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- IN‘THE CIRCUIT COURT OF. WOOD COUNTY, WEST VIRGINIA

JAMES E..SMITH, and-.-

JOHN E. SMITH, ds C@-Executors of

the ESTATE OF. DONALD.E. SMITH,

and on behalf of all-others:similarly situated;.. : ..

PLAINTIFFS,.
Vi CIVIL ACTION:NO: 1482911+ -
JUDGE JASON WHARTON
CAMDEN-CLARK MEMORIAL
HOSPITAL CORPORATION,
DEFENDANT. -

ORDER GRANTING JOINT MOTIONS FOR CERTIFICATION OF -
SETTLEMENT CLASS AND PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT

On a previous date, the Plaintiffs, James F. Smith, and John E. Smith, as Co-Executors -
of the Estate of Donald E. Smith, and on behalf of all others similarly situated, by and through
their counsel, David E. Goddard,.of Goddard Law, and. Richard»_ﬁi, Monahan, of Bordas & -
Bordas Attorneys, PLLC; also comes the Defendant, Camden-Clark Memorial Hospital
Corporation (hereinafter “Defendant”), by and through their counsel, Thomas J. Hurney, Jr.
and Caroline G. Massie, of Jackson Kelly. PPLC, filed a Joint Motion for Certification of
Settlement Class and Preliminary Approval of Settlement.

- The Parties contend that the proposed settlement provides substantial benefits to
the Settlément Cldss, resolves substantial'issues without further prolonged litigation and
attendant expense, eliminates the inherent risk of litigation, and is.fair, reasonable, and .
adequate.

For background purposes, the Court notes the following:
1. Plaintiffs requested copies of Donald Smith’s medical records from Defendant .

during the relevant class period. An invoice from Defendant’s third-party provider submitted an
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- invoice-to Plaintiffs:dated-July 9,.2012, which:charged 75 cents per page and a $10.00 search fee,.
irrespective.of the actual:costs:-incurred by Defendaut inprodueing: themedicak recordsirequesty: oL
aven when such medical records were»available-in electronic format.-#The:July 9, 2012 invoice: - . .»« «

totaled $793.41 for production:of Donald Smith’s medicalrecords. Plaintiffs paid the'invoites in -

order to-obtain themedicakrecosds.i .o "¢

2. Plaintiffs. submitted. a, second request. for. .copies.of Donald. Smith’s .medical

records from Defendant during the relevant class period. An invoice from Defendant’s third-party

provider submitted an invoice to Plaintiff§ dated September 17, 2013, which charged 75 cents per

pag"e.‘and. a $10.00 search fee, irrespective-of the actual costs incurred by Defendant in producing.

the medical records request, even when such medical recurds were available. in:electronic format.

The September 7, 20F3 Sinvdice. totaled: $961:16 for production: of Donald” Smith’s medical>

records. Plaintiffs paid the invoices in order to-obtain the medical records. -

3. On March-21,.2014, Plaintiffs: filed a: Class Action. Complaiat-against Defendant - . --

Camden-Clark Memorial Hospital Corporation and Records Imaging & Storage, Inc., which was
a third-party. contractor.for Defendant.Camden-Clark, in-the Circuit Coust.of Wood County. .

4. - The Class Action Complaint sought damages for overcharging for records at both

Camden Clark Memorial Hospital Corporation and.St: Joseph’s. Hospital during the Class Period. .

5. The parties engaged in significant discovery and motion practice.

6. Defendant Records Imaging & Storage, Inc. sought leave to file a Third-Party

Complaint for Declaratory Relief.against its insurance carriers, Westfield Insurance.Company-and.

Philadelphta Indemnity Insurance Company:
7. Extensive motions practice. ensued related to.the insurability issues relating to

Records Imaging & Storage, Inc. .
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-8 “Thiszcase . was: transferred 4o vthe-Circuit-‘Court - of XMonongalia..County«for-.-

woe - consolidaion with: Civib- Action ™o L3CHR3: stvied - Chiisdophivr: Fhominok and Foseply Micheel 00

- class of aggrieved personsyv.-West:Virginia - University dospitals, Thc.,.and West/Virgivia United " & - .

:Health:.System; dib/a: WV Healthtare and:aryy relatedicntitled. of W Heakthtdresacting-drwv x. Lo

- concert with. WV U Healthcars.. .-
9. Again, extensive motions practice occurred before .the Circuit -Court-of
Monongalia County'relating to. the propriéty of thiese cases, as well‘as other cases against varieus.

‘West Virginia Ynited Health System controlled entities, being consolidated..” . < -

a0 Plaintiffs stipulatedito the dismissal .of Deferwdant Records.Tmaging & Storage, ... ..

- Int.-because it ‘was uninsured ‘and insolveént, and‘an Order reflécting:the’same was signed by 4ims« -

Court on March 7, 2016.

~ 1% On May 20; 2016, the Cirovit-Court-of Moenengalia County:issued its Order».» - . -

ruling-that consolidation-of this case with the Zhomack matter was.improper.: . -
1200 . o Plaintiffs filed a:Moetion te:Recensider. that ruling.and. appeared. for.a hearing.. ...

.on November 14, 2016.

13. . In an Order.dated. November. 17,2016, the. Circuit Court. of. Monongalia. ... .
County denied the Motion for Reconsideration and ordered the transfer of this case back to the -
Circuit Court of Wood County.

14.. ‘On December 15, 2016, Plaintiffs. filed their Motion:for:Class. Certification. =
- with attached Memorandum of Law in Support.of theMotion for Class-Certification: - =
15. ‘Defendant. Camden. Clark Medical Center filed its opposition to Motion for.

-.€lass Certification, and Plaintiffs filed-their Reply. -
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Cie-A16. o Priorutoisniling:on! that motion,  Defendaat: Gamten Clark Medical sCenter:
- noveddhe Comtite: stay thisectionpending thenesolutionafin proposediseitiementperabngin . ras
. the-casesof Wilson; et id:'v.«-MRE): Corporation;: €IOX Health; LG, Gnd Médi-€opy-Services; - 7+ ¥l -

_Ines in-theSouthern: Pistriet sof West Virginia-which would-petentially sinclude:somerof.the ' -

Lo Tolaimantsiingbiscase oo Lo v L e

FES

17.. Plaintiffs.argued against the proposed stay, but.the. Court nevertheless entered... .+

- an-Order staying this case pending the resolution of the Wilson matter.

8. Plaintiffs’ ‘counsel filed a motton asking the Court to lift the.stay on October

13, 2018. .

ceg oy L0190 <Defendantresponded;on January 7,,2019 opposingthemotion, -+ stz s

20.+  TheCeurt issuedtam Grder denying the Plaintiffs Motion-te: Lift:Stay: = oosvin s

21. The resolution of the Wilson case was cumbersome,-and Plaintiffs™ counsel

“-herein.attempted to intervere to pratectits.clientsiin fhas caser . v ¢

22. Mediation-oceurred inthe #ilson case, and the-undersigned-ceunselappeared - .

. +for.the proposed:intervenors: inviplved-in:this: lawsuit: Those members:ofithe proposed Wilson i~/

settlement class which were-also putative members of this class. action obtained ‘a separate -

settlement which.was significantly more.beneficial.to.the class members:than.the settlement

obtained on behalf of the non-WVU entity class members in Wilson.

23. Discovery conducted in the Thomack case was relevant to this lawsuit as. well.-

-+ - Specifically, Melissa Martin, Director of Health Information Management-for. West - Virginia-:. .

- University Hospitals was-depesed on - August- 13, 2019 in the Themack case...- ++ =

24.. ... Plaintiffs in Thomack obtained:records produced by Defendants. West Virginia

University Hospital.and West: Virginia (United: Health System in responding to similar. records :
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“reuests: Hrom 067057201 4. threugh - 07/31/2014; winder:.a- versian:of the..statute ithat -was ~.:.&.

o ostbstantially similar todhestatute-ab issuefortheldgs. o . ol s v

e 2. 280 o0~ Importantiy.,: .the. 'charges: made: .hy:-Defendanis: West . Virginda tUntversity: 7.2 1o

v, Hospital-and:West: VirginiaUnited-Health-Systeminaderthedater statntesveremadebased upon ¢ - & -

... a “cost study” whichsaccursely: estimated: the costsactuallincwreddi producing thenmedical 5 w20 -

.. records under the newer version of:the statute: .- =
26. Deposition testimony in the Thomack case established that the actual. costs
.incurred-during -the- class period-could not be-calculated -on an individual-basis because the --

. “[s]ystems have changed, lo¢ations: of records have changed, staff has :changed.™ Depo. of: -

~27.7 % However, the*depesition testimeny i the:Thomack casé-also-astablished-that: i 1-e
_ the cost study was transferrable to the time frame at issue during the Class period. Deposition
- Transeript.of Rule 30¢b)(6)witness Christine Methenyalp..60:5 - 7, o

28... While -this.case.is still technically-stayed,.the parties agreed.to engage in a

... .+ sgparate. mediation’ on. February 6,/2025 before mediator Charles' S.. Piccirillo. in an effort fo:. .-

+.. teselve the disputes between the remaining Plaintiffs (those not part of the Wilson Federal Court: ...

_settlement with CIOX Health, LLC) and Defendant Camden Clark Medical Center.
29. The mediation took an entire day and eventually resolved using a-framework

-very similar to that utilized in the Thomack case against West Virginia University Hospital and

. “West'Virginia United Health System in the Circuit Court of Monongalia County.-

30. The settlement terms-of this case are significantly different.than those.obtained: «
_on behalf of the Wilson-settlement class.

.31, - The differences-pertain: to-the.methodology of :calculating.damages-and-the . . -
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Claims:Administrator-whe.will-handle the notice and payment-of claims. BURTIN
3200 The Covrt: believes:that: feertwosettlement: groupsishienld beiadaumsteredi s o™

= .1/ separately-since different méthodolegies areinvolved, differént plaintiffsare invielved, différent v i

i 7 - atfoineys are involved andidiffetent Claims: Admyinistiatorsate involved. w4 1 5 i i

R 3300 The CUoutbisiaware.of the visks and uncertaintios idhetbint.inthe continued 47,270, 0

litigation.of this action.and.the substantial.ontlays of additional time and money required.to....«. = .. ..
fully adjudicate the claims and defenses asserted in this:action, and to further litigate. such

-appeals ds'may thereafter be pursued..

et 347 - The Court understands that the: proposed Settlement - Class -which:will be~: -+ .

ivincluded in the Parties™ proposed settiement-agreeinent includes:: 770 - < 00

“a. -Any patient whe-requested medical records: front Camden-Clark Fn-writhig: =
from 3721/2009 through 06/05/2014;

b. “patient” will include any  person who was an authorized agent or
representative: of . patient - (this:inchides: .anyone: whos-used: a~ medical ~ 3: i -
authorization; including lawyers; insurance companies-or any ‘other persosr or- = = =™
entity who-utilized-a-valid:autherization from said patient-(other than lawyers’
associated with Goddard Law and Bordas & Bordas); although governmental’

W .. entities who requested records.are.explicitly excluded from membershipin- . £ o
the Settlement Class;

¢. Fees charged for the records have been paid to Camden-Clark or its third-

party provider, Records Imaging and Storage, Inc.; and

b d. - Only the individual.or entity who.actually. paid the fee is a member of:the. . -
Class. - :

35. The Court believes that the class action procedural device:provided forunder :.«
-~ W.Va:R.Civ.P. 23 was adopted:with the goals:of prometing economies-eftime,: effort;and
expense, uniformity. of*decisions, and -fostering efficiency and.fairness.in handling large

= vpumberssof similar claims., The: Court further understands that. a primary:function of the.
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class action.is to:furnish-a procedural-mechanism to litigate -numerous-small -damage ;.

e claimsawhich cduld not-otherwise-be eeonamically adjudicated individuallye.. + &0 G

36. .. “In- deciding:. whether .this matter-'should-proceed‘.as--a. ciass: action.for-+. 0 i,

avoo0w besettlement purposes; the:Court must-determinie ;thatall of*the«prerequisites-contained-iw: -+ .. %

L e WL VARGV, 23(a). (1.6 numerosity, scominonality;:typicality; and. adequacy zofi.«s- 7 o -

representation) are met, and that one of the three subdivisions of Rule 23(b) is satisfied. -
37. Other courts, including the Thomack Court in Monongalia County and the
Wilson Court in the Southern District of West Virginia; have approved similar-class action -
w0 hisettlements. The rationales suppeorting certification of the Settlement Class in‘each of those
- e pasesiapplies equally to this Court’s decision to approve a Settlement Class:-+ <+« =
~38.-+  The Gourt FENDS that class certification’is appropriate forthe:Setttement =«
Class set forth in Paragraph 34, above.
-39, ...In support.-of-its. decision..to: GRANT !the: Parties Joint :Motion. for. .
Certification of Settlement Class and Preliminary Approval of Settlement”, the Court hereby
e - JFINDS as follows: .

A '« a. The information and documentation developed during the discovery phase of
this action and. submitted by Defendants prior to-engaging in settlement.
discussions has established that the total number of medical records requests
fulfilled for Class Members during the relevant time frame is approximately
5,293 requests, such that the “numerosity” requirement of W.Va.R.Civ.P.
23(a)(1).is met in this case.

b. The questions of fact and law implicated by and related to the overarching
liability questions presented for adjudication in this action-are common to all
members of the Settlement Class such that the “commonality™ requirement-of:: .
W.Va.R.Civ.P.23(a)(2) ismet in this case.

c. . The claims asserted by:Plaintiffs and the claims of each member of the
.Settlement Class arise from essentially the. same course of practice-or eourse-of

- conduct: (i-e.,.the alleged-evercharging for medical records-by-using per-page
charges and a $10.00 search fee for every request rather than an individualized
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assessment of the actual costs incurred as required under the relevant statute); -
and Plaintiffs and each member of the Settlement Class will make essentially the

same legal argument .to prove-liability such that the “typicality? requirement s:=- >+ -

provided for under W-Va:R.Civ.P. 23(a)(3) is met-in this case. « -

d. The interests of Plaintiffs are aligned with the interests of the Settlement Class; -
-and in.pursuing such interests the representative Plaintiffs -and their-counsel-
have proceeded with.vigor and have demonstrated -that they are and have been. .
- ~committed.to diligently. pursuing the claims. sought to: be.adjudicated in. this.
action such . that - the. “adequacy™ -requirement provided . for. - under.::".
W.Va.R.Civ.P. 23(a)(4) is met in this case.

e. The adjudication of the common issues in this action have important and
desirable advantages of judicial economy compared to any individual issues
when viewed by themselves; and the questions of law and fact common to all
putative members of the Settlement Class predominate over questions affecting

i1 only individual members such that the use of the Class procedural device will
provide the best method to fuily and efficiently adjudicate the issues raised in

.. this action. Other factors weighing in favor of permitting these proceedings to-
go forward as a class action include:.- (i) the relatively small dollar amount.of -~ =~
many Class members’ individual claims, (ii)  the absence of other litigation¥ -
concerning medical record charges against these Defendants in West Virginia,
(iii) Wood County, West Virginia is a forum where this case may be fully and
fairly adjudicated, and, (iv) managing the settlement of the instant dispute does

. not present case management problems of -a magnitude sufficient to. prevent = :: -
certification of the Settlement Class.: Accordingly, the instant action may be
maintained as a class action under W.Va.R.Civ.P. 23(b)(3).

. 4G The Court hereby. ORDERS that this matter shall be conditionally certified
* as a class action pursuant to W.Va.R.Civ.P. 23(b)(3) for the purpose of effectuating the
Parties’ Settlement Agreement, and ORDERS that the Settlement Class shall be defined as
set forth below:

a. Any patient who requested medical records from Camden-Clark in writing
from 3/21/2009 through 06/05/2014;

b. “patient” - will. include any person who was an authorized agent .or
representative of patient. (this - includes -anyone  who used.-a medical
authorization, including lawyers,.insurance companies or any other person.or
-entity who utilized a valid authorization from said patient (other than lawyers
-associated with Goddard L.aw and-Bordas & Bordas); although governmental
entities- who requested: records are explicitly excluded from membership-in-
the Settlement Class;
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c. Fees,,chafged for the records have been paid to Camden-Clark -or its third-
. party provider, Records Imaging and Storage, Inc.; and

d. © Only the individual or eritity-who-actually paid the fee is a member.of the..: . < w0

Class. .

41.... . The Court hereby ORDERS thatJames E..Smith and John E. Smith, as Co- .

Executors. and. on: behaif-of the: Estate<of .Donald-E..:Smith, shall be designated as Class-

Representatives for the Class of Plaintiffs conditionally certified as a Settlement Class.
42. The Court hereby ORDERS that attorneys David E. Goddard and Richard A.

Monahan be designated. as counsel for. the Settlement Class. |

. 43. The Court notes-that Under the terms of the Parties’A Proposed Settlement,
-Defendants (or their insurer, Intact) will-pay claims as approved by the agreed-upon claims: -:-
administrator, Edgér Géntle, :iII, of VGentle, Tumner, Sexton & Harbison, LLC in Birmingham,
AL, up to a total of $530,000.00, which for purposes of this settlement includes both
overcharges-and interest (but not-attorney fees- or claim administrétioﬁr costs), with- interest -
being calculated on the individual claims at 5.5% per annum, simple interest, beginning on
January 115‘;01” the year following the overcharge;
“ 44. The Parties’ Proposed Settlement provides that,. depending on the total
number of Class members, each Class member will get his/her/its prorated portion of the

overcharges (computed by using the .actual invoiced amount minus $2.08) and interest

calculated as set forth above in the preceding paragraph, as follows:

a. If between.1%.and 25% of requestors file claim forms approved by the .-
administrator .. (“take . rate”); . he/she/it . will . receive.. 100% of his/her/its - -
overcharges and interest (assuming there is sufficient money.in the fundtodo ...

S0);
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b. If the participation rate is 25.01% to 50%, he/shefit will receive 75% of the
overcharges and interest (assuming there is. sufficient money in-the fund to do

c. If the participation rate i$ 565:01% to:100%;-he/she/it will receive 50% of the -v~usx:: -
overcharges and-interest (assuming:the is sufficient money in:the fund-to-dow: ...

ok
10)

. If there are more approved claiiis eligible forredempticmwhach; with interesi,n -t x
exceed the:maxismmysetteradt- find 0£$530;000.00 then eackawillireceives. v, 70
his/her/its proportionate share of the total settlement fund; .

6

45. The Court notes that the Parties’ Proposed Settlement provides that
Defendant-or its insurer, Intact, will bear the costs 'of administration;’
46. The Court notes: that . the Pafties’ Proposed Settlement provides that. the
Class payments will be made-by Defendant or its insurer, Intact,-afier proper submission - -~ -
of claims by -Class-members: and-therappreval oft-the:~claimm=by+ theadministrator— =7
(“redemption”) based upon the redemption percentages set forth above. It is expressly
understood that payments: by: the-Defendants? insurer shall:only be. made aiter.approval of s .. .
'thé- clai'fns as»-déscriﬁed -he;einvénd shall-be made directly to the Class members consistent
with this Order; .
47. The Court notes that the Parties’ Proposed Settlement provides .that the -
administrator’s efforts to provide notice will mirror the process utilized in Civil Action No. 13-
- C-53, Christopher Thomack and Joseph Michael Jenkins; on their own behalf and on behalf of
all other similarly situated persons consisting of a class of aggrieved persons, v. West Virginia
University Hospitals, Inc., and West Virginia -United Health System, -d/b/a- WVU Healthcare
ind anyrelated entitled of WFU Healthcare acting in concert with WVU Healtheare. The Court
notes that there will be a time frame of nine (9) months.to submit claims, with that time frame

beginning-to.run from the date that the. first Notices(i-e: first- attempt)-is sent by the-Claims

10
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e

[ i

Administrator to the Class. The Settlement Administrator or his agent or outside designee will © .

have. full access te-obtain informetiomdnupercon.or. remotely: {with:an-agreed .confidentiality« . o -0 o

-+ rorderfin plaee 8r anorder crafted by the Courkif no agreement can bereached) frewn Defendant 1 oo o

through-any- means:necessary - (including- aceess: to- medical records-or bills;  paper: records;s:» ..~

< v efectronie:; records, -oivf any - other-means - that- may «be necessary) ..o~ that .the” Settlemens <. <o

Administrator can fulfill his obligation to senid meaningful notice to as many potential Class
Members as possible. Defendants have advised that they can produce social security numbers,
dates of birth, and/or-updated addresses electronically.All parties agree to cooperate in good

Tai%i to-assist the claims administrator-with the goal to'rzceive as many completed claims forms

- - as #asonably possible from the Class.- Plaintiffs will-agree to a confidentiality order regarding -

-+ any-gonfidential informatiomthey-mayreceivey -« w=# .«

48. The Court notes that the Parties’ Proposed Settlement provides that the two

. Ciass: Representatives, James- F.: Smithy:and:Jehn E.. Smith, will receive $10,000.00:each as: 4.

incentive awards. in acting as Class Representatives in addition to any recovery provided to |
Cizss members, to be paid by Defendant or its insurer, Intact;

49. ‘The Court notes that the Parties’ Proposed Settlement provides that::
Defendant or its insurer, Intact, will not object to an award of attorneys’ fees to Plaintiff of
up to $220,000.00;

50. The Parties’ Proposed Settlement provides that Plaintiffs’ counsel will not
seek reimbursement of case expenses.

51.  The Court notes thatthe Parties. further agreed that the notice of conditional.z= (.

certification of class action and preliminary approval of class action settlement to be

.- furnished to the. members of the-Ssttlement:Class shall-advise-each: Class member-of . the - .

11
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_right to be excluded:from the Settlement Class by “opting out™ of the Settlement Class by

o completingthe “opteutform’ to beincludedwith the notice. Any-memberofthe Settlements.: =700

*'Clasé choosing to “opt out” of the settlement -will not:receive any distsibution from'-the. .~ 7«
¢ gettlemient fand: provided- for“under the: terms’-of - the 'Settlement Ageeemient- and: will-wo o o

< otlierwisé not participate in-thie' Stitlement A gréement.. Said:noticezvillfurther advise allil i v v
Class members of their right to.object to the.Settlement Agreement and their right to attend
‘the Final Fairness Hearing to be conducted by the Court for the purpose of determining the
faitness; reasonableness, and adequacy of all aspects of the settlement agreement.
53w - . After considering the lengthy history. of this litigation; the various legal
" argumeiis and theories that have been presented to this Court throughout the nearly ten- - - -
" “year timespan this case has been on the-€ourt’s docket; and the explanations:contained = - * =
within the Parties’ Joint Motion for Preliminary Approval of the proposed settlement, the
:Court “hereby FINDS:-that :the consideration to.be paid-under .the Parties’: Settlernent. .o .0 -
Agreement-is believed to-be fair and reasonable; and such consideration is paid- by
Defendnats. for the purpose of completely resolving and extinguishing any and all claims.
against #efendants-and their officers, directors, managers, agents, representatives, and
employees made by each Participating Class Member of the Settlement Class. .
53. The Court hereby PRELIMINARILY FINDS the following: (1) that the
proposed settlement class membership is appropriate; (2) that the settlement methodology
outlined above ‘is .appropriate; - (3) that therappointmentof the suggested Claims
‘Administratoer is appropriate; (4)-that it is appropriate that the Defendants and/or its insurer - -
will pay the costs associated with administration of the settlement; (5) that the payments

' tobemade-tothe named:Class Plaintiffs 4s:appropriate; and {6) that the suggested-amount..- -+

12
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-gf attorney fees tobe paid to-Plaintiff’s-coursel is fair and:reasonable considering the:.

o offortseofiPlaintiffs’ counsel-throughout thedengthy: histomr-ofithiscase: ve 2

et o84, 1 The Court inderstands.thiat the Parties will move theCourt feriinakapproval % . - -

¢ ofthesproposed settiement and:request.the: Court:to conduct ‘a: FinakFairnessdearing:to-be-w1 o0 20

Cow o dseheduled notrearlienthan 5Gidays after the datesby which final ‘notices. are vequiradoe. w57

‘mailed to each class member, but as soon after such 60 day period as may be available for -
docketing by the Court.
55. The Court notes that-the purpose:of the-Final Fairness Hearing will be-to-
- genprovide the Court with an -additional opportunity te consider the terms of the proposed-
+ ssettlentent and to furnish any member of the Settlement Class who-may wish-te oppesethe. -« -
‘proposed settlement -withramoppostuntity te be-heard.s :.«
56. Accordingly, the Court hereby ORDERS Class Counsel, in conjunction with
the Claims Administrator, to provide to all:members of the:Settlernent:Class.the best notiee .. ;. .
of class certification-practicable. under the. circumstances, including individual notice to
-all. members who can be.identified through reasonable effort as provided for under
"W . Va.R.Civ.P. 23(C)(2) in-ihe formr and plan to-be approved by the Court.:

The Clerk is DIRECTED to send a Certified copy of this Order to all counsel of record.

| ,_,,.f.‘ii:DGE JASON WHARTON

13
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Jointly submitted this 30% day .of June, 2026,

/s! David E. Goddgrd ™ -

« 5:.iDavid Er Goddard (WV.SB.#8090) i~ .« vl & f

Goddard Law: - -

“ e J7C Chenowethy Drive~

Bridgeport, WV 26330. .

v Tely (304) 933-1411" = -

Fax::(855)y329-1411

Richard A. Monahan (WVSB #6489).
Bordas & Bordas PLLC

1358 National Road

Wheeling, WV 26003 -

Tel: (304) 242-8410

Fax: 3(4§242-3936

Counsel , + Plaintiffs

/s/ Caroline Massie

Thomas J. Hurney, Jr.; Esq.

Caroline Massie, Esq.

Jackson Kelly PLLC: P

500 Lee Street East, Suite 1600 -

- P:O0. Box 553 - :

Charleston, WV 25322

Counsel #x Camden Clark Medical Center.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE . -

I hereby certify: that-on the :30" day. of June; 2026, I-served the -foregoing .-+ .~

= - “Proposeéd Order:Granting Joint-Motions for Certification of Settlement ©lass and Preliminary™ "¢ =

- .- Approval of Settlement” upon:counsel of record:via the WV-E:Filing Systemi‘as follows: = = b

“Thomas J..Humey; Jri;Esq."..

Caroline Massie; Esqivai oo

Jackson Kelly PLLC -

500 Lee Street East; Suite 1600

P.O. Box 553

Charleston, WV 25322

Counsel for Camden Clark Medical Center

/s/ _David E. Goddard

David E. Goddard (WVSB #8090)
Goddard Law -« -

7-C Chenoweth Drive

Bridgeport, WV 26330

Tel: (304) 933-1411

Fax: (855) 329-1411

Counsel for Plaintiffs-
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