UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN

In re Chevy Bolt EV Battery Litigation

In re Chevy Bolt EV Battery Litigation - No. 2:20-CV-13256-TGB-CI - Decided December 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan ruled on five motions for
reconsideration concerning the validity of requests to opt out of the settlement in the In re Chevy Bolt
EV Battery Litigation. The court denied four motions and granted one in part, recognizing Margaret
Landy’s opt-out request after the Settlement Administrator had inadvertently rejected it as duplicative.
The court otherwise upheld the requirements for timely, personally signed opt-out requests and

concluded that class members whose opt-outs were invalid could still submit settlement claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Order resolving five motions for reconsideration of the court's prior

order concerning the validity of settlement-class members' requests to

opt out of a class settlement.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under E.D. Mich. LR 7.1(h)(2)(A), reconsideration of a non-final
order requires a showing that the court made a mistake, correcting the
mistake would change the outcome, and the mistake was based on the
record and law before the court when the prior decision was entered.
Reconsideration is not available to rehash rejected arguments or raise

arguments that could have been made earlier.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Gomez and Tasharrofi demonstrated a qualifying mistake warranting reconsideration of the

prior determination that electronically signed opt-out requests were invalid.

2. Whether due process required the Settlement Administrator to notify class members of defects in their

opt-out requests and provide an opportunity to cure.

3. Whether MFS Legal Inc.'s and Strategic Legal Practices, LL.P's movants were entitled to an extension of

the opt-out deadline or validation of mass opt-out requests.
4. Whether Strategic Legal Practices, LLP's motion was timely under E.D. Mich. LR 7.1(h)(2).

5. Whether the Manookian Movants demonstrated a qualifying mistake concerning Margaret Landy's opt-
out request, the personal-signature requirement, the percentage of valid opt-outs, or the availability of

recovery and a second opportunity to object.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion to reconsider a non-final order under E.D. Mich. LR 7.1(h)(2)(A) requires the movant to show
a court mistake, that correction of the mistake would change the prior outcome, and that the mistake was

based on the record and law existing when the prior decision was entered.

2. Movants who submitted electronically signed opt-out requests did not establish grounds for
reconsideration where the court had previously required personal physical signatures and had already

rejected the same substantial-compliance arguments.

3. Due process did not require the Settlement Administrator to notify class members of defects in their opt-
out requests or provide an opportunity to cure where the class received fully descriptive notice

explaining the right, time, and manner of opting out.

4. The MFS Legal Inc. movants were not entitled to reconsideration, an extension of the opt-out deadline,
or treatment of previously submitted mass opt-out requests as valid.

5. Strategic Legal Practices, LLP's motion for reconsideration was untimely because it was filed more than

14 days after entry of the order being challenged.

6. Margaret Landy submitted a valid and timely opt-out request, and her name was properly added to the

amended exclusion list.

7. Due process did not require a second objection period for class members whose opt-out requests were
invalid, and the request for such an opportunity was denied as a new argument raised for the first time on
reconsideration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Fundamentally, ‘a motion for reconsideration is not a second bite at the apple[.]’” (Legal Standard)



“Opt-out requests that did not include the Movants’ personal signatures, and instead included an electronic

signature, were properly denied by the Settlement Administrator.” (PagelD.14319-21)

“The Manookian Movants’ motion for reconsideration is therefore GRANTED IN PART as to Movant
Margaret Landy only, and otherwise DENIED.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The case is a putative class action alleging defects in the battery systems of 2017-2022 Chevrolet Bolt electric
vehicles. The court-approved settlement required class members seeking exclusion to submit opt-out requests by
specified deadlines and required personal physical or wet-ink signatures; mass opt-outs and electronic signatures
were not accepted. The Settlement Administrator rejected various requests, prompting challenges and motions
for reconsideration. The Administrator later confirmed that Margaret Landy's personally signed June 9, 2025

request had been timely received but was mistakenly rejected as duplicative.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court preliminarily approved a putative class settlement and established deadlines and procedures for opting
out. After the Settlement Administrator rejected certain opt-out requests, the court issued an October 17, 2025
order resolving challenges to those determinations. Various movants then sought reconsideration under Eastern
District of Michigan Local Rule 7.1(h)(2). The court denied four motions, granted the Manookian Movants'

motion in part as to Margaret Landy, and denied it otherwise.
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