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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted LifeHealth LLC's
motion to dismiss Victoria Peacock's first amended complaint. The court dismissed the FMLA
interference claim with leave to amend because the allegations did not sufficiently show that FMLA
leave was a negative factor in the termination decision, and declined supplemental jurisdiction over
the remaining state-law claims. Plaintiff was given thirty days to amend, or the action would be
remanded to state court.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

WRITING FOR THE COURT Jeremy D. Peterson

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

DECIDED April 9, 2025

DOCKET 2:24-cv-2939-JDP

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss plaintiff's first amended complaint asserting FMLA and
California employment-law claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construes them in the plaintiff's favor, and asks
whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim for relief. A pro
se complaint is construed liberally but may be dismissed when the
plaintiff can prove no set of facts entitling her to relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged that Peacock's use of FMLA leave was a negative
factor in LifeHealth's decision to terminate her.

2. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining California-law claims
after dismissing the sole federal claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to plead sufficient facts to support an inference that Peacock's FMLA
leave was a negative factor in the termination decision. The twenty-eight-day gap between her return
from leave and termination, together with nonspecific allegations of disparaging comments, was
insufficient.

2. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Peacock's remaining California-law claims
after dismissing the only federal claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Here, the twenty-eight-day gap between plaintiff’s return and termination, standing alone, is insufficient to
support her FMLA claim.” (Discussion, FMLA claim)

“Plaintiff's FMLA claim is dismissed with leave to amend.” (Order ¶ 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Victoria Peacock worked as a care coordinator for LifeHealth LLC and took FMLA leave beginning in May
2023. She returned to work on a part-time basis on September 1, 2023, and was terminated on September 29,
2023. She alleged that her manager sought to terminate her because of her medical leave, race, and prior
complaints about Labor Code violations, and alleged disparaging comments concerning her leave and race.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action in Sacramento County Superior Court, and defendant removed it to federal court.
Defendant's initial motion to dismiss became moot after plaintiff filed a first amended complaint. The court
granted defendant's renewed motion, dismissed the FMLA claim with leave to amend, declined supplemental
jurisdiction over the state-law claims, and permitted amendment within thirty days, after which the action would
be remanded if no amended complaint was filed.

DISPOSITION

dismissed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



Plaintiff may file an amended complaint within thirty days. If she does not, the action will be remanded to
Sacramento County Superior Court. The state-law claims were dismissed without prejudice after the court
declined supplemental jurisdiction.
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