UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Hackett v. Skynet Industries, Inc.

No. 25-cv-03297-RFL (N.D. Cal. Oct. 24, 2025) - No. 3:25-cv-03297 - Decided October 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California partially granted and partially
denied Skynet Industries, Inc.’s motion to dismiss a putative nationwide class action concerning
alleged omissions about the addictive nature and safety risks of kratom products. The court dismissed
the implied warranty and California Consumer Legal Remedies Act section 1770(a)(9) claims with
prejudice, while allowing the remaining claims and class allegations to proceed. The court also held
that CAFA jurisdiction, reliance, a duty to disclose, and timeliness were adequately alleged at the

pleading stage.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the court has subject matter jurisdiction under the Class Action Fairness Act
2. Whether Hackett's claims are barred by the applicable statutes of limitations

3. Whether Hackett sufficiently alleges reliance on Skynet's omissions

4. Whether Skynet had a duty to disclose kratom's addictive properties

5. Whether Hackett's unjust enrichment claim is viable

6. Whether Hackett's claims satisfy Rule 9(b) heightened pleading requirements

HOLDINGS

1. The court has subject matter jurisdiction under the Class Action Fairness Act because the citizenship and

amount in controversy requirements are met.

2. The claims are not barred as a matter of law by the statutes of limitations because the discovery rule

applies to fraud claims and Hackett adequately alleges accrual in November 2024.

3. Hackett sufficiently alleges reliance by stating he would have behaved differently had the omitted

information been disclosed.

4. Hackett adequately pleads that Skynet had a duty to disclose because the products' addictiveness

constitutes an unreasonable safety hazard.

5. The unjust enrichment claim survives because it is construed as a quasi-contract claim seeking

restitution, and Hackett sufficiently alleges an unjustly retained benefit.

6. Hackett's claims satisfy Rule 9(b)'s heightened pleading requirements; none of the purported deficiencies

identified by Skynet require dismissal.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Over a five-year period, Deshaun Hackett purchased various kratom-based products at Skynet’s San Francisco
store. After spending thousands of dollars, he decided to cut back and suffered severe withdrawal symptoms,
discovering he was addicted to kratom. He alleges that Skynet never disclosed the addictive nature of kratom,

which the scientific community knows but the public at large does not.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hackett filed a putative nationwide class action against Skynet Industries, Inc. alleging fraudulent omissions and

related consumer protection claims. Skynet moved to dismiss the first amended complaint.

DISPOSITION

affirmed_in_part_and_reversed_in_part
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