
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
  1  

COMPLAINT FOR SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, PERMANENT INJUNCTION, CIVIL PENALTIES, AND 
OTHER EQUITABLE RELIEF 

 

ROB BONTA 
Attorney General of California 
NELI N. PALMA 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
NIMROD PITSKER ELIAS (SBN 251634) 
MALINDA LEE (SBN 263806) 
Supervising Deputy Attorneys General 
HILARY BURKE CHAN (SBN 347754) 
CRYSTAL ADAMS (SBN 308638) 
KETAKEE R. KANE (SBN 291828) 
SHIREEN FARAHANI (SBN 348405) 
Deputy Attorneys General 

1515 Clay Street, 20th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-0550 
Telephone: (510) 879-3098 
E-mail:  Hilary.Chan@doj.ca.gov 

Attorneys for Plaintiff the People of the State of 
California 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[EXEMPT FROM FILING FEES 
PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT 
CODE SECTION 6103] 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

RADY CHILDREN’S HEALTH, a 
California nonprofit public benefit 
corporation, RADY CHILDREN’S 
HOSPITAL AND HEALTH CENTER, a 
California nonprofit public benefit 
corporation, RADY CHILDREN’S 
HOSPITAL – SAN DIEGO, a California 
nonprofit public benefit corporation, 
CHILDREN’S HEALTHCARE OF 
CALIFORNIA, a California nonprofit 
public benefit corporation, CHILDREN’S 
HOSPITAL OF ORANGE COUNTY, a 
California nonprofit public benefit 
corporation, CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL AT 
MISSION, a California nonprofit public 
benefit corporation, and DOES 1-10. 

 

Defendants. 
 

Case No.  

 

COMPLAINT FOR SPECIFIC 
PERFORMANCE, PERMANENT 
INJUNCTION, CIVIL PENALTIES, AND 
OTHER EQUITABLE RELIEF 

 

(Corp. Code, § 5926 and Bus. & Prof. Code, § 
17200 et seq.) 

[VERIFIED ANSWER REQUIRED 
PURSUANT TO CODE CIV.  
PROC., § 446] 
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COMPLAINT FOR SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, PERMANENT INJUNCTION, CIVIL PENALTIES, AND 
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The Plaintiff, the People of the State of California, by and through Rob Bonta, Attorney 

General of the State of California, allege as follows:  

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Plaintiff brings this action to address Rady Children’s Health’s (RCH) unlawful 

refusal to fulfill its legal obligations to the Attorney General to the detriment of its patients. 

2. RCH is the largest pediatric health care system in California. It provides care to over 

200,000 children in California and operates three general acute care children’s hospitals in San 

Diego and Orange County. 

3. Through its subsidiaries and its health system, RCH has provided gender-affirming 

medical care services for approximately 14 years.1 Upon information and belief, RCH serves 

approximately 1,900 patients who receive medically necessary gender-affirming care, including 

around 1,450 individuals under the age of 19. It is the largest provider of gender-affirming care in 

Southern California, and one of the largest in the state. 

4. On November 1, 2024, the Attorney General conditionally consented to the affiliation 

agreement, dated December 17, 2023, between Rady Children’s Hospital and Health Center, a 

California nonprofit public benefit corporation (RCHHC) and its subsidiary Rady Children’s 

Hospital San Diego, a California nonprofit public benefit corporation (RCHSD) with Children’s 

HealthCare of California, a California nonprofit public benefit corporation (CHC), and its 

subsidiaries, Children’s Hospital of Orange County, a nonprofit public benefit corporation 

(CHOC) and Children’s Hospital at Mission, a California nonprofit public benefit corporation 

(CHAM).2 The parties closed on the affiliation agreement effective January 1, 2025, and CHC 

merged with and into RCHHC to form RCH as the surviving entity corporation. RCH is the sole 

 
 1 Gender-affirming medical care is treatment for the medical diagnosis of gender dysphoria. 
The care can include puberty-delaying medication, hormone treatment, and surgery. Transgender 
individuals may also receive gender-affirming mental health care. Gender-affirming mental health 
care services are not at issue in this lawsuit. 

 
2 The affiliation agreement is publicly available at 

<https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-
docs/Attorney%20General%27s%20Decision%20Conditionally%20Approving%20the%20Trans
action%20for%20CHOC%20and%20Rady-FINAL%5B6%5D.pdf>. The terms of the affiliation 
agreement are not at issue in this lawsuit. 

https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-docs/Attorney%20General%27s%20Decision%20Conditionally%20Approving%20the%20Transaction%20for%20CHOC%20and%20Rady-FINAL%5B6%5D.pdf
https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-docs/Attorney%20General%27s%20Decision%20Conditionally%20Approving%20the%20Transaction%20for%20CHOC%20and%20Rady-FINAL%5B6%5D.pdf
https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-docs/Attorney%20General%27s%20Decision%20Conditionally%20Approving%20the%20Transaction%20for%20CHOC%20and%20Rady-FINAL%5B6%5D.pdf
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corporate member of RCHSD, CHOC, and CHAM. Among other things, the Attorney General 

Conditions require RCH to maintain the same types and levels of gender-affirming care services 

that were offered at the time the merger closed. Those Conditions expressly require RCH to 

obtain the approval of the Attorney General before reducing or eliminating any services that it 

agreed to maintain. 

5. RCH has violated its legal obligations. Upon information and belief, over a period of 

many months, RCH has been curtailing gender-affirming care services. First, around July 9, 2025, 

RCH stopped accepting new gender-affirming care patients outside of San Diego and Imperial 

Counties, and ceased scheduling new medically necessary, gender-affirming care surgeries for 

individuals under 19. Second, on December 22, 2025, RCH stopped accepting new patients, 

regardless of age, for gender-affirming care services. Finally, on January 20, 2026, RCH 

announced that effective February 6, 2026, it would stop providing medically necessary gender-

affirming care—including puberty blockers and hormone therapy—for all existing transgender 

patients under the age of 19 throughout its entire health system, including at all three general 

acute care children’s hospitals.  

6. RCH did not provide any justification to the Attorney General before reducing—and 

then terminating—gender-affirming care for patients under the age of 19. Nor did RCH seek to 

obtain approval from the Attorney General before reducing and then terminating care.  

7. To request an amendment to the Attorney General Conditions, the selling or acquiring 

corporation or entity, or their successors in interest, must “include a description of each proposed 

amendment, a description of the change in circumstance requiring each such amendment, a 

description of how each such amendment is consistent with the Attorney General’s consent or 

conditional consent to the transaction, and a description of the efforts of the entity making the 

request to avoid the need for amendment.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 999.5, subd. (h)(2).) The 

Attorney General has 90 days to review the proposed amendment, investigate the request, conduct 

public meetings if requested by the public or otherwise in his discretion, and issue a decision. 

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 999.5, subd. (h)(3).) RCH did not follow the process required to 

modify the Conditions. Instead, RCH unilaterally decided to end all gender-affirming medical 
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care services for patients under the age of 19. In doing so, RCH violated its legal commitments 

under the Conditions to the detriment of its patients, the region, and the State. 

8. Because RCH is California’s largest pediatric health care system, covering large 

swaths of Southern California, the complete termination of medically necessary, gender-affirming 

care will have devastating impacts on the roughly 1,450 patients who will lose access to vital care 

with just 17 days’ notice. Discontinuation of this care is likely to cause the gender dysphoria of 

RCH’s patients to worsen, which may increase their mental distress and anguish. RCH’s complete 

termination of gender-affirming care will also dramatically reduce the availability of this care in 

Southern California and statewide.    

9. The California Legislature empowered the Attorney General to review and approve, 

deny, or conditionally consent to nonprofit health facility transactions to protect the public 

interest. The Attorney General imposes conditions which ensure that vital health care services 

continue to be available and accessible, many services of which are provided to vulnerable 

populations like transgender individuals. RCH cannot unilaterally decide to terminate gender-

affirming care services in blatant disregard of the requirement to maintain them under the 

Conditions, and without following the legal process for seeking to amend the Conditions.  

10. The People bring this action to permanently enjoin RCH from terminating gender-

affirming care services without first securing the Attorney General’s approval or seeking an 

amendment of the Conditions, to obtain civil penalties and other relief to which the People are 

legally entitled, and to ensure that RCH and its subsidiaries fulfill their legal obligations in 

providing care to their patients, the communities that they serve, and to the People of California. 

THE PARTIES 

11. Plaintiff is the People of the State of California. The People bring this action by and 

through Rob Bonta, Attorney General of the State of California (Attorney General). The Attorney 

General is the chief law officer of the State and has authority to file civil actions to protect public 

rights and interests. (Const., art. V, § 13; Bus. & Prof. Code, § 321.) 

12. The Attorney General is authorized by Corporations Code section 5926 to enforce 

conditions that he imposed when consenting to an agreement or transaction pursuant to 
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Corporations Code section 5920, including to seek specific performance, injunctive relief, and 

other equitable remedies a court deems appropriate for breach of any of the conditions. The 

Attorney General is authorized by Business and Professions Code section 17204 to obtain 

injunctive relief to halt violations of—and to enforce compliance with—the Unfair Competition 

Law (UCL), Business and Professions Code section 17200 et seq. The Attorney General is 

authorized by Business and Professions Code section 17206 to obtain civil penalties of up to 

$2,500 for each violation of the UCL. 

13. Defendant RCH3 is the post-closing, surviving entity of the merger between Rady 

Children’s Hospital and Health Center (RCHHC) and Children’s HealthCare of California 

(CHC), effective January 2025. Since the merger, Defendant RCH’s subsidiaries include Rady 

Children’s Hospital San Diego (RCHSD), Children’s Hospital of Orange County (CHOC), and 

Children’s Hospital at Mission (CHAM). 

14. Before the parties’ merger, Defendant RCHHC was a California nonprofit public 

benefit corporation that is the parent organization of a health care system serving San Diego 

County, Imperial County and a portion of Southern Riverside County. Following the merger, 

RCHHC is now part of RCH. 

15. Before the parties’ merger, RCHHC was the sole corporate member of Defendant 

Rady Children’s Hospital San Diego, which owns and operates a general acute care hospital 

located at 3020 Children’s Way, San Diego, California 92123 (RCHSD) and provides various 

outpatient and medical services in RCHSD’s community through other health care related 

businesses and facilities. Following the merger, RCHSD is now part of RCH. 

16. RCH also operates other health care related businesses that were previously operated 

by RCHHC and RCHSD through wholly owned and partially owned subsidiaries.  

 
3 RCH also includes RCHSD, Rady Children’s Hospital Foundation – San Diego, a 

California nonprofit public benefit corporation, Rady Children’s Hospital Research Center, a 
California nonprofit public benefit corporation doing business as Rady Children’s Institute – 
Genomic Medicine, Rady Children’s Health Services – San Diego, a California nonprofit public 
benefit corporation, Rady Children’s Physician Management Services, Inc., a California 
corporation, Children’s Health Plan of California, a California nonprofit mutual benefit 
corporation, Children’s Hospital Integrated Risk Protected Limited, and Children’s Hospital 
Insurance Limited. 
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17. Defendant CHC4 was a pediatric health care system based in Orange County, 

California, serving Orange County and portions of Western Riverside County, San Bernardino 

County and Los Angeles County. CHC has merged with RCHHC to become RCH. 

18. Before the parties’ merger, CHC was the sole corporate member of Defendant 

CHOC, which owns and operates a general acute care hospital located at 1201 W. La Veta 

Avenue, Orange, California 92868 (CHOC Hospital) and provides various outpatient and medical 

services in CHOC’s community through other health care related businesses and facilities. 

Following the merger, CHOC is now a subsidiary of RCH.  

19. Before the parties’ merger, CHC was the sole corporate member of Defendant 

CHAM, which owns and operates a general acute care hospital located at 27700 Medical Center 

Road, 5th Floor, Mission Viejo, California 92691 and provides various outpatient and medical 

services in CHAM’s community through other health care related businesses and facilities. 

Following the merger, CHAM is now a subsidiary of RCH. 

20. RCH operates other health care related businesses and facilities that were previously 

operated by CHC, CHOC, and CHAM through wholly owned and partially owned subsidiaries. 

21. The People are currently unaware of the true identities of the Doe Defendants who 

may also be responsible for the violations alleged in this Complaint and accordingly names them 

as Doe Defendants pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 474. Each fictitiously named 

defendant is responsible in some manner for the violations of law alleged. Plaintiff will amend 

this Complaint to add the true names of the fictitiously named defendants once they are 

discovered. Whenever reference is made in this Complaint to “Defendants,” such reference shall 

include DOES 1 through 10 as well as the named defendants. 

 
4 “CHC” also included CHOC, CHOC at Mission, CHOC Foundation, a California 

nonprofit public benefit corporation, CRC Real Estate Corporation, a California nonprofit public 
benefit corporation, Providence Speech and Hearing Center, a California nonprofit public benefit 
corporation, Children’s Health Plan of California, a California nonprofit mutual benefit 
corporation, Orange County Medical Reciprocal Insurance Company, a Risk Retention Group, 
and Newport Language, Speech and Audiology Center, Inc., a California nonprofit mutual benefit 
corporation. 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

22. This Court has original jurisdiction over this action pursuant to article VI, section 10 

of the California Constitution, Business and Professions Code sections 17204 and 17206, and 

California Civil Code section 52. 

23. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants because they are duly 

incorporated in California and regularly transact business within California. 

24. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 395.5, 

because the alleged violations of law in this Complaint occurred in San Diego County, and RCH 

maintains its place of business in San Diego County. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

I. RCH’S HEALTH CARE SYSTEM 

25. RCH is a nonprofit public benefit corporation that is the parent organization of a 

health care system serving large portions of Southern California, including Orange County, San 

Diego County, Imperial County, San Bernardino County, and Los Angeles County, as well as 

neighboring portions of Riverside County. It is the product of a merger between RCHHC and 

CHC that became effective in January 2025. 

26. RCH includes three hospitals, and it also operates primary care and specialty care 

clinics in six counties.  

27. RCHSD is a subsidiary of RCH. It is a nonprofit pediatric care facility. RCHSD has 

511 beds and is the only hospital in the San Diego area dedicated exclusively to pediatric health 

care. RCHSD is a teaching hospital as well as a pediatric clinical research center working in 

collaboration with other hospitals in the region. 

28. CHOC is a 334-bed pediatric hospital. CHOC is a pediatric health care system with a 

level 1 pediatric trauma center. CHOC also offers many primary and specialty care clinics. It is a 

teaching hospital in affiliation with other hospitals in the region.  

29. CHAM is a separately licensed 54-bed hospital located within the Providence 

Mission Hospital. It is the only children’s hospital in south Orange County, the surrounding 

coastal areas, and near north San Diego County.  
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II. GENDER-AFFIRMING CARE AT RCH 

30. For approximately 14 years, RCH has served as one of the largest providers of 

gender-affirming care in California.  

31. By way of background, transgender individuals are people whose gender identity 

differs from their sex at birth. For some transgender people, the incongruence between their 

gender identity and birth sex can cause clinically significant distress, recognized by the American 

Psychiatric Association’s Diagnostic & Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition, 

Text Revision (DSM-5-TR) as “gender dysphoria.” 

32. Gender dysphoria is a serious medical condition. Left untreated, it can cause anxiety, 

depression, and increased risk of self-harm, including suicide.   

33. Medical intervention to address gender dysphoria may include puberty-delaying 

medication, hormone treatment, and surgery—health care that is collectively categorized as 

“gender-affirming care.”  

34. Beginning in 2012, RCH (through its pre-merger predecessors) began providing 

gender-affirming care. RCH established the Center for Gender-Affirming Care, which provides 

medical care to gender-diverse and transgender patients. Over the past decade and a half, RCH 

has treated thousands of patients with medically necessary gender-affirming care. 

35. Today, RCH is the largest remaining pediatric provider of gender-affirming care in 

Southern California. And it continues to be one of the largest providers in California. 

36. RCH employs a multi-disciplinary team of specialists, including mental health 

professionals, pediatric endocrinologists, and adolescent medicine specialists, to deliver holistic, 

individualized gender-affirming care following well-established guidelines from the Endocrine 

Society.5 RCH’s gender-affirming care program provides a broad array of gender-affirming care 

services, including diagnosis, counseling, hormone therapy, puberty blockers, gender-affirming 

surgeries, and other treatments to treat gender dysphoria.  

37. Upon information and belief, as of December 2025, RCH was serving around 1,900 

transgender patients, including over 1,450 patients under the age of 19. 
 

5 See Gender Dysphoria/Gender Incongruence Guideline Resources | Endocrine Society.  

https://www.endocrine.org/clinical-practice-guidelines/gender-dysphoria-gender-incongruence
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III. THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S AUTHORITY TO CONDITIONALLY APPROVE HOSPITAL 
MERGERS UNDER THE CORPORATIONS CODE 

38. California law requires the Attorney General to review transfers of nonprofit health 

facilities in part to preserve access to uncompensated health care for the poor, elderly, and 

disabled. (See Stats. 1996, ch. 1105, § 1.)6 California Corporations Code section 5920 specifies in 

relevant part that “[a]ny nonprofit corporation that is defined in Section 5046 and operates or 

controls a health facility, as defined in Section 1250 of the Health and Safety Code, or operates or 

controls a facility that provides similar health care, regardless of whether it is currently operating 

or providing health care services or has a suspended license, shall be required to provide written 

notice to, and to obtain the written consent of, the Attorney General prior to entering into any 

agreement or transaction to . . . [s]ell, transfer, lease, exchange, option, convey, or otherwise 

dispose of, its assets to another nonprofit corporation . . . when a material amount of the assets of 

the nonprofit corporation are involved in the agreement or transaction.” (Corp. Code, § 5920, 

subdivision (a)(1)(A).). 

39. The Attorney General shall have discretion to consent to, give conditional consent to, 

or not consent to any agreement or transaction described in Corporations Code, section 5920, 

subdivision (a). In making the determination, the Attorney General shall consider any factors that 

the Attorney General deems relevant, including, but not limited to, whether “[t]he Attorney 

General has been provided . . . with sufficient information and data by the nonprofit public benefit 

corporation to evaluate adequately the agreement or transaction or the effects thereof on the 

public; [¶] (h) [t]he agreement or transaction may create a significant effect on the availability or 

accessibility of health care services to the affected community; [¶][or] (i) [t]he proposed 

agreement or transaction is in the public interest.” (Corp. Code, § 5923, subdivisions (g)-(i).) 

40. The Attorney General also considers other relevant information provided by the 

applicant and conducts public meetings to receive public comments. (Corp. Code, §§ 5916-5917, 
 

6 The Attorney General’s supervisory and enforcement authority is granted under the 
Supervision of Trustees and Fundraisers for Charitable Purposes Act, Govt. Code, § 12580 et 
seq., the Nonprofit Corporation Law, Corp. Code, § 5000 et seq., the Solicitations for Charitable 
Purposes Law, Bus. & Prof. Code, § 17510 et seq., and provisions of the Business and 
Professions Code that prohibit unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent business acts or practices within 
this State. (Id. at §17200 et seq.) 
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5922-5923; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 999.5, subdivision (e)(7).) When a general acute care 

hospital is involved, the Attorney General contracts with a health care consultant to prepare an 

independent health care impact statement that assesses the agreement or transaction’s impacts on 

the availability or accessibility of health care services to the affected community. (Cal. Code 

Regs., tit. 11, § 999.5, subdivisions (e)(5)-(6).) The Attorney General notifies the applicant in 

writing of the decision. (Corp. Code, §§ 5915, 5921.) 

41. Pursuant to Corporations Code section 5926, the “Attorney General may enforce 

conditions imposed on the Attorney General’s consent to an agreement or transaction pursuant to 

[California Corporations Code section 5920] to the fullest extent provided by law.”  

42. Corporations Code section 5926 further provides, “In addition to any legal remedies 

the Attorney General may have, the Attorney General shall be entitled to specific performance, 

injunctive relief, and other equitable remedies a court deems appropriate for breach of any of the 

conditions and shall be entitled to recover attorney’s fees and costs incurred in remedying each 

violation.” 

43. When extenuating circumstances require it, nonprofit health facilities may seek 

modification of the Attorney General’s Conditions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 999.5, subdivision 

(h) [detailing the Attorney General’s amendment authority].) The Attorney General has 90 days 

to issue a decision on the proposed amendments. (Id.) 

44. If an amendment is necessary, the Attorney General reviews the proposed 

amendment, investigates the request, conducts public meetings, and issues a decision. (Corp. 

Code, § 5923; see also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 999.5, subdivision (h)(3) [requiring the 

Attorney General to give public notice of amendment request and public hearing if requested by 

the public (hearing is discretionary otherwise)]. 

IV. THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S CONDITIONAL APPROVAL 

45. RCHHC and CHC first announced plans to merge in December 2023, subject to 

Attorney General approval. 

46. RCHHC and CHC, the then-operator of CHOC and CHAM, submitted notice of the 

transaction to the Attorney General, pursuant to Corporate Code section 5920 et seq. Following 
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his investigation of the transaction, including consulting with a health care expert who issued an 

impact report and conducting a public meeting to receive public comments about the transaction, 

the Attorney General conditionally approved the transaction. 

47. On November 4, 2024, the Attorney General conditionally approved a proposed 

affiliation agreement between RCHHC, and its subsidiary RCHSD, and CHC and its subsidiaries, 

CHOC and CHAM.  

48. As part of that approval, the Attorney General imposed, inter alia, the following 

conditions on RCH. (Ex. A, Summary List at p. 1, Conditions at pp. 4-5, 22).7  

• Condition V: Requires continuous maintenance of existing and licensed 

specialty health care services, including “[g]ender-[a]ffirming [c]are services” 

offered in the spaces and settings of CHOC, CHAM, and RCHSD for 10 years, 

“at no less than their current capacities, types, acuity levels, licenses, and 

certifications, and in compliance with state and federal regulations,” and 

“prohibits the relocation or diversion of these services among the hospitals or 

outside of the hospital service area geographies, absent Attorney General 

approval.” (Ex. A, Summary List at p. 1.) RCH “shall neither permanently nor 

temporarily suspend all beds or services of a specialty health care service or 

program of RCHSD, CHOC, or [CHAM] . . . without first providing 

justification to and obtaining approval from the Attorney General for the 

proposed suspension, relocation, or diversion.” (Ex. A, Conditions at p. 4)  

• Condition XX: Prohibits discrimination on the basis of protected personal 

characteristics, including gender and gender identity. (Ex. A, Conditions at p. 

22) 

 
7 Exhibit A (Attorney General Conditions) contains an unpaginated cover letter and two 

paginated sections that each start at page 1: the second through fourth pages of Exhibit A contain 
a Summary List of Conditions (Summary List) and the detailed Conditions (Conditions) begin on 
the fifth page of the exhibit. For clarity, citations to Exhibit A are labeled with the relevant 
section. 
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49. Following the Attorney General’s approval of the affiliation agreement, the parties 

entered into a merger agreement. The merger was completed in January 2025 and the merged 

company is known as RCH. 

V. THE HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE REQUIRES 90 DAYS’ NOTICE BEFORE 
ELIMINATING SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICES 

50. Health and Safety Code section 1255.25, subdivision (a)(1) requires that any health 

facility providing supplemental services give 90 days’ advance notice of the elimination of such 

services to “all contracted Medi-Cal managed care plans . . . and a notice to the department and 

the board of supervisors of the county in which the health facility is located.” Additionally, there 

must be a notice posted at the entrance of all affected facilities. Id. 

51. The public notice requirement must include “[a] description of the proposed closure 

. . . the probable decrease in number of personnel, and a summary of any service that is being 

eliminated.” (Health and Saf. Code, § 1255.25, subdivision (b)(1)(A)). Additionally, the public 

notice must include “a description of the three nearest available comparable services in the 

community” and if the supplemental service serves Medi-Cal patients, the facility “shall specify 

the providers of the nearest available comparable services.” (Health and Saf. Code, § 1255.25, 

subdivision (b)(1)(B)). 

52. The notification requirements serve a vital role in helping communities prepare for 

the devastating loss of health care services. 

53. Gender-affirming care services constitute supplemental services for purposes of 

Health and Safety Code section 1255.25, subdivision (a)(1). (See Code. Regs., tit. 22, § 70067.) 

54. Upon information and belief, RCH has not provided the required 90-day notice to 

Medi-Cal managed care plans, the California Department of Public Health, or the board of 

supervisors of San Diego County that the health facility is eliminating gender-affirming care 

supplemental services.  
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VI. RCH’S DECISION TO LIMIT, AND THEN ELIMINATE, THE PROVISION OF GENDER-
AFFIRMING CARE SERVICES 

55. Upon information and belief, on or around July 9, 2025, RCH required RCHSD to 

stop accepting new patients seeking gender-affirming care, regardless of their age, who resided 

outside of San Diego and Imperial counties. RCH neither sought nor received Attorney General 

approval to impose geographic limitations on potential patients needing gender-affirming care.   

56. Upon information and belief, RCH’s July 2025 policy decision to limit gender-

affirming care to residents of San Diego County and Imperial County applied only to patients 

seeking gender-affirming care. Upon information and belief, in July 2025, RCH did not impose 

residence-based restrictions on other types of health care, nor has it imposed residence-based 

restrictions on other types of health care since July 2025.        

57. Upon information and belief, on or around October 2025, RCH stopped scheduling 

gender-affirming chest surgeries for patients under the age of 19. RCH neither sought nor 

received Attorney General approval to categorically eliminate this category of medically 

necessary gender-affirming care.   

58. Upon information and belief, on or around December 22, 2025, RCH stopped 

accepting new patients for gender-affirming care services, across all age groups and all 

geographic areas. RCH neither sought nor received Attorney General approval to drastically 

reduce the provision of gender-affirming care by declining to accept new patients.  

VII. RCH’S WHOLESALE TERMINATION OF GENDER-AFFIRMING CARE SERVICES 

59. Upon information and belief, on January 20, 2026, patients who receive gender-

affirming care at RCH received a brief message in their online patient portal alerting each patient 

that they would no longer be able to receive gender-affirming care services at RCH, effective 

February 6, 2026. 

60. That same day, RCH issued a formal announcement to the press confirming that it 

was terminating the provision of gender-affirming care to patients under the age of 19, effective 

February 6, 2026. 
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61. In violation of the Attorney General Conditions, RCH did not provide justification to 

the Attorney General nor seek or receive approval from the Attorney General before reducing the 

provision of gender-affirming care to patients under 19 years of age. 

62. In violation of the Attorney General Conditions, RCH did not provide justification to 

the Attorney General nor seek approval from the Attorney General at any point prior to informing 

its patients that it would stop providing gender-affirming care to patients under 19 years of age. 

63. RCH never obtained the Attorney General’s approval to modify the Attorney General 

Conditions. On the contrary, the appointed monitor overseeing RCH’s compliance with the 

Conditions repeatedly told RCH in writing during the last week of January that the Attorney 

General had not approved and did not approve this change in the Conditions.   

64. By ending the provision of gender-affirming care for patients under 19 without 

seeking and obtaining approval from the Attorney General, RCH and its subsidiaries are plainly 

violating their legal obligations under the Attorney General Conditions. 

VIII. RADY’S DECISION TO END GENDER-AFFIRMING CARE IN DISREGARD OF THE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL’S REVIEW AND OVERSIGHT AUTHORITY WILL CAUSE 
IMMINENT AND IRREPARABLE HARM 

65. RCH’s unilateral decision to end gender-affirming care undermines the statutory 

scheme that authorizes the Attorney General to review and impose enforceable conditions on 

transactions (or to issue a denial or waiver) to protect access to health care services, to address 

discrimination in health care services, to preserve existing levels of health care services, and to 

otherwise ensure that the transaction is in the public interest, as required by the California 

Legislature.  

66. Stakeholders in these transactions and the community at large (including doctors and 

other facility employees, patients, the families of patients, and advocacy organizations, among 

others) often raise concerns that fall squarely within the harms that the statute was enacted to 

address. Such harms are left unreviewed and unaddressed in the absence of the Attorney 

General’s review and approval, resulting in the evisceration of the statute’s purpose and the 

Attorney General’s statutory role in protecting the public interest 
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67. Here for example, RCH’s termination of gender-affirming care services will leave 

almost 1,500 patients at RCH without access to medically necessary care. Nor are those patients 

likely to find alternative sources for this health care. RCH is the sole remaining large pediatric 

provider of gender-affirming care in Southern California, and alternative providers in the 

region—and the entire state—are increasingly scarce.  

68. Upon information and belief, RCH has left hundreds and hundreds of patients in 

medical limbo by abruptly ending gender-affirming care services with just 17 days’ notice to its 

patients. RCH’s patients are unable to schedule new patient appointments for gender-affirming 

care with alternative providers, and they currently face the prospect of losing access to vital 

medications that treat their gender dysphoria. RCH is failing its legal and moral responsibility to 

ensure continuity of care for the over 1,450 patients facing a sudden loss of essential care on 

February 6, 2026.   

69. Additionally, RCH’s decision to end care has severed many long-standing, supportive 

relationships between providers and patients, and RCH’s patients are losing their sense of 

stability and safety. Families and advocates are reporting that patients are experiencing 

heightened rates of suicidal ideation, depression, and anxiety, and their parents are similarly 

suffering. RCH’s sudden termination of gender-affirming care services for its patients has caused 

chaos, fear, and the very real prospect of long-term health consequences for patients who are no 

longer able to treat their gender dysphoria. Even brief interruptions in gender-affirming medical 

care can have a detrimental impact on a patient’s mental health and overall well-being.  

CAUSES OF ACTION 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Violations of California’s Nonprofit Public Benefit Corporations Laws) 

(Corporations Code Sections 5920 and 5921, and California Code of Regulations, Title 11, 
Section 999.5, Subdivision (h)) 

70. The People incorporate by reference as though fully set forth herein the allegations of 

this Complaint. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

  

  16  

COMPLAINT FOR SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, PERMANENT INJUNCTION, CIVIL PENALTIES, AND 
OTHER EQUITABLE RELIEF 

 

71. Defendants have violated Corporations Code section 5920 et seq., including Section 

5921, and California Code of Regulations, tit. 11, section 999.5, subdivision (h), by violating 

Conditions V and XX, and by failing to obtain the consent of the Attorney General to amend 

those Conditions. Plaintiff is further informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that no pecuniary 

compensation would afford adequate relief. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Violations of California’s Unfair Competition Law) 

(Business and Professions Code Section 17200) 

72. The People incorporate by reference as though fully set forth herein the allegations of 

this Complaint. 

73.  From at least July 9, 2025, and continuing to the present, Defendants have engaged 

in and continue to engage in, have aided and abetted and continue to aid and abet, and have 

conspired to and continue to conspire to engage in unlawful, unfair, or fraudulent acts or practices 

that constitute unfair competition as defined in Business and Professions Code section 17200, as 

described in the allegations above. 

74. These acts or practices include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. Engaging in prohibited unfair, unlawful, and fraudulent practices, as alleged 

above; 

b. Violating the Conditions that the Attorney General attached to the conditionally 

approved transaction pursuant to Corporations Code section 5920 et seq., as 

referenced in paragraphs 46-50, including: 

i. Condition V: Requires continuous maintenance of existing and licensed 

specialty health care services, including “gender-affirming care services” 

offered in the spaces and settings of CHOC, CHAM and RCHSD for 10 

years, “at no less than their current capacities, types, acuity levels, 

licenses, and certifications, and in compliance with state and federal 

regulations,” and prohibits the relocation or diversion of these services 

among the hospitals or outside of the hospital service area geographies, 
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absent Attorney General approval. (Ex. A, Summary List at p. 1, 

Conditions at pp. 4-5.) RCH “shall neither permanently nor temporarily 

suspend all beds or services of a specialty health care service or program 

of RCHSD, CHOC, or [CHAM] . . . without first providing justification 

to and obtaining approval from the Attorney General for the proposed 

suspension, relocation, or diversion.” (Ex. A, Conditions at p. 4)  

ii. Condition XX: Prohibits discrimination on the basis of protected 

personal characteristics, including gender identity. (Ex. A, Conditions at 

p. 22) 

iii. Upon information and belief, RCH has violated these Conditions by 

reducing and then discontinuing gender-affirming care for patients under 

19. 

c. Violating the conditions of the Attorney General’s consent to the RCH merger, 

including but not limited to Conditions V, and XX, under which they were 

permitted to proceed with the Affiliation Agreement and merger under 

Corporations Code section 5923, as notified to the Attorney General under 

Corporations Code under section 5920. 

d. Violating Corporations Code sections 5920 and 5921, and California Code of 

Regulations, title 11, section 999.5, by their failure to seek the consent of the 

Attorney General to amend the Conditions, including but not limited to 

Condition V, before engaging in those acts and practices. 

e. Violating Health and Safety Code section 1255.25(a)(1) by Defendants’ failure 

to provide at least 90 days’ notice prior to eliminating gender-affirming care 

supplemental services.  

75. Defendants’ acts and practices, as described above but not necessarily limited to those 

descriptions, independently constitute unfair acts or practices in violation of Business and 

Professions Code section 17200, for the following reasons: 
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a. Defendants have reduced and then discontinued medically necessary gender-

affirming care services for patients under 19. Defendants have not ensured that 

their patients will maintain continuity of their medically necessary, gender-

affirming care. 

b. Defendants did not seek prior approval for such changes so that the Attorney 

General could review whether the changes are necessary, such as whether: (1) 

such disruptions in medical care are strictly necessary; (2) any strictly necessary 

disruptions in care are limited to the minimum amount possible. 

c. The physical and mental health of RCH’s patients are harmed by the 

discontinuation of gender-affirming care services. 

d. Defendants’ unilateral reduction and then discontinuance of these vital health 

care services at its facilities, without seeking or obtaining prior approval, is in 

violation of the Attorney General’s Conditions and deprives him of his 

statutorily mandated duty to protect the public interest in reviewing how these 

changes deprive the residents of Orange County, San Diego County, Imperial 

County, San Bernardino County and Los Angeles County, as well as 

neighboring portions of Riverside County, of important medical services. 

e. Without the requested injunctive relief sought by the People in this action, 

residents of Orange County, San Diego County, Imperial County, San 

Bernardino County and Los Angeles County, as well as neighboring portions of 

Riverside County, and the People of the State of California, will continue to be 

deprived of medically necessary gender-affirming care for individuals under 19 

in violation of Conditions V and XX. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

1. WHEREFORE, the People respectfully request that the Court enter judgment in favor 

of the People and against Defendants, jointly and severally, as follows:  

2. For specific performance, injunctive relief, and such other equitable remedies as the 

court deems appropriate pursuant to Corporations Code section 5926, and California Code of 
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Regulations, title 11, section 999.5, subdivision (g)(6), including requiring compliance with the 

Conditions by resuming gender-affirming care services for patients under the age of 19 to the 

level of care provided by RCH on the closing date of the merger, upon which the Attorney 

General Conditions went into effect (or securing Attorney General approval for an amendment of 

the Conditions), and tolling the Conditions for the amount of time RCH has been out of 

compliance or until such time as is necessary to remedy the impact of RCH’s noncompliance.   

3. For preliminary and permanent injunctive relief, pursuant to Business and Professions 

Code section 17203, and Code of Civil Procedure section 526, enjoining Defendants and their 

employees, agents, servants, representatives, successors, and assigns, any and all persons acting 

in concert or participation with or for them, and all other persons, corporations, or other entities 

acting under, by, through, or on behalf of Defendants, from engaging in unfair competition as 

defined in Business and Professions Code section 17200, including but not limited to, the types of 

acts or practices alleged in the Complaint, and mandating that Defendants comply with the 

Attorney General’s Conditions. 

4. That the Court assess a civil penalty of up to $2,500 against Defendants for each and 

every violation of Business and Professions Code section 17200, in an amount according to proof, 

under the authority of Business and Professions Code section 17206; 

5. That the People recover their costs of suit, including reasonable attorneys’ fees and 

costs pursuant to Corporations Code sections 5924(d)(3) and 5926, and California Code of 

Regulations, title 11, section 999.5, subdivision (j);  

6. That the People receive all other relief to which they are legally entitled; and 

7. That the Court award such other relief that it seems just, proper, and equitable. 
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Attorney General of California 
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Senior Assistant Attorney General 
NIMROD PITSKER ELIAS 
MALINDA LEE 
Supervising Deputy Attorneys General 
CRYSTAL ADAMS 
KETAKEE R. KANE 
SHIREEN FARAHANI 
Deputy Attorneys General 

HILARY BURKE CHAN 
Deputy Attorney General 
Attorneys for Plaintiff the People of the State 
of California 
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