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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ROBIN LOVE, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
 vs. 
 
PERMANENTE MEDICAL GROUP et al., 
 
 Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Case No.: 12-CV-05679 YGR 
 
ORDER DENYING IN PART AND GRANTING IN 
PART DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS 
WITH LEAVE TO AMEND; AND GRANTING 
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO STRIKE  

 

Plaintiff Robin Love brings this wrongful termination action against her former employer, 

Defendants Kaiser Foundation Hospitals, Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, and The Permanente 

Medical Group (collectively “Defendants” or “Kaiser”) for retaliating against her after she reported 

workplace safety issues.  Plaintiff brings seven claims:  (1) Retaliation in Violation of California’s 

Whistleblower Protections Act, California Health & Safety Code § 1278.5; (2) Discrimination in 

Violation of California Labor Code § 6310; (3) Wrongful Termination in Violation of Public Policy; 

(4) Breach of Contract; (5) Intentional Interference with the Right to Practice her Profession; (6) 

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress; and (7) Reinstatement. 

Defendants have filed a Motion to Dismiss the First, Fifth, and Sixth Counts of the 

Complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, and to Strike all references 

in the Complaint to California Health and Safety Code section 1278.5.  The Court heard oral 

argument on March 19, 2013. 

Having carefully considered the papers submitted, the Complaint, and the argument of 

counsel, for the reasons set forth below, the Court hereby DENIES IN PART and GRANTS IN PART the 

Motion to Dismiss WITH LEAVE TO AMEND.  As to the Sixth Count, the motion is DENIED because 
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