governing body. 62 Cal. App. 4th 1123, 1143 (1998). Moving 
Defendants’ attempt to make a factual argument regarding who controls the Hospital’s operations is 
improper at the demurrer stage and contradicts the well-pled allegations of the Amended Complaint.    
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Contrary to Moving Defendants’ argument, the Amended Complaint does not “lump” all 

Defendants together, see Dem. at 7:9-16, but explicitly alleges the following relevant conduct by Moving 

Defendants:  

• Moving Defendants 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. Compl. ¶¶ 50, 85.  

• The November 2015 Combination Agreement acknowledges that Defendant SJHS controls 

and governs SJ Hospital and requires Defendant SJHS to “operate and maintain St. Joseph 

Hospital of Eureka as a licensed general acute care hospital (as defined in California Health 

and Safety Code Section 1250),” which must provide certain services, including emergency 

care and obstetric services, for certain periods of time. Id. ¶ 50. Defendant SJHS develops 

and approves governance standards, a manual, and handbooks for SJ Hospital. Id. ¶ 11. It 

also promulgates policies governing its operation, including the policies regarding when 

SJ Hospital can provide emergency abortion care. Id. ¶ 12. SJ Hospital is required to adhere 

to Defendant SJHS’s policies. Id. ¶¶ 77, 85, 107.  

• Defendant PSJH makes decisions about the services provided and healthcare professionals 

employed by SJ Hospital. Id. ¶¶ 16, 77, 85, 107. It directs the policies, programs and 

activities of SJ Hospital and is responsible for a “system-wide integrity and compliance 

program” and for “the alignment of PSJH’s business practices with its mission and core 

values.” Id. ¶ 14. Defendant PSJH has “quality and patient safety committee” which 

“reviews” “matters concerning or relating to the quality of medical care delivered to 

patients” at SJ Hospital “in accordance with the mission, values, and philosophy of the 

PSJH and all the supported organizations.” Id. Specifically, Defendant PSJH dictates SJ 

Hospital’s actions in order to enforce uniform policies regarding patient care, including 

abortion care, across the Providence system. Id. ¶ 53. 

Such allegations are sufficient to survive demurrer. See Osborne v. Yasmeh, 1 Cal. App. 5th 1118, 1135 

(2016) (finding Defendant could bring Unruh claim following hotel’s discriminatory treatment against the 

individual who discriminated and the hotel entity’s owners and managers); Davis v. Riverside Healthcare 
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Sys., L.P., No. CV 17-1062, 2017 WL 11714340, at *3 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 23, 2017) (finding allegations that 

parent company “own[ed]” or “operate[d]” the defendant hospital were sufficient to state an Unruh claim 

against parent company).  

D. Dr. Nusslock States Claims Against Moving Defendants for Violations of the UCL. 

The same rationale applies to Plaintiff’s UCL claim. Moving Defendants’ demurrer addresses this 

claim in two sentences in which they repeat the same argument that Plaintiff “lumps” Defendants together. 

See Dem. at 8:12-15. The Amended Complaint alleges Moving Defendants are the owners and operators 

of SJ Hospital, that SJ Hospital is required to follow Defendant SJHS’s policies regarding the ERDs, and 

that Defendant PSJH determines the services provided at Defendant SJ Hospital. See supra Section IV(C); 

Compl. ¶¶ 106-108. This is sufficient to survive demurrer. See People ex rel. Allstate Ins. Co. v. Discovery 

Radiology Physicians, P.C., 94 Cal. App. 5th 521, 553 (2023), review denied (Nov. 21, 2023) (reversing 

decision sustaining demurrer of UCL claim against parent company based on allegations of ownership 

and control).  

E. Dr. Nusslock States Viable Tort Claims Against Moving Defendants. 

Moving Defendants also seek to dismiss Plaintiff’s claims for negligent and intentional infliction 

of emotional distress by arguing that the Amended Complaint improperly groups all Defendants together. 

See Dem. at 7:21-8:11.4 This is incorrect, as Plaintiff’s tort claims against Moving Defendants are based 

on specific conduct by SJHS and PSJH.  

1. Dr. Nusslock States a Claim Against Moving Defendants for Intentional 
Infliction of Emotional Distress. 

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, which suffices to state a claim 

for intentional infliction of emotional distress. See Compl. ¶¶ 91, 100. Specifically, the Amended 

Complaint alleges that Defendant PSJH is in control of Defendant SJ Hospital and dictates the Hospital’s 

 
4 Moving Defendants are not helped by their case, Hawkins v. TACA International Airlines, S.A., in which 
the plaintiff simply repeated the language of the relevant labor statute and the conclusory allegation that 
each defendant had violated it. 223 Cal. App. 4th 466, 478 (2014). Such is not the case here where Plaintiff 
alleges specific conduct rendering each Defendant liable for negligent and intentional infliction of 
emotional distress.  
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decisions about the services it provides. See id. ¶¶ 7, 11, 14, 16, 50, 52, 69, 91, 100. Similarly, the Amended 

Complaint alleges that Defendant SJHS sets the policies for if and when Defendant SJ Hospital may 

provide abortion care. See id. ¶¶ 7, 11, 50, 51, 52, 69, 91, 100.5 This is sufficient under California’s liberal 

pleading standard. See Pulver v. Avco Fin. Servs., 182 Cal. App. 3d 622, 637 (Ct. App. 1986) (reversing 

trial court decision sustaining demurrer to intentional infliction of emotional distress claim where plaintiff 

alleged that defendant’s conduct was “outrageous, was engaged [in] with the intent to cause and with 

conscious disregard of the probability of causing emotional distress. As a legal result of that conduct, 

plaintiff did in fact suffer severe emotional distress and incurred the damages”). 

2. Dr. Nusslock States a Claim Against Moving Defendants for Negligent 
Infliction of Emotional Distress. 

The Amended Complaint alleges that: (1) “Defendants owed a duty of care to Dr. Nusslock ... in 

providing her with medical care,” Compl. ¶ 99; (2) Moving Defendants controlled and enforced the 

policies that led to Dr. Nusslock being denied the care she needed, id. ¶ 100; (3) “Dr. Nusslock has suffered 

severe emotional distress as a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ [deliberate and/or reckless] 

refusal to allow her to be treated at SJ Hospital,” id. ¶ 95; and (4) “Dr. Nusslock’s distress due to 

Defendants’ actions has resulted in her suffering from PTSD, anxiety, grief, depression, weight gain, 

insomnia, [] hair loss,” lost income, and loss of the ability to enjoy the activities she once did, id. ¶ 103. 

With regard to the duty owed by Moving Defendants to Dr. Nusslock, Moving Defendants’ citation 

to Brown v. USA Taekwondo is inapposite. 11 Cal. 5th 204, 212 (2021). There, the court determined that 

the defendant had no control over the conduct at issue. See id. The exact opposite is the case here. 

Allegations that a parent entity dictated and controlled the subsidiary’s policies at issue are sufficient to 

establish a duty of care by the parent to the plaintiff. See Archer v. Carnival Corp. & PLC, No. 2:20-CV-

04203, 2020 WL 7314847, at *6 (C.D. Cal. Nov. 25, 2020); Macias v. Waste Mgmt. Holdings, Inc., No. C 

14-01532, 2014 WL 4793989, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 25, 2014). In Macias, the court found that the 

plaintiff’s estate stated viable tort claims against the parent company of the plaintiff’s employer and 

 
5 And unlike Moving Defendants’ case Dutra v. Eagleson, Plaintiff’s allegations are not contradicted by 
specific allegations that any one Defendant acted alone. See 146 Cal. App. 4th 216, 227, 52 Cal. Rptr. 3d 
788, 796 (2006), as modified on denial of reh’g (Jan. 26, 2007). 
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another related entity following the plaintiff’s death at his job site where the defendant entities (a) set the 

relevant safety policies and inspected the job site for compliance with those policies, (b) gave approvals 

and recommendations related to the employer’s safety policies and procedures, and (c) were responsible 

for monitoring and controlling security cameras at the job site. See id. As in Macias, Moving Defendants 

set and enforced the very policies that led to Plaintiff’s injuries, and thus can be held liable for their tortious 

acts.   

V. CONCLUSION

This Court should overrule Moving Defendants’ demurrer.

Dated: December 2, 2025 

By: 

JENNER & BLOCK LLP 

An Tran 
Kate T. Spelman 
Lauren M. Greene 
Kathryn E. Abendroth* 
Caroline Hirst 
Emily S. Mannheimer* 

Attorneys for Plaintiff Anna Nusslock 

NATIONAL WOMEN’S LAW CENTER 

K. M. Bell*
Noel León*
Kenna Titus**

Attorneys for Plaintiff Dr. Anna Nusslock 

*admitted pro hac vice

**pro hac vice application pending 
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