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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho declined to exercise jurisdiction under the
Class Action Fairness Act’s mandatory and discretionary home-state exceptions. The court found that
the parties failed to provide competent evidence showing that the putative class included sufficient
non-Idaho citizens, dismissed the consolidated class action without prejudice, denied the pending
motion to dismiss as moot, and remanded one case that had been removed from state court.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court sua sponte ordered the parties to show cause why it
should not decline jurisdiction under the Class Action Fairness Act's
home-state exceptions. After reviewing the parties' joint response, the
court declined to exercise CAFA jurisdiction, dismissed the
consolidated federal cases without prejudice, and severed and
remanded the one case originally removed from state court. The
defendant's pending motion to dismiss was denied as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court required the parties to establish by a preponderance of the
evidence that the action fell outside CAFA's mandatory and



discretionary home-state exceptions after the court raised CAFA
abstention sua sponte.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court memorandum decision and order;
persuasive rather than binding outside the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should decline to exercise CAFA jurisdiction under the mandatory home-state
exception, 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(4)(B), because the parties failed to show by a preponderance of the
evidence that the putative class was sufficiently non-Idaho-centered.

2. Whether the court should alternatively decline to exercise CAFA jurisdiction under the discretionary
home-state exception, 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(3), based on the totality of the circumstances.

3. Whether the consolidated cases should be dismissed without prejudice or remanded, given that one
consolidated case had been removed from state court.

4. Whether the pending motion to dismiss should be decided after the court declined to exercise CAFA
jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. When the court raises CAFA abstention sua sponte and the parties seek to retain the federal forum, the
parties must provide competent evidence sufficient to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that
the action falls outside the mandatory home-state exception. Mailing addresses and residence, without
evidence of domicile, do not satisfy that burden.

2. Even if mandatory declination were not required, the court would decline CAFA jurisdiction under the
discretionary home-state exception because the totality of the circumstances showed an Idaho-centered
controversy.

3. When consolidated cases include both cases originally filed in federal court and a case removed from
state court, the federal cases may be dismissed without prejudice after CAFA abstention, but the
removed case must be severed and remanded to state court.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“On this record, the parties have not shown that one-third of the proposed class members are non-Idaho
citizens, which is necessary to retain jurisdiction.” (Conclusion)

“But a response that relies exclusively on mailing data while simultaneously insisting that the data cannot
establish citizenship does not satisfy the burden the OSC imposed to show by a preponderance of evidence
that this Court has jurisdiction.” (Analysis § B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The action arose from a reported cybersecurity incident involving Kootenai Health, an Idaho nonprofit
healthcare provider headquartered in Coeur d'Alene. The complaint identified eight named plaintiffs alleged to
be Idaho citizens and one alleged Washington citizen, and defined a nationwide class of persons whose personal
information was compromised in the data breach. The claims were limited to state-law causes of action,
including negligence, breach of implied contract, breach of fiduciary duty, invasion of privacy, and unjust
enrichment. The record showed that most breach notices were sent to Idaho addresses, but the parties provided
no competent evidence establishing the domicile or citizenship of absent class members.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Multiple related putative class actions concerning a cybersecurity incident involving Kootenai Health were filed
in the District of Idaho and consolidated. Plaintiffs filed a consolidated class action complaint asserting only
state-law claims. Although Kootenai Health moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1)
and 12(b)(6), it did not challenge CAFA jurisdiction. The court issued an order to show cause regarding the
CAFA home-state exceptions, concluded that the parties had not supplied competent evidence concerning class-
member citizenship, and entered the present memorandum decision and order.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Sever Speelman v. Kootenai Health, Inc., Case No. 2:24-cv-00490-AKB, from the consolidated action for the
limited purpose of remanding it to state court. Dismiss all other consolidated cases without prejudice, deny the
pending motion to dismiss as moot, enter a separate judgment in each case not remanded, and close those cases.
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