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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted Plaintiffs' motion to

remand a putative class action arising from the Episource data breach. The Court held that the Class

Action Fairness Act's minimal-diversity requirement was not satisfied because all parties were

California citizens, and it rejected the argument that overlapping federal class actions could supply

jurisdiction. The Court denied Plaintiffs' request for attorney's fees and costs and ordered the action

removed from the consolidated federal litigation and remanded to Sacramento County Superior Court.
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remanded

Plaintiffs moved to remand a putative class action removed from
Sacramento County Superior Court under the Class Action Fairness
Act. Defendant also sought consolidation with a related federal
multidistrict or consolidated data-breach action. The district court
granted remand, sustained Plaintiffs' objection to consolidation, and

denied attorney's fees and costs.

The court examined de novo whether subject-matter jurisdiction
existed under CAFA; an award of removal-related fees under 28
U.S.C. § 1447(c) was discretionary and governed by whether removal

lacked an objectively reasonable basis.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether CAFA conferred federal subject-matter jurisdiction when the putative class action contained

only California plaintiffs and a California defendant.

2. Whether allegations and plaintiffs in overlapping federal class actions could be considered to establish
CAFA jurisdiction in the removed action despite the absence of minimal diversity in the operative

complaint.

3. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to attorney's fees and costs incurred because of the removal under 28
U.S.C. § 1447(c).

HOLDINGS

1. The court lacked CAFA jurisdiction because the removed civil action did not include a class member

who was a citizen of a state different from the defendant; all parties were California citizens.

2. The court could not use policy considerations, overlapping federal lawsuits, or the artful-pleading

doctrine to expand CAFA jurisdiction beyond the statute's clear minimal-diversity requirement.

3. The court denied Plaintiffs' request for attorney's fees and costs under 28 U.S.C. § 1447(c).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In matters of statutory interpretation, however, plain text trumps policy.”
“A plaintiff, however, is the master of his complaint.”

“A court, however, cannot invoke policy considerations to expand the reach of a statute.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Episource, a California company providing risk-adjustment services and medical-coding tools, experienced a
data breach between January 27 and February 6, 2025, potentially exposing health-related and other personal
information. Plaintiffs Lowell Dunlap, Jr. and Loleetia Harper filed a putative class action asserting California
statutory privacy and consumer-protection claims on behalf of California citizens. Episource removed the action
under CAFA and sought consolidation with a related federal data-breach litigation involving overlapping claims

and proposed classes.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a putative California class action in Sacramento County Superior Court on July 30, 2025.
Episource removed the action under CAFA, after which the case was transferred to the Central District of

California and consolidation was initiated with In re Episource LLC Data Breach Litigation. The court



concluded that CAFA jurisdiction was absent because all parties were California citizens and remanded the case

to Sacramento County Superior Court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The clerk was ordered to remove Case No. 2:25-cv-09719-SB-MBK from the consolidated action In re
Episource LLC Data Breach Litigation and remand the case to Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No.

25CV018214. Plaintiffs' objection to consolidation was sustained, and their request for fees and costs was
denied.
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