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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

LINDA BOOTH, MARY NAPIER, and
CANDACE DAUGHERTY on behalf of

themselves and all others similarly situated, Case No.

o CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs,

VS.

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
MCG Health, LLC,

Defendant.

Plaintiffs Linda Booth, Mary Napier, and Candace Daugherty, individually and on behalf of
the proposed class defined below, bring this action against Defendant MCG Health, LLC (“MCG”)
allege as follows:

L. SUMMARY OF THE ACTION

1. This action arises out of MCG’s failure to secure the highly sensitive personal
information of its patients. Around February 25 to 26, 2020, an unauthorized party or parties
accessed MCG’s computer systems and exfiltrated patient files (the “Data Breach). MCG did not
learn of the breach until more than two years later, on March 25, 2022 and determined that the
exfiltrated files contained patient names, Social Security numbers, medical codes, postal addresses,
telephone numbers, email addresses, dates of birth, and genders. Over 1,100,000 patients’
personally identifiable information (“PII”’) and personal health information (“PHI”’) was
compromised in the attack.

2. Even after MCG learned of the hack on March 25, 2022, it did not notify affected

patients of the attack until June 10, 2022. During this time, those patients remained unaware that
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their information had been compromised. The personal information remains in the possession of the
unauthorized party or parties.

3. As aresult of MCG’s data security failures, Plaintiffs and Class members confront a
significant threat of identity theft and other harm—imminently and for years to come. Plaintiffs by
this action seek damages together with injunctive relief to remediate MCG’s deficient cybersecurity
protocols and provide identity theft insurance (or the money needed to secure those services) to
protect them and the other breach victims from identity theft and fraud.

I1. PARTIES

Plaintiff Linda Booth
4. Plaintiff Linda Booth is a citizen and resident of Santa Fe, New Mexico.
5. Plaintiff Booth received a letter dated June 10, 2022 from MCG notifying her of the

Data Breach and stating that it “affects certain of your personal information.” The letter stated that an
unauthorized party “previously obtained certain of your personal information that matched data stored
on MCG’s systems.” Affected information includes names, Social Security numbers, medical codes,

postal addresses, telephone numbers, email addresses, dates of birth, and gender.

Plaintiff Mary Napier
6. Plaintiff Mary Napier is a citizen and resident of Rogers, Kentucky
7. Plaintiff Napier received a letter dated June 10, 2022, from MCG notifying her of the

Data Breach and stating that it “affects certain of your personal information.” The letter stated that an
unauthorized party “previously obtained certain of your personal information that matched data stored
on MCG’s systems.” Affected information includes names, Social Security numbers, medical codes,
postal addresses, telephone numbers, email addresses, dates of birth, and gender.
Plaintiff Candace Daugherty

8. Plaintiff Candace Daugherty is a citizen and resident of Vancleave, Mississippi.

9. Plaintiff Daugherty received a letter dated June 10, 2022, from MCG notifying her of
the Data Breach and stating that it “affects certain of your personal information.” The letter stated that
an unauthorized party “previously obtained certain of your personal information that matched data
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stored on MCG’s systems.” Affected information includes names, Social Security numbers, medical
codes, postal addresses, telephone numbers, email addresses, dates of birth, and gender.

10. Defendant MCG Health, LLC is a Washington limited liability corporation with its
principal place of business in Seattle, Washington.

III. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the lawsuit under the Class Action Fairness Act, 28
U.S.C. § 1332, because this is a proposed class action in which: (1) there are at least 100 class
members; (2) the combined claims of Class members exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive of interest,
attorneys’ fees, and costs; and (3) MCG Health and Class members are domiciled in different states.

12. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant MCG health because its
principal place of business is within this District, and it has sufficient minimum contacts in
Washington to render the exercise of jurisdiction by this Court proper and necessary.

13. Venue is proper in this District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because a substantial part
of the events or omissions giving rise to the claims occurred in this District.

IV.  FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
MCG Health and the Data Breach

14. MCG is a HIPPA business associate that provides care guidelines to healthcare
providers and health plans. A HIPPA business associate is an entity that provides services to a
HIPPA covered entity (i.e., a hospital) that involves the disclosure of personal health information.
HIPPA business associates are often software companies that have access to large quantities of
personal health information.

15. MCG develops and institutes software and evidence-based care guidelines to assist
healthcare payers, providers, and government healthcare agencies in making decisions related to
patient care.

16. MCG Health is part of the Hearst Health network. MCG states that a “majority of

U.S. health plans and nearly 2,600 hospitals” use their services.
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17. For the past 30 years, MCG has worked with state, regional, and federal government
healthcare agencies and government contractors, in government administered healthcare programs.

18. As part of its business operations, MCG collects from Plaintiffs and Class Members
or the healthcare networks, providers, and plans that they use, information including names, Social
Security numbers, medical codes, postal addresses, telephone numbers, email addresses, dates of
birth, and genders.

19. On March 25, 2022, MCG discovered that an unauthorized party accessed patient
and member data stored on MCG’s systems. MCG states that “there is evidence to suggest the data
may have been acquired by an unauthorized party on or around February 25-26, 2020.” MCG,
however, also asserts that it is uncertain as to when the data was first acquired by unauthorized
parties.

20. Around June 10, 2022, over two years after the hack occurred and almost three
months after discovering the breach, MCG informed its patients and members of the data breach
and advised them to take protective measures. The letter stated that MCG experienced suspicious
activity on its computer network and an unauthorized party or parties obtained personal information
that matched data stored in MCG’s systems. The letter informed victims of the breach that the
following information had been compromised: names, Social Security numbers, medical codes,

postal addresses, telephone numbers, email addresses, dates of birth, and gender.

21. Plaintiffs suffer stress and anxiety as a result of the Data Breach and from the loss of
their privacy.
22. Plaintiffs also suffered injury in the form of damage to and diminution in the value

of their confidential personal information—a form of property that Plaintiffs entrusted to Defendant,
and which was compromised as a result of the Data Breach it failed to prevent.

23. Plaintiffs suffer a present injury from the existing and continuing risk of fraud,
identity theft, and misuse resulting from their personal information being placed in the hands of

unauthorized third parties.
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24. Plaintiffs have a continuing interest in ensuring that their personal information is
protected and safeguarded from future breaches.

Personally Identifiable Information Has Concrete Financial Value

25. The private health information and personally identifiable information taken from
MCG’s system is particularly sensitive. Medical and personally identifiable information is valuable
to cybercriminals and has routinely been sold and traded on the dark web.

26. PII and PHI are inherently valuable and the frequent target of hackers. In 2019, a
record 1,473 data breaches occurred, resulting in approximately 164,683,455 sensitive records
being exposed, a 17% increase from 2018. Of the 1,473 recorded data breaches, 525 of them, or
35.64% were in the medical or healthcare industry. The 525 reported breaches reported in 2019
exposed nearly 40 million sensitive records (39,378,157), compared to only 369 breaches that
exposed just over 10 million sensitive records (10,632,600) in 2018.

27. Identity theft results in a significant negative financial impact on victims as well as
severe distress.

28. MCG is aware that the PII and PHI it collects is highly sensitive and of substantial
value to those who would use it for wrongful purposes.

29. PII and PHI is a valuable commodity to identity thieves. As the FTC recognizes,
identity thieves can use this information to commit an array of crimes including identity theft, and
medical and financial fraud. There is a robust black market in which criminals openly post stolen PII
and PHI on multiple underground internet websites, commonly referred to as the dark web.

30. There is accordingly a market for Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ PII and PHI.

31. Sensitive healthcare data can sell for as much as $363 per record, according to the
Infosec Institute.

32. MCQG states that medical codes were disclosed within the breach. Medical codes are
used to convert diagnoses, procedures, medical services, and equipment into universal medical

alphanumeric codes.
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33. PHI, like medical codes, is particularly valuable because criminals can use it to
target victims with fraud and scams that take advantage of the victim’s medical conditions or victim
settlements. It can be used to create fake insurance claims, allowing for the purchase and resale of
medical equipment, or gain access to prescriptions for illegal use or resale.

34. Medical identity theft can result in inaccuracies in medical records and costly false
claims. It can also have life-threatening consequences. If a victim’s health information is mixed with
other records, misdiagnosis or mistreatment can ensue. “Medical identity theft is a growing and
dangerous crime that leaves its victims with little to no recourse for recovery,” reported Pam Dixon,
executive director of World Privacy Forum. “Victims often experience financial repercussions and
worse yet, they frequently discover erroneous information has been added to their personal medical
files due to the thief’s activities.”!

35. Similarly, Social Security numbers are valuable to criminals. This information can
be and has been sold and traded on the dark web black market. The loss of a Social Security number
is particularly troubling because it cannot be easily changed and can be misused in a range of
nefarious activities, such as filing fraudulent tax returns to steal tax refund payments, opening new
accounts to take out loans, and other forms of identity theft.

36. The detrimental consequences of MCG'’s failure to keep its patients’ and members’
PII and PHI secure are long lasting and severe. Once PII and PHI is stolen, fraudulent use of that
information and damage to victims may continue for years. Fraudulent activity might not show up
for six to 12 months or even longer.

37. Criminals often trade stolen PII and PHI on the “cyber black market” for years
following a breach. Cybercriminals also can post stolen PII and PHI on the internet, thereby making
the information publicly available without the knowledge or consent of the victim.

38. MCG knew the importance of safeguarding the PII and PHI entrusted to it and the

foreseeable adverse effects if its data security systems were breached. Those effects include the

! Michael Ollove, The Rise of Medical Identity Theft in Healthcare, KAISER HEALTH NEWS
(Feb. 7, 2014), https://khn.org/news/rise-of-indentity-theft/ (last visited Dec. 8, 2021).
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significant costs that would be imposed on affected patients as a result of a breach. MCG failed to
implement adequate cybersecurity measures, leading to the Data Breach.
V. CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

39. Plaintiffs bring this lawsuit as a class action on behalf of themselves and on behalf of
all other persons similarly situated, pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 23(a) and (b)(2),
(b)(3), and/or (c)(4). This action satisfies the numerosity, commonality, typicality, adequacy,
predominance, and superiority requirements.

40. The proposed Class is defined as: All United States citizens whose personally
identifiable information was in MCG’s electronic information systems and was compromised as a
result of the Data Breach discovered by MCG on March 25, 2022.

41. Plaintiffs reserve the right to modify, change, or expand the Class definition,
including by proposing subclasses, based on discovery and further investigation.

42, Excluded from the Class is the Defendant, and its officers, directors, and managerial
employees. Also excluded are individuals employed by counsel for the parties in this action and any
Judge to whom this case is assigned, as well as his or her staff and immediate family.

43, Numerosity. While the exact number of Class members is not known at this time, the
Class is so numerous that joinder of all members is impractical. Over 1.1 million individuals’
personal information was compromised in this attack. The identities of Class members are available
through information and records in the possession, custody, or control of Defendant, and notice of
this action can be readily provided to the Class.

44. Typicality. Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the claims of the Class. Plaintiffs, like all
Class members, had their PII compromised in the Data Breach. Plaintiffs and Class members were
injured by the same wrongful acts, practices, and omissions of the Defendant described herein.
Plaintiffs’ claims thus arise from the same course of conduct that gives rise to the claims of all
Class members.

45. Adequacy of Representation. Plaintiffs are members of the proposed Class and will

fairly and adequately represent and protect the other members’ interests. Plaintiffs’ counsel are
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competent and experienced in class action and privacy litigation and will pursue this action
vigorously. Plaintiffs have no interests adverse to the interests of other Class members.

46. Predominant Common Issues of Law and Fact. There is a well-defined community

of interest in the common questions of law and fact that underlie Class members’ claims for relief.
The questions of law and fact in this case that are common to Class members predominate over
questions affecting only individual Class members. Among the questions of law and fact common
to the Class are:

a. Whether the Defendant had a duty to implement reasonable cybersecurity
measures to protect Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ sensitive personal information and to promptly
alert them if such information was compromised;

b. Whether the Defendant breached its duties by failing to take reasonable
precautions to protect Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ sensitive personal information;

c. Whether the Defendant acted negligently by failing to implement reasonable
data security practices and procedures;

d. Whether the Defendant violated the Washington Consumer Protection Act,
RCW 19.86, et seq.; and

€. Whether Plaintiffs and Class members are entitled to damages, and/or
injunctive and other relief in equity.

47. Superiority. This class action is superior to other alternatives for the fair and efficient
adjudication of this controversy. Absent a class action, most members of the Class would find the
cost of litigating their claims individually to be prohibitively high and would have no effective
remedy. Class treatment will conserve judicial resources, avoid waste and the risk of inconsistent
rulings, and promote efficient adjudication before a single judge.

48. Defendant has acted or refused to act on grounds generally applicable to the entire
Class, thereby making appropriate injunctive and declaratory relief with respect to the Class as a

whole.
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VI.  FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Violation of the Washington Consumer Protection Act, RCW 19.86, ef seq.

49. Plaintiffs incorporate and reallege the foregoing allegations of fact.

50. Defendant is a “person” within the meaning of the Washington Consumer Protection
Act, RCW 19.86.010 and it conducts “trade” and “commerce” within the meaning of RCW
19.86.010(2).

51. Plaintiffs and Class members are “persons” within the meaning of RCW
19.86.010(1).

52. Defendant engaged in unfair or deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of its
business by the conduct set forth above. These unfair or deceptive acts or practices include the
following:

a. Failing to adequately secure Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ personal
information from disclosure to unauthorized third parties or for improper purposes;

b. Enabling the disclosure of personal and sensitive facts about Plaintiffs and
the Class in a manner highly offensive to the reasonable person;

C. Enabling the disclosure of personal and sensitive facts about Plaintiffs and
the Class without their informed, voluntary, affirmative, and clear consent;

d. Omitting, suppressing, and concealing the material fact that Defendant did
not reasonably or adequately secure Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ personal information; and

€. Failing to disclose the data breach in a timely and accurate manner.

53. Defendant’s systematic acts or practices are unfair because the acts or practices are
immoral, unethical, oppressive, and/or unscrupulous.

54. Defendant’s systematic acts or practices are deceptive because they were and are
capable of deceiving a substantial portion of the public.

55. Defendant’s unfair or deceptive acts or practices have repeatedly occurred in trade of

commerce within the meaning of RCW 19.86.010 and RCW 19.86.020.

TERRELL MARSHALL LAW GROUP PLLC
936 North 34th Street, Suite 300
Seattle, Washington 98103-8869

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT -9




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Case 2:22-cv-00879-JHC Document 1 Filed 06/22/22 Page 10 of 15

56. The acts complained herein are ongoing and/or have substantial likelihood of being
repeated.
57. Defendant’s unfair or deceptive acts or practices impact the public interest

because they have injured Plaintiffs and Washington citizens and have the capacity to injure
thousands more.

58. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s unfair or deceptive acts or
practices, Plaintiffs and Class members have suffered injury in fact and lost money.

59. As a result of Defendant’s conduct, Plaintiffs and members of the Class have
suffered actual damages including, without limitation, time and expenses related to monitoring their
financial accounts for fraudulent activity, an increased and imminent risk of fraud and identity theft,
the lost value of their personal information, and other economic and non-economic harm.

60. Plaintiffs and Class members are therefore entitled to legal relief, including
recovery of actual damages, treble damages, attorneys’fees and costs, and such further relief as the
Court may deem proper.

61. Plaintiffs and Class members are also entitled to injunctive relief in the form of an
order prohibiting defendant from engaging in the alleged misconduct and such other equitable relief
as the court deems appropriate.

VII. SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

Negligence
62. Plaintiffs incorporate and reallege the foregoing allegations of fact.
63. Defendant collected and stored Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ personal information,

including their full names, Social Security numbers, medical codes, postal addresses, telephone
numbers, email addresses, dates of birth, and genders.

64. Defendant owed Plaintiffs and Class members a duty of reasonable care to preserve
and protect the confidentiality of their personal information that they collected. This duty included,

among other obligations, maintaining and testing their security systems and computer networks, and
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taking other reasonable security measures to safeguard and adequately secure the personal
information of Plaintiffs and the Class from unauthorized access and use.

65. Defendant owed a duty of care to Plaintiffs and Class members to establish cyber
security measures consistent with the standards of care from statutory authority like HIPPA.

66. HIPPA requires that a covered entity, like MCG, “must have in place appropriate
administrative, technical, and physical safeguards to protect the privacy of protected health
information.” 45 C.F.R. § 164.530. Information exposed in the data breach constitutes as “protected
health information.”

67. Plaintiffs and Class members were the foreseeable victims of Defendant’s
inadequate cybersecurity. The natural and probable consequence of Defendant’s failing to
adequately secure their information networks was Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ personal
information being hacked.

68. Defendant knew or should have known that Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ personal
information was an attractive target for cyber thieves, particularly in light of data breaches affecting
other medical and non-medical entities. The harm to Plaintiffs and Class members from exposure of
their extremely confidential personal information was reasonably foreseeable to Defendant.

69. Defendant had the ability to sufficiently guard against data breaches by
implementing adequate measures to protect its networks, such as by ensuring best practices in
cybersecurity defense, enhancing its security measures, and increasing network monitoring.

70. Defendant breached its duty to exercise reasonable care in protecting Plaintiffs’ and
Class members’ personal information by failing to implement and maintain adequate security
measures to safeguard Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ personal information, failing to monitor its
systems to identify suspicious activity, and allowing unauthorized access to, and exfiltration of,
Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ highly confidential personal information.

71. Defendant’s duties also arise by operation of statute. The Washington Data Breach
Notice Act, RCW 19.255, et seq., requires that MCG also owed a duty to timely disclose to
Plaintiffs and Class members that their personal information had been or was reasonably believed to
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have been compromised. Timely disclosure was necessary so that Plaintiffs and Class members
could, among other things: (1) purchase identity protection, monitoring, and recovery services; (2)
monitor their credit reports, financial accounts, and other records; and (3) take other steps to protect
themselves and attempt to avoid or recover from identity theft.

72. Defendant breached its duty to timely disclose the Data Breach to Plaintiffs and
Class members. Defendant did not learn of the Data Breach until over two years after the hack
occurred. And even after learning of the Data Breach, Defendant unreasonably delayed in notifying
Plaintiffs and Class members of the Data Breach. This unreasonable delay caused foreseeable harm
to Plaintiffs and Class members by preventing them from taking timely self- protection measures in
response to the Data Breach.

73. There is a close connection between Defendant’s failure to employ reasonable
security protections for its patients’ and members’ personal information and the injuries suffered by
Plaintiffs and Class members. When individuals’ extremely sensitive personal information is stolen,
they face a heightened risk of identity theft and may need to: (1) purchase identity protection,
monitoring, and recovery services; (2) monitor their credit reports, financial accounts, and other
records; and (3) take other steps to protect themselves and attempt to avoid or recover from identity
theft.

74. The policy of preventing future harm disfavors application of the economic loss rule,
particularly given the extreme sensitivity of the private information entrusted to Defendant. A high
degree of opprobrium attaches to Defendant’s failure to secure Plaintiffs’ and Class members’
personal and extremely confidential details. Defendant had an independent duty in tort to protect
this information and thereby avoid reasonably foreseeable harm to Plaintiffs and Class members.

75. As a result of Defendant’s negligence, Plaintiffs and Class members have suffered
damages that have included or may, in the future, include, without limitation: (1) loss of the
opportunity to control how their personal information is used; (2) diminution in the value and use of
their personal information entrusted to Defendant with the understanding that Defendant would
safeguard it against theft and not allow it to be accessed and misused by unauthorized third parties;
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(3) the compromise and theft of their personal information; (4) out-of-pocket costs associated with
the prevention, detection, and recovery from identity theft; (5) continued risk to their personal
information, which remains in Defendant’s possession and is subject to further breaches so long as
Defendant fails to undertake appropriate and adequate measures to protect the personal information
in its possession; and (6) future costs in the form of time, effort, and money they will expend to
prevent, detect, contest, and repair the adverse effects of their personal information being stolen in
the Data Breach.

76. The acts complained of herein are ongoing and/or have a substantial likelihood of
being repeated.

77. Plaintiffs and Class members are therefore entitled to an award of damages against
Defendant and injunctive relief in the form of an order prohibiting Defendant from engaging in the
alleged misconduct.

VIII. THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

Invasion of Privacy

78. Plaintiffs incorporate and reallege the foregoing allegations of fact.

79. Plaintiffs and Class members reasonably expected that the personal information they
entrusted to Defendant, such as their names, Social Security numbers, addresses, and dates of birth,
would be kept private and secure, and would not be disclosed to any unauthorized third party or for
any improper purpose.

80. Defendant unlawfully invaded Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ privacy rights by:

a. failing to adequately secure their personal information from disclosure to
unauthorized third parties or for improper purposes;

b. enabling the disclosure of personal and sensitive facts about them in a manner
highly offensive to a reasonable person; and

C. enabling the disclosure of personal and sensitive facts about them without

their informed, voluntary, affirmative, and clear consent.
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81. A reasonable person would find it highly offensive that Defendant, having received,
collected, and stored Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ full names, dates of birth, and Social Security
numbers and other highly sensitive personal details, failed to protect that information from
unauthorized disclosure to third parties.

82. In failing to adequately protect Plaintiffs’ and Class members’ personal information,
Defendant acted knowingly and in reckless disregard of their privacy rights. Defendant knew of the
recent security breaches experienced by other medical and healthcare providers. Defendant also
knew or should have known that its ineffective security measures, and their foreseeable

consequences, are highly offensive to a reasonable person in Plaintiffs’ positions.

83. The acts complained of herein are ongoing and/or have a substantial likelihood of
being repeated.
84. Defendant’s unlawful invasions of privacy damaged Plaintiffs and Class members.

As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s unlawful invasions of privacy, Plaintiffs and Class
members suffered mental distress, and their reasonable expectations of privacy were frustrated and
defeated. Accordingly, Plaintiffs and Class members are entitled to damages in an amount to be
determined at trial.
IX. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for an Order:

A. Certifying this case as a class action, appointing Plaintiffs as Class representatives,
and appointing Plaintiffs’ counsel to represent the Class;

B. Entering judgment for Plaintiffs and the Class;
Awarding Plaintiffs and Class members monetary relief;
Ordering appropriate injunctive or other equitable relief;
Awarding pre- and post-judgment interest as prescribed by law;

Awarding reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs as permitted by law; and

© m @ g 0

Granting such further and other relief as may be just and proper.
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X. REQUEST FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs seek a trial by jury on all issues so triable.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED AND DATED this 22nd day of June, 2022.
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/s/ Jennifer Rust Murray, WSBA #36983
Jennifer Rust Murray, WSBA #36983
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Seattle, Washington 98103-8869
Telephone: (206) 816-6603

Facsimile: (206) 319-5450
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Simon Grille, Pro Hac Vice Forthcoming
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Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12) Summons in a Civil Action

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

for the

Western District of Washington

LINDA BOOTH, MARY NAPIER, and CANDACE
DAUGHERTY on behalf of themselves and all others
similarly situated,

Plaintiff(s)

V. Civil Action No.

MCG Health, LLC,

e N e N  a

Defendant(s)
SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

To: (Defendant’s name and address) MCG Health, LLC
c/o CT CORPORATION SYSTEM
711 CAPITOL WAY S STE 204
OLYMPIA, WA, 98501-1267

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting the day you received it) — or 60 days if you
are the United States or a United States agency, or an officer or employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ.
P. 12 (a)(2) or (3) — you must serve on the plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The answer or motion must be served on the plaintiff or plaintiff’s attorney,
whose name and address are:  Jennifer Rust Murray, WSBA #36983

Email: jmurray@terrellmarshall.com

TERRELL MARSHALL LAW GROUP PLLC

936 North 34th Street, Suite 300, Seattle, Washington 98103-8869
Telephone: (206) 816-6603, Facsimile: (206) 319-5450

If you fail to respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.
You also must file your answer or motion with the court.

CLERK OF COURT

Date:

Signature of Clerk or Deputy Clerk
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12) Summons in a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No.

PROOF OF SERVICE
(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4 (1))

This summons for (name of individual and title, if any)

was received by me on (date)

O I personally served the summons on the individual at (place)

on (date) ; or

[ 1 left the summons at the individual’s residence or usual place of abode with (name)

, a person of suitable age and discretion who resides there,

on (date) , and mailed a copy to the individual’s last known address; or

O I served the summons on (name of individual) , who is

designated by law to accept service of process on behalf of (name of organization)

on (date) ; or
O I returned the summons unexecuted because ; or
O Other (specify):
My fees are $ for travel and $ for services, for a total of $ 0.00

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:

Server’s signature

Printed name and title

Server’s address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:
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The JS 44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replace nor supplement the filing and service of pleadings or other papers as required by law, except as
provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is required for the use of the Clerk of Court for the

purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet.

(SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON NEXT PAGE OF THIS FORM.)

I. (a) PLAINTIFFS

LINDA BOOTH,
DAUGHERTY

MARY NAPIER, and CANDACE

(b) County of Residence of First Listed Plaintiff Santa Fe County, NM
(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES)

DEFENDANTS

(C) Attorneys (Firm Name, Address, and Telephone Number)

TERRELL MARSHALL LAW GROUP PLLC; 936 N. 34th

St. Ste 300, Seattle, WA 98103; 206-816-6603

NOTE:

Attorneys (If Known)

MCG Health, LLC,

County of Residence of First Listed Defendant
(IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY)

IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF
THE TRACT OF LAND INVOLVED.

KING COUNTY

II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION (Piace an “X" in One Box Only)

I:’ 1 U.S. Government
Plaintiff

|:| 2 U.S. Government
Defendant

I:’ 3 Federal Question
(U.S. Government Not a Party)

4 Diversity
(Indicate Citizenship of Parties in Item III)

(For Diversity Cases Only)

PTF
Citizen of This State |:| 1
Citizen of Another State 2
Citizen or Subject of a I:’ 3

III. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES (Place an “X” in One Box for Plaintiff

and One Box for Defendant)

DEF PTF DEF
|:| 1 Incorporated or Principal Place |:| 4 4
of Business In This State
|:| 2 Incorporated and Principal Place |:| 5 D 5
of Business In Another State
I:’ 3 Foreign Nation I:’ 6 D 6

Foreign Country

IV. NATURE OF SUIT (Place an "X in One Box Only)

Click here for: Nature of Suit Code Descriptions.

| CONTRACT TORTS FORFEITURE/PENALTY BANKRUPTCY OTHER STATUTES |
110 Insurance PERSONAL INJURY PERSONAL INJURY :| 625 Drug Related Seizure 422 Appeal 28 USC 158 375 False Claims Act
120 Marine 310 Airplane D 365 Personal Injury - of Property 21 USC 881 423 Withdrawal 376 Qui Tam (31 USC
130 Miller Act 315 Airplane Product Product Liability :I 690 Other 28 USC 157 3729(a))
140 Negotiable Instrument Liability D 367 Health Care/ INTELLECTUAL :I 400 State Reapportionment
[ 1150 Recovery of Overpayment | | 320 Assault, Libel & Pharmaceutical PROPERTY RIGHTS || 410 Antitrust
& Enforcement of Judgment Slander Personal Injury :I 820 Copyrights 430 Banks and Banking
151 Medicare Act :| 330 Federal Employers’ Product Liability 830 Patent 450 Commerce
H 152 Recovery of Defaulted Liability D 368 Asbestos Personal 835 Patent - Abbreviated 460 Deportation
Student Loans 3 340 Marine Injury Product New Drug Application 470 Racketeer Influenced and
(Excludes Veterans) 345 Marine Product Liability 840 Trademark Corrupt Organizations
I:’ 153 Recovery of Overpayment Liability PERSONAL PROPERTY LABOR 880 Defend Trade Secrets D 480 Consumer Credit
- of Veteran’s Benefits 350 Motor Vehicle 370 Other Fraud 710 Fair Labor Standards Act of 2016 (15 USC 1681 or 1692)
|| 160 Stockholders’ Suits 355 Motor Vehicle | |371 Truth in Lending Act D 485 Telephone Consumer
[]190 Other Contract Product Liability []380 Other Personal | 1720 Labor/Management SOCTAL SECURITY Protection Act
: 195 Contract Product Liability :I 360 Other Personal Property Damage Relations 861 HIA (1395ff) 490 Cable/Sat TV
|| 196 Franchise Injury D 385 Property Damage 740 Railway Labor Act 862 Black Lung (923) 850 Securities/Commodities/
:| 362 Personal Injury - Product Liability 751 Family and Medical 863 DIWC/DIWW (405(g)) Exchange
Medical Malpractice Leave Act 864 SSID Title XVI : 890 Other Statutory Actions
REAL PROPERTY CIVIL RIGHTS PRISONER PETITIONS _| 790 Other Labor Litigation :I 865 RSI (405(g)) : 891 Agricultural Acts

| |210 Land Condemnation

[ ]220 Foreclosure

230 Rent Lease & Ejectment
240 Torts to Land

| _[245 Tort Product Liability
: 290 All Other Real Property

[ ] 440 Other Civil Rights
| ] 441 Voting

Habeas Corpus:
I:l 463 Alien Detainee

| ]791 Employee Retirement

893 Environmental Matters

Income Security Act FEDERAL TAX SUITS

895 Freedom of Information

[ ] 870 Taxes (U.S. Plaintiff
or Defendant)
(] 871 IRS—Third Party

IMMIGRATION 26 USC 7609

442 Employment I:' 510 Motions to Vacate
443 Housing/ Sentence
Accommodations :| 530 General
:I 445 Amer. w/Disabilities - :| 535 Death Penalty
Employment Other:
:I 446 Amer. w/Disabilities - 540 Mandamus & Other
Other 550 Civil Rights

| ] 448 Education 555 Prison Condition
560 Civil Detainee -

Conditions of

Confinement

462 Naturalization Application
465 Other Immigration
Actions

Act
896 Arbitration
899 Administrative Procedure
Act/Review or Appeal of
Agency Decision
D 950 Constitutionality of
State Statutes

V. ORIGIN (Place an “X”" in One Box Only)

1 Original
Proceeding

2 Removed from
State Court

N 3 Remanded from
Appellate Court

D4 Reinstated or D 5 Transferred from
Reopened

Another District

(specify) Transfer

6 Multidistrict
Litigation -

8 Multidistrict
Litigation -
Direct File

VI. CAUSE OF ACTION

28 U.S.C. § 1332

Cite the U.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing (Do not cite jurisdictional statutes unless diversity):

Brief description of cause:
Class Action Fairness Act

VII. REQUESTED IN
COMPLAINT:

CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS ACTION
UNDER RULE 23, F.R.Cv.P.

DEMAND $

CHECK YES only if demanded in complaint:
JURY DEMAND:

Yes |:| No

VIII. RELATED CASE(S)

IF ANY

(See instructions):

JUDGE David W. Christel; Thomas S. Zilly DOCKET NUMBER 22-00849; 22-00870; 22-00862
DATE SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD
Jun 22, 2022 J i, ff{b{/]f /}’]Www,/ )
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY * P 4
RECEIPT # AMOUNT APPLYING IFP JUDGE MAG. JUDGE
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR ATTORNEYS COMPLETING CIVIL COVER SHEET FORM JS 44
Authority For Civil Cover Sheet

The JS 44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filings and service of pleading or other papers as
required by law, except as provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is
required for the use of the Clerk of Court for the purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet. Consequently, a civil cover sheet is submitted to the Clerk of
Court for each civil complaint filed. The attorney filing a case should complete the form as follows:

L(a) Plaintiffs-Defendants. Enter names (last, first, middle initial) of plaintiff and defendant. If the plaintiff or defendant is a government agency, use
only the full name or standard abbreviations. If the plaintiff or defendant is an official within a government agency, identify first the agency and then
the official, giving both name and title.

(b) County of Residence. For each civil case filed, except U.S. plaintiff cases, enter the name of the county where the first listed plaintiff resides at the
time of filing. In U.S. plaintiff cases, enter the name of the county in which the first listed defendant resides at the time of filing. (NOTE: In land
condemnation cases, the county of residence of the "defendant" is the location of the tract of land involved.)

(c) Attorneys. Enter the firm name, address, telephone number, and attorney of record. If there are several attorneys, list them on an attachment, noting
in this section "(see attachment)".

1I. Jurisdiction. The basis of jurisdiction is set forth under Rule 8(a), F.R.Cv.P., which requires that jurisdictions be shown in pleadings. Place an "X"
in one of the boxes. If there is more than one basis of jurisdiction, precedence is given in the order shown below.
United States plaintiff. (1) Jurisdiction based on 28 U.S.C. 1345 and 1348. Suits by agencies and officers of the United States are included here.
United States defendant. (2) When the plaintiff is suing the United States, its officers or agencies, place an "X" in this box.
Federal question. (3) This refers to suits under 28 U.S.C. 1331, where jurisdiction arises under the Constitution of the United States, an amendment
to the Constitution, an act of Congress or a treaty of the United States. In cases where the U.S. is a party, the U.S. plaintiff or defendant code takes
precedence, and box 1 or 2 should be marked.
Diversity of citizenship. (4) This refers to suits under 28 U.S.C. 1332, where parties are citizens of different states. When Box 4 is checked, the
citizenship of the different parties must be checked. (See Section III below; NOTE: federal question actions take precedence over diversity
cases.)

III.  Residence (citizenship) of Principal Parties. This section of the JS 44 is to be completed if diversity of citizenship was indicated above. Mark this
section for each principal party.

IV.  Nature of Suit. Place an "X" in the appropriate box. If there are multiple nature of suit codes associated with the case, pick the nature of suit code
that is most applicable. Click here for: Nature of Suit Code Descriptions.

V. Origin. Place an "X" in one of the seven boxes.
Original Proceedings. (1) Cases which originate in the United States district courts.
Removed from State Court. (2) Proceedings initiated in state courts may be removed to the district courts under Title 28 U.S.C., Section 1441.
Remanded from Appellate Court. (3) Check this box for cases remanded to the district court for further action. Use the date of remand as the filing
date.
Reinstated or Reopened. (4) Check this box for cases reinstated or reopened in the district court. Use the reopening date as the filing date.
Transferred from Another District. (5) For cases transferred under Title 28 U.S.C. Section 1404(a). Do not use this for within district transfers or
multidistrict litigation transfers.
Multidistrict Litigation — Transfer. (6) Check this box when a multidistrict case is transferred into the district under authority of Title 28 U.S.C.
Section 1407.
Multidistrict Litigation — Direct File. (8) Check this box when a multidistrict case is filed in the same district as the Master MDL docket.
PLEASE NOTE THAT THERE IS NOT AN ORIGIN CODE 7. Origin Code 7 was used for historical records and is no longer relevant due to
changes in statute.

VI.  Cause of Action. Report the civil statute directly related to the cause of action and give a brief description of the cause. Do not cite jurisdictional
statutes unless diversity. Example: U.S. Civil Statute: 47 USC 553 Brief Description: Unauthorized reception of cable service.

VII. Requested in Complaint. Class Action. Place an "X" in this box if you are filing a class action under Rule 23, F.R.Cv.P.
Demand. In this space enter the actual dollar amount being demanded or indicate other demand, such as a preliminary injunction.

Jury Demand. Check the appropriate box to indicate whether or not a jury is being demanded.

VIII. Related Cases. This section of the JS 44 is used to reference related pending cases, if any. If there are related pending cases, insert the docket
numbers and the corresponding judge names for such cases.

Date and Attorney Signature. Date and sign the civil cover sheet.





