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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts grants Plaintiffs’ motion for class
certification under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(b)(3) but denies certification under Rule 23(b)
(2). The putative class action concerns whether Liberty Mutual breached automobile insurance
policies by limiting rental-car benefits for totaled vehicles without determining the period reasonably
required to replace the vehicles. The Court finds that numerosity, commonality, typicality, adequacy,
predominance, and superiority are satisfied on the current record, while reserving the possibility of
revisiting certification after resolving the policies’ meaning.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for certification of putative nationwide and state
subclasses under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23. The court
granted certification under Rule 23(b)(3) and denied certification
under Rule 23(b)(2).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The plaintiffs bore the burden of establishing each Rule 23(a) and Rule
23(b) requirement by a preponderance of the evidence. The court was
required to conduct a rigorous analysis, including consideration of the
merits insofar as necessary to test disputed premises and predict how
specific issues would play out, while avoiding an unwieldy trial on the
merits.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proposed class satisfied Rule 23(a)'s numerosity, commonality, typicality, and adequacy
requirements.

2. Whether common questions predominated and a class action was superior under Rule 23(b)(3).

3. Whether certification was appropriate under Rule 23(b)(2) for declaratory or injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The proposed class satisfied numerosity because Plaintiffs identified more than 4,000 potential class
members, making joinder impracticable.

2. Commonality was satisfied because the proposed class members' claims centered on common policy
language and the common question whether the Optional Transportation Expenses Coverage
endorsement required Liberty Mutual to determine the reasonable replacement period before terminating
benefits.

3. The named Plaintiffs satisfied typicality and adequacy because their claims arose from the same alleged
practice and legal theory as the class claims, and the asserted differences concerning replacement time
and damages did not create disabling unique defenses or conflicts.

4. The proposed class satisfied Rule 23(b)(3) because common questions concerning the meaning and
application of the uniform insurance-policy provision predominated, and a class action was superior
given the small individual damages and the impracticality of separate litigation.

5. Rule 23(b)(2) certification was inappropriate because Plaintiffs primarily sought monetary damages and
did not show that injunctive or declaratory relief was more than incidental to the damages claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the court may ‘probe behind the pleadings,’ to ‘formulate some prediction as to how specific issues will play
out’ in order to assess whether the proposed class meets the legal requirements for certification.” (Section
III.B)

“Even the risk that the policies may require an individualized assessment of the time reasonably required to
replace each insured’s vehicle in order to determine whether a potential class member has suffered an injury,
or otherwise to measure damages, does not defeat predominance.” (Section III.E.1)



“The Court finds that Plaintiffs primarily seek monetary damages, and thus certification under Rule 23(b)(2)
is not appropriate.” (Section III.F)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs purchased automobile insurance policies from Liberty Mutual Personal Insurance Company containing
an Optional Transportation Expenses Coverage endorsement. The endorsement provided rental-vehicle expenses
after a total loss for the period reasonably required to replace the vehicle, subject to a maximum of 30 days or
$900. Plaintiffs alleged that Liberty Mutual used a practice or guideline to terminate rental benefits before 30
days without determining the individualized period reasonably required for each insured to replace a totaled
vehicle.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit on November 21, 2023, alleging that Liberty Mutual prematurely terminated rental-car
benefits under automobile insurance policies. Plaintiffs filed an amended complaint asserting breach of contract,
Missouri vexatious-conduct claims, Illinois Insurance Code claims, and declaratory judgment. Several
defendants were dismissed without prejudice, and Liberty Mutual Insurance Company obtained summary
judgment on September 5, 2025. The court then considered Plaintiffs' motion for class certification, heard oral
argument on October 27, 2025, and granted it in part.
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