UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Jane Doe v. Mountain View Hospital, LL.C; Idaho Falls Community
Hospital, LL.C

Doe - No. 4:24-cv-00360-DKG - Decided March 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho addresses Plaintiff Jane Doe’s motion for
leave to amend and for reconsideration, along with former defendants Brandon Bloxham and Justin
Thompson’s motion to intervene. The court grants limited intervention for purposes of opposing the
amendment and reconsideration motions, but denies Plaintiff’s motion to amend to add a 42 U.S.C. §
1983 claim and to reconsider dismissal of state tort claims. The court concludes that the proposed §
1983 claim is futile because the alleged conduct by the private hospital and physicians is not fairly
attributable to the state.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for leave to file a second amended complaint adding a

42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim and for reconsideration of the prior dismissal
of state-law tort claims. Former individual defendants moved to

intervene for the limited purpose of opposing those motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Leave to amend under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) is
discretionary and generally freely granted, but may be denied for
undue delay, prejudice, bad faith, or futility. Reconsideration under
Rule 59(e) requires newly discovered evidence, clear error, or an
intervening change in controlling law. Intervention is evaluated under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24, with practical and equitable

considerations guiding the analysis.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Brandon Bloxham and Justin Thompson satisfied the requirements for intervention as of right

or permissive intervention under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24.

2. Whether leave to amend should be denied as futile because the proposed 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim did not

plausibly allege that the defendants acted under color of state law.

3. Whether reconsideration of the dismissal of the state-law tort claims was warranted under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 59(e).

HOLDINGS

1. Former defendants who would be directly implicated by proposed new or renewed claims may intervene
for the limited purpose of opposing a motion to amend and a motion for reconsideration when the
intervention is timely, their interests are significantly protectable and may be impaired, existing parties
may not adequately represent those interests, and the proposed claims share common questions of law or

fact.

2. Leave to amend may be denied as futile where the proposed § 1983 claim alleges constitutional
deprivations caused only by private conduct and fails to plausibly allege that the defendants acted under

color of state law or that their conduct was fairly attributable to the State.

3. Reconsideration was unwarranted because Plaintiff did not establish newly discovered evidence, clear

error, or an intervening change in controlling law, and the proposed § 1983 amendment was denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The conduct alleged to have violated Plaintiff s constitutional rights was not fairly attributable to any state

policy.”

“Because futility is alone a proper basis for not granting leave to amend, the Court will deny the motion.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that, while employed by Mountain View Hospital and/or Idaho Falls Community Hospital, she
requested medical leave and accommodations related to physical and mental health conditions. After a meeting

with human-resources personnel, she was taken to Idaho Falls Community Hospital and placed on an



involuntary psychiatric hold, allegedly involving private physicians Brandon Bloxham and Justin Thompson.
Plaintiff alleged that the hold and related treatment violated her constitutional rights and supported employment-
related and state-law claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on August 9, 2024, asserting ADA, FMLA, THRA, and state-law claims. The court
dismissed the employment-related claims in part without prejudice and with leave to amend, and dismissed the
state-law tort claims without prejudice to refiling in state court and without leave to amend. Plaintiff filed an
amended complaint, then sought leave to amend again and reconsideration; former defendants Brandon Bloxham
and Justin Thompson moved to intervene. The court denied amendment and reconsideration and granted limited

intervention, concluding the intervenors' status ended when the order was filed.
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