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Hlec Regional Medical Center et al

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

ANDREW GREGOand MARIA
DOROSHCHUK individually and on NO: 4:16CV-5150RMP
behalf of all others similarly situated
ORDERDENYING AS MOOT
Plaintiffs, DEFENDANTS'MOTION TO
V. DISMISS FOR LACK OF SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION
KADLEC REGIONAL MEDICAL
CENTER, a Washington neprofit
corporation; CARDON
HEALTHCARE NETWORK, LLC,
d/b/a/ Cardon Healthcare Network and
Cardon Outreach, a Delaware-faofit
corporation; and CARDON
HEALTHCARE HOLDINGS, a
Delaware fosprofit corporation,

Defendans.

Doc. 15

BEFORE THE COURT is a Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Subject Matter
Jurisdiction, ECF No. 7, by Defendants Cardon Healthcare Network, LLC
(“Cardon”) and Cardon Hécare Holdings (“Cardon Holdings”)The Court has
reviewed Defendants’ motion, the remaining record, and the relevant law, and

fully informed.
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Plaintiff Andrew Greganitiated a putative class action in this District on
November 14, 2016. AlthoudPlaintiff's claims were raised his individual
capacity and “on behalf @l othes similarly situateqg’ he stated only traditional
diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1332(a)(1) as a basis for federal subjec
matter jurisdiction. ECF No. 1 at1,5. On December 19, ZD&f&ndants
Cardon and Cardon Holdings moved to disrRiEsntiff’'s complainton the basis
thatcomplete diversity between Plaintiff and Defendant Kadlec Regional Medic
Center did not exisgiven that both are citizens of Wastjion State.

Plaintiff did not respond to Defendahmotion. HoweverPlaintiff filed an
amended complairmn January 9, 201 7Plaintiff's amended complaimamed a
second Plaintiff, Mari®oroshchukandstateda new basis for federal subject
matter jurisdiction: the Class Action Fairness Act (“CAFA3ee ECF No. 8 at 6.
Defendant answered Plainsffcomplaint on January 31, 2017, denying the factus
allegations underlying Plaintiff€laim of CAFA jurisdiction for “lack[] of
sufficient information to form a belief.” ECF No. 9 at 6.

CAFA expandediliversity jurisdiction to include putative and certified clasg
actionsin which the class comprises more than 100 membéetsast one plaintiff
IS a citizen of astate differenfrom any defendant, and the aggregate amount of 3
class members’ claims exceeds $5 milliGee 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)Plaintiff's
amended complaint makes the requisite factual allegations to assert diversity

jurisdiction under CAFA. Gien that Plaintif§ allegea facially viable basis for
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federalsubject matter jurisdiction, Defendants’ motion to dismiss the original
complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction must be denied.
Accordingly,IT ISHEREBY ORDERED:
1. Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Subject Matter
Jurisdiction,ECF No. 7, isDENIED ASMOOT.
2. The caption in this matter is amended to include Plaintiff Maria
Doroshchuk.
The District Court Clerk is directed to enter this Order and provide copieg
counsel.
DATED March 3, 2017
s/ Rosanna Malouf Peterson

ROSANNA MALOUF PETERSON
United States Districtutige
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