


















hyper-technical reading of the statute that flies in the face of clear 

legislative intent and standard principles of statutory interpretation.    

The Court should overrule the lower courts’ error, for two reasons: 

First, the WPA reflects the clear intention of the Legislature to 

protect the rights of whistleblowers, and explicitly allows UC employees to 

protect those rights by bringing damages claims in court.  The Court of 

Appeals’ interpretation of the administrative complaint requirement would 

eviscerate that protection, and allow the UC to completely immunize itself 

from damages for its wrongful retaliation against whistleblowers.  This 

Court has repeatedly held that statutes must interpreted in light of the 

Legislature’s intent, and that even the literal language of a statute must be 

disregarded if doing otherwise would lead to absurd results.  (See, e.g., 

Younger v. Superior Court (1978) 21 Cal. 3d 102, 113.)  To avoid the 

absurd result of giving the UC the ability to block its employees from the 

remedies set out in the WPA, this Court should construe the administrative 

complaint provision of the WPA as an exhaustion requirement, and leave 

intact the ability of UC employees to seek damages in court if the UC 

rejects their administrative claim. 

Second, the WPA’s protections for whistleblowers supports not just 

a public policy judgment, but important rights and constitutional principles 

as well.  Last year, the United States Supreme Court declined to extend 

First Amendment protections for certain on-the-job communications by 
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