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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania preliminarily approved a
class action settlement arising from a data breach allegedly affecting personally identifiable
information held by Ward Transport & Logistics Corp. The Court provisionally certified a settlement
class under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23, approved the proposed notice plan, appointed class
counsel, and adopted opt-out and objection procedures. The Court also set a fairness hearing and
related deadlines.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for preliminary approval of an unopposed class action
settlement, provisional certification of a settlement class, approval of
the notice plan, appointment of class counsel, adoption of opt-out and
objection procedures, and scheduling of a fairness hearing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW At the preliminary approval stage, the court conducts a preliminary
fairness evaluation and determines whether the proposed settlement
discloses grounds to doubt its fairness, obvious deficiencies, undue
preferential treatment, or excessive attorney compensation, and
whether it falls within the range of possible approval. The court must
also make a preliminary determination that the proposed settlement
class satisfies Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(a) and at least one
subsection of Rule 23(b).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court opinion preliminarily approving a class
settlement and provisionally certifying a settlement class.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proposed class action settlement should receive preliminary approval under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 23(e).

2. Whether the proposed settlement class should be provisionally certified under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 23(a) and Rule 23(b)(3).

3. Whether the proposed notice plan satisfies the notice requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
23(c)(2)(B) and Rule 23(e)(1)(B).

4. Whether the proposed service award and potential attorney-fee award presented an obvious deficiency
precluding preliminary approval.

HOLDINGS

1. The proposed settlement was preliminarily approved because the negotiations occurred at arm's length,
the parties had conducted sufficient informal discovery, counsel had relevant experience, no obvious
deficiencies appeared, and the settlement fell within the range of possible approval under Rule 23(e).

2. The court provisionally certified, for settlement purposes only, a Rule 23(b)(3) class consisting of all
individuals residing in the United States whose personally identifiable information was affected by the
data-breach incident.

3. The proposed notice plan was reasonable and complied with Rule 23, and notice was ordered to be given
consistently with the settlement agreement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“preliminary approval is not simply a judicial ‘rubber stamp’ of the parties’ agreement.” (Opinion § III.A)

“The Court finds for the purposes of preliminary approval that the proposed settlement appears to be “fair,
reasonable, and adequate” pursuant to Rule 23(e)(2).” (Opinion § III.A)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The case arose from a March 3, 2024 cyberattack and data breach at Ward Transport & Logistics Corp., a former
employer of Plaintiff Patrick Mikolaitis. Plaintiff alleged that Ward failed to implement adequate cybersecurity
measures to protect personally identifiable information, including names, addresses, Social Security numbers,
and other personal and financial information belonging to employees and consumers. The proposed settlement
provided up to $5,000 for documented losses, a credit-monitoring equivalent for eligible claimants, credit
monitoring for claimants who did not elect the cash alternative, and an aggregate claims cap of $350,000.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a class action complaint concerning a data breach allegedly exposing personally identifiable
information and later amended the complaint as of right. After the parties exchanged informal discovery and
participated in mediation, they reached a tentative settlement. The district court granted preliminary approval,
provisionally certified the class for settlement purposes, approved the notice plan, appointed class counsel,
adopted the proposed procedures, and set a fairness hearing and related deadlines.
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