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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

FORT WAYNE DIVISION 
 

_______________________________________ 

 )  

FLOYD HARRIS, on behalf of  ) Class Action Complaint 

himself and all others similarly situated,  )  

 )     Demand for Jury Trial 

Plaintiff, ) 

 ) 

vs. )      No. 1:15-cv-225 

 ) 

MEDICAL INFORMATICS ) 

ENGINEERING, INC., ) 

 ) 

Defendant. ) 

_______________________________________) 

 

 

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

 Plaintiff Floyd Harris (“Plaintiff”), on behalf of himself and all others similarly situated, 

alleges as follows: 

NATURE OF THE CASE 

1. This is a data breach class action on behalf of 3.9 million patients whose sensitive 

personal information including Social Security numbers and medical histories was stolen from 

Defendant Medical Informatics Engineering, Inc. (“Defendant”) in a cyber-attack. 

2. Defendant failed to adequately safeguard class members’ personal information.  

Lack of proper safeguards provided a means for unauthorized intruders to enter into Defendant’s 

computer network and steal class members’ personal information. 

3. According to Defendant’s public announcement of the breach, the compromised 

data included “name, telephone number, mailing address, username, hashed password, security 

question and answer, spousal information (name and potentially date of birth), email address, 
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date of birth, Social Security number, lab results, health insurance policy information, diagnosis, 

disability code, doctor’s name, medical conditions, and child’s name and birth statistics.”
1
 

4. Armed with this highly sensitive information, computer hackers can open new 

financial accounts in victims’ names, obtain medical services using victims’ identities, and 

commit other forms of identity theft. 

5. Defendant’s business includes entering into contracts with hospitals and health 

care facilities to provide electronic storage and administration of patient medical records.  

6. On May 7, 2015, unauthorized third parties entered into Defendant’s computer 

network.   

7. On May 26, 2015, nineteen days after the initial intrusion, Defendant discovered 

suspicious activity on one of its servers. 

8. On June 10, 2015, Defendant publicly announced the breach. 

9. As a result of the breach, Plaintiff and class members have been exposed to a 

heightened and imminent risk of fraud and identity theft.  Plaintiff and class members must now 

closely monitor their financial accounts and medical information to guard against identity theft, 

and spend time and money addressing any identity theft.  Class members may also incur out of 

pocket costs for credit freezes, credit reports, and other protective measures to detect or deter 

identity theft. 

10. Defendant has been unjustly enriched in connection with its wrongdoing.  

Defendant received fees from hospitals and health care facilities to electronically administer 

class members’ personal and medical information.  Part of those fees was intended to fund 

adequate data security.  Defendant failed to provide adequate security.  Defendant received an 

unjust monetary benefit given its failure to provide adequate safeguards over Class members’ 

                                                 
1
   https://www.mieweb.com/notice/faqs (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 
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sensitive information. 

11. Plaintiff seeks to remedy these harms on behalf of himself and all similarly-

situated individuals whose personal and medical information was accessed during the breach. 

12. Plaintiff seeks remedies including improved data security, continued credit 

monitoring services, reimbursement of out-of-pocket losses, and disgorgement of Defendant’s 

unjustly retained fees. 

PARTIES 

13. Plaintiff Floyd Harris is domiciled in and a citizen of Michigan.  He received a 

letter from Defendant dated July 17, 2015 stating that his “personal and protected health 

information” was compromised in the data breach.  The letter stated that his Social Security 

number, address, phone number, email address, birth date, username, password, and security 

question was compromised.  The letter implied that Defendant obtained Plaintiff’s personal and 

medical information in connection with services Plaintiff received at a local hospital.  The 

hospital is a client of Defendant that entrusted Defendant with Plaintiff’s personal and medical 

information.  

14. Plaintiff would not have allowed Defendant to obtain his sensitive information 

had he been aware that Defendant lacked adequate data security safeguards. 

15. Defendant Medical Informatics Engineering, Inc. is a citizen of Indiana. 

Defendant is incorporated in Indiana and has its principal place of business at 6302 Constitution 

Drive, Fort Wayne, IN 46804. 

16. Defendant provides electronic medical records services to hospitals, health care 

providers, and patients. 
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JURISDICTION & VENUE 

17. This Court has diversity jurisdiction under the Class Action Fairness Act, 28 

U.S.C. § 1332(d), because this is a class action involving more than 100 class members, the  

amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000 exclusive of interest and costs, and many members of 

the class are citizens of states different from Defendant. 

18. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391 because Defendant is 

headquartered here and regularly transacts business here, and some of the class members reside 

in this District.  The causes of action also arose, in part, in this District. 

FACTS 

19. Defendant’s core business is to provide the electronic sharing of information 

throughout a “healthcare community that includes hospitals, physicians, laboratories and 

diagnostic testing facilities and – of course – patients.”
2
 

20. Defendant’s data sharing systems are “100 percent web based and can be accessed 

via any web-enabled device, from office desktop computers, to laptops or tablets, to mobile 

phones.”
3
 

21. Defendant sells its services to hospitals and health care facilities. 

22. Defendant operates a subsidiary, NoMoreClipboard, which provides electronic 

data storage services directly to patients free of charge.
4
  The NoMoreClipboard website states:  

A NoMoreClipboard personal health record (PHR) is the better way to manage 

your medical information: all in one place, online.  No matter what systems your 

doctors use, you can create, update, organize, store and access your 

                                                 
2
   http://www.mieweb.com/company/about (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 

 
3
   http://www.mieweb.com/company/about (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 

 
4
   https://www.nomoreclipboard.com/patients/faqs (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 
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NoMoreClipboard records any time, using any computer, tablet or smartphone.
5
 

 

According to the NoMoreClipboard website, a patient’s electronic health record may contain, 

among other things, “lab results, medication lists, immunization records, patient visit summaries, 

radiology, and other diagnostic reports.”
6
 

I. Defendant’s Data Breach 

23. Defendant posted the following notice on its website: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana, July 23, 2015 – Medical Informatics Engineering is 

providing an update to our June 10, 2015 notice of a data security compromise 

that has affected the security of some personal and protected health information 

relating to certain clients and individuals who have used a Medical Informatics 

Engineering electronic health record.  We emphasize that the patients of only 

certain clients of Medical Informatics Engineering were affected by this 

compromise and those clients have all been notified. 

 

On May 26, 2015, we discovered suspicious activity in one of our servers.  We 

immediately began an investigation to identify and remediate any identified 

security vulnerability.  Our first priority was to safeguard the security of personal 

and protected health information, and we have been working with a team of third-

party experts to investigate the attack and enhance data security and protection.  

This investigation is ongoing. . . .  The investigation indicates this is a 

sophisticated cyber attack.  Our forensic investigation indicates the unauthorized 

access to our network began on May 7, 2015.  Our monitoring systems helped 

us detect this unauthorized access, and we were able to shut down the attackers as 

they attempted to access client data. 

 

We are continuing to take steps to remediate and enhance the security of our 

systems.  Remedial efforts include removing the capabilities used by the intruder 

to gain unauthorized access to the affected systems, enhancing and strengthening 

password rules and storage mechanisms, increased active monitoring of the 

affected systems, and intelligence exchange with law enforcement.  We have also 

instituted a universal password reset. 

 

Information compromised 

 

While investigations into this incident are ongoing, we determined the security of 

some personal and protected health information contained on Medical Informatics 

Engineering’s network has been affected.  The affected data relating to 

individuals affiliated with affected Medical Informatics Engineering clients may 

                                                 
5
   https://www.nomoreclipboard.com/patients/ (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 

6
   https://www.nomoreclipboard.com/patients/about (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 
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include an individual’s name, telephone number, mailing address, username, 

hashed password, security question and answer, spousal information (name 

and potentially date of birth), email address, date of birth, Social Security 

number, lab results, health insurance policy information, diagnosis, disability 

code, doctor's name, medical conditions, and child’s name and birth 

statistics. 

 

Notification 

 

On June 2, 2015, we began contacting and mailing notice letters disclosing this 

incident to affected Medical Informatics Engineering clients. 

 

On July 17, 2015, we began mailing notice letters to affected individuals for 

whom we have a valid postal address through U.S. mail, and we expect those 

letters to be mailed on or before July 25, 2015.  Information contained in the 

notice letter is available at www.mieweb.com. We have also disclosed this 

incident to certain state and federal regulators and to the consumer reporting 

agencies. 

 

Identity protection services 

 

As the investigations continue, and out of an abundance of caution, we are 

offering affected individuals access to two years of credit monitoring and 

identity protection services at no cost.
7
 

 

24. Defendant provided a list of its clients that were affected by the breach.
8
  There 

were 11 healthcare providers and 44 radiology centers affected by the breach.  The personal and 

medical information of those clients’ patients was compromised during the breach. 

25. The breach also extended to Defendant’s NoMoreClipboard subsidiary.
9
 

26. Defendant recommended that breach victims place a security freeze on their credit 

report.
10

  Defendant acknowledged that credit reporting agencies may impose fees for credit 

                                                 
7
   https://www.mieweb.com/notice/ (last visited Aug. 18, 2015) (emphasis added). 

 
8
   Id. 

 
9
   https://www.nomoreclipboard.com/notice (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 

 
10

   https://www.mieweb.com/notice/ (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 
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freezes in certain states.
11

  Such fees constitute out-of-pocket costs to Class members.  

27. The Indiana Attorney General (“AG”) is investigating the breach.  The AG 

recommended that affected individuals sign up for a “credit freeze” on their credit report, and 

that they review and monitor their credit report.
12

  

28. Credit reporting agencies offer consumers one free credit report per year.  

Individuals who request more than one credit report per year must pay a fee for the additional 

report.  Such fees constitute out-of-pocket costs to Class members. 

29. The breach affected 3.9 million individuals.
13

 

30. There was a 19 day lag between the date of the intrusion and the date Defendant 

discovered suspicious activity on its servers.  This lengthy lag is indicative of weak data 

monitoring procedures. 

II. Defendant’s Privacy Policy 

31. Defendant posted its privacy policy on its website.  The privacy policy stated in 

relevant part: “[P]rotecting your privacy is of the utmost importance.  Information furnished by 

you to us will be treated with the greatest respect.”
14

 

32. Defendant’s subsidiary NoMoreClipboard posted its privacy policy on its website.  

That privacy policy stated in relevant part: 

[L]aws have been enacted to honor the privileged nature of information 

exchanged between patients and their doctors.  HIPAA, the guiding rule of law on 

patient privacy, asserts that safeguards must be in place for ‘protected health 

                                                 
 
11

   https://www.mieweb.com/notice/ (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 

 
12

   http://www.in.gov/activecalendar/EventList.aspx?view=EventDetails&eventidn=222333& 

information_id=217385 (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 

 
13

   https://www.mieweb.com/notice/faqs (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 
 
14

   http://www.mieweb.com/privacy (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 
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information’, defined by that same law as ‘individually identifiable information.’ . 

. .  

 

 . . . .  

 

NoMoreClipboard.com was designed to support the privacy and security 

requirements of HIPAA while enabling you to use the service from any computer 

with Internet access. . . .  As it pertains to NoMoreClipboard.com, our 

responsibilities are to make the information you provide on our site available to 

you, and to administer the system to ensure that your privacy and security are 

protected.
15

 

 

33. NoMoreClipboard provided additional information about its privacy practices as 

follows: 

Is NoMoreClipboard information confidential and secure? 

 

Yes. The NoMoreClipboard site uses the same type of Secure Socket Layer (SSL) 

account security used by financial institutions and major retailers.  Further, the 

site’s security is approved by VeriSign™, the leading certificate authority on the 

internet.  Your information resides at our US-based corporate data center, stored 

behind a firewall that protects your records from unauthorized users. . . .  

NoMoreClipboard will never share any of your personal information, including 

your email address, without your express permission. 

 

 . . . .  

 

Does NoMoreClipboard follow appropriate privacy practices? 

 

NoMoreClipboard works diligently to keep your health information private, safe 

and secure. . . . 
16

 

 

34. The implication from these privacy policies is that Defendant will adequately 

safeguard Class members’ data, and that Defendant is unaware of material data security 

vulnerabilities. 

III. Identity Theft Consequences 

35. According to the U.S. Secret Service, identity thieves can use Social Security 

                                                 
15

   https://www.nomoreclipboard.com/privacy/full-policy (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 

 
16

   https://www.nomoreclipboard.com/patients/faqs (last visited Aug. 18, 2015). 
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numbers and related information to perpetrate a variety of crimes including, e.g., opening new 

financial accounts in another person’s name; taking out loans in another person’s name; opening 

utility accounts; obtaining medical services using the victim’s information; using the victim’s 

information to obtain government benefits; filing a fraudulent tax return using the victim’s 

information to obtain a tax refund; obtaining a driver’s license or identification card in the 

victim’s name but with another person’s picture; or giving false information to police during an 

arrest.
17

 

36. Health care companies like Defendant have an obligation to maintain the security 

of patients’ personal and financial information.  The New York Times has reported that the 

“threat of a hacking is particularly acute in the health care and financial services industry, where 

companies routinely keep the most sensitive personal information about their customers on large 

databases.”
18

 

37. Indeed, on April 8, 2014, the FBI’s Cyber Division publicly issued an Industry 

Notification titled “Health Care Systems and Medical Devices at Risk for Increased Cyber 

Intrusions for Financial Gain.”  The notification cautioned that “[c]yber actors will likely 

increase cyber intrusions against health care systems . . . due to . . . lax cybersecurity standards, 

and a higher financial payout for medical records in the black market.”
19

 

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

38. Plaintiff brings all claims as class claims under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

23.  The requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(a), 23(b)(2), and 23(b)(3) are met 

                                                 
17

   www.secretservice.gov/press/Take_Charge.pdf (last visited Aug. 10, 2015). 

 
18

   http://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/05/business/hackers-breached-data-of-millions-insurer-says.html 

(last visited Aug. 10, 2015). 

 
19

   https://info.publicintelligence.net/FBI-HealthCareCyberIntrusions.pdf (last visited Aug. 10, 2015). 
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with respect to the Class. 

39. The proposed class (“Class”) is defined as follows: 

All persons in the United States whose personal information was accessed by 

unauthorized individuals in the Medical Informatics Engineering, Inc. data 

breach. 

 

40. Excluded from the Class are Defendant and its current or former employees. 

41. The Class is so numerous that joinder of all members is impracticable.  The Class 

includes approximately 3.9 million individuals whose personal information was compromised by 

the data breach. 

42. There are various questions of law and fact common to Plaintiffs and the class, 

including but not limited to the following: 

 whether Defendant engaged in the wrongful conduct alleged herein; 

 whether Defendant owed a duty to Plaintiff and class members to adequately 

protect their personal information; 

 whether Defendant breached its duties to protect the personal information of 

Plaintiff and class members by failing to provide adequate data security; 

 whether Defendant knew or should have known that its data security systems 

were vulnerable to attack; 

 whether Plaintiff and class members suffered legally cognizable damages as a 

result of Defendant’s conduct; and 

 whether Plaintiff and class members are entitled to equitable relief, including 

injunctive relief,  restitution, or disgorgement. 

43. Plaintiff’s claims are typical of the claims of the Class in that Plaintiff, like all 

Class members, had his personal information compromised in the data breach. 
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44. Plaintiff will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class.  Plaintiff has 

retained counsel experienced in class action and complex litigation, including data breach 

litigation. 

45. Plaintiff has no interests that are adverse to, or in conflict with, the Class. 

46. Questions of law and fact common to the Class predominate over any questions 

which may affect only individual Class members. 

47. A class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient 

adjudication of the controversy.  Class treatment of common questions of law and fact is superior 

to multiple individual actions or piecemeal litigation.   

48. Absent a class action, most Class members would likely find the cost of litigating 

their claims prohibitively high and would therefore have no effective remedy. 

49. The prosecution of separate actions by individual Class members would create a 

risk of inconsistent or varying adjudications with respect to individual Class members, which 

would establish incompatible standards of conduct for Defendant.  In contrast, the conduct of this 

action as a class action presents far fewer management difficulties, conserves judicial resources 

and the parties’ resources, and protects the rights of each Class member. 

50. Defendant has acted on grounds that apply generally to the Class, so that 

injunctive relief is appropriate with respect to the class as a whole under Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(b)(2). 

COUNT I – NEGLIGENCE 

51. Plaintiff incorporates by reference those paragraphs set out above as if fully set 

forth herein. 

52. Defendant owed a duty to Plaintiff and Class members to exercise reasonable care 

in obtaining, retaining, and safeguarding their personal and medical information. This duty 
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included, among other things, designing, maintaining, monitoring, and testing Defendant’s 

security systems to ensure that Class members’ personal and medical information was adequately 

secured.  Defendant owed a duty to Class members to implement intrusion detection processes 

that would detect a data breach in a timely manner.  Defendant also had a duty to delete any 

personal information that was no longer needed to serve client needs. 

53. Defendant’s privacy policy acknowledged Defendant’s duty to adequately protect 

Class members’ personal and medical information. 

54. Defendant owed a duty to safeguard Class members’ personal and financial 

information as set forth in HIPPA, e.g., 45 C.F.R. §§ 164.306(a), 308(a), 312(a) & (d); 45 C.F.R. 

§ 164.530(c). 

55. Defendant owed a duty to provide Class members with timely notice that their 

personal and financial information had been accessed by unauthorized individuals. 

56. Defendant owed a duty to disclose the material fact that Defendant’s data security 

practices were inadequate to safeguard Class members’ personal information. 

57. Defendant breached its duties by, among other things: (a) failing to maintain 

adequate data security practices to safeguard Class members’ personal and medical information; 

(b) failing to detect the data breach in a timely manner; and (c) failing to disclose that 

Defendant’s data security practices were inadequate to safeguard Class members’ personal and 

medical information. 

58. But for Defendant’s breach of duties, Class members’ personal and medical 

information would not have been accessed by unauthorized individuals.  

59. Plaintiff and Class members were foreseeable victims of Defendant’s inadequate 

security practices.  Defendant knew or should have known that a breach of its systems would 
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cause damages to Class members.  

60. Plaintiff and the Class suffered damages as set forth in paragraph 9 above. 

61. The damages to Plaintiff and the Class were caused by, and a proximate result of, 

Defendant’s breach of its duties. 

COUNT II - BREACH OF IMPLIED CONTRACT 

62. Plaintiff incorporates by reference those paragraphs set out above as if fully set 

forth herein. 

63. When Class members provided their personal and medical information to 

Defendant, or allowed hospitals and health care providers to provide Class members’ personal 

and medical information to Defendant, Class members entered into implied contracts with 

Defendant.  Pursuant to those implied contracts, Defendant agreed to take reasonable measures 

to safeguard and protect Class members’ sensitive information.  

64. Plaintiff and Class members would not have entrusted their personal and medical 

information to Defendant in the absence of Defendant’s implied promise to adequately safeguard 

the data. 

65. Defendant breached the implied contracts by failing to provide reasonable data 

security measures to safeguard the sensitive information. 

66. The damages sustained by Plaintiff and Class members described in paragraph 9 

above were the direct and proximate result of Defendant’s breaches of its implied contracts. 

COUNT III - BREACH OF EXPRESS CONTRACT 

67. Plaintiff incorporates by reference those paragraphs set out above as if fully set 

forth herein. 

68. Defendant entered into express contracts with those Class members who signed 
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up with Defendant through Defendant’s NoMoreClipboard subsidiary.  

69. Moreover, Plaintiff and Class members are intended third party beneficiaries of 

Defendant’s contracts with hospitals and health care facilities. 

70. Also, Defendant has a contractual obligation to maintain the security of Class 

members’ personal and medical information as noted in Defendant’s privacy policy.  

71. When Class members provided their personal and medical information to 

Defendant, Class members entered into contracts with Defendant pursuant to which Defendant 

agreed to take reasonable measures to safeguard and protect such information. 

72. Similarly, when hospitals and medical facilities provided Class members’ 

personal and medical information to Defendant, Class members were the intended third party 

beneficiaries of Defendant’s duty to safeguard the data. 

73. Plaintiff and Class members would not have entrusted their personal and medical 

information to Defendant, directly or indirectly, in the absence of Defendant’s promise to 

adequately safeguard the data. 

74. Defendant breached the contracts it entered into by failing to provide reasonable 

data security measures. 

75. The damages sustained by Plaintiff and Class members described in paragraph 9 

above were the direct and proximate result of Defendant’s breaches of its contracts. 

COUNT IV – VIOLATION OF THE  

INDIANA DECEPTIVE CONSUMER SALES ACT 

 

76. Plaintiff incorporates by reference those paragraphs set out above as if fully set 

forth herein. 

77. Defendant’s conduct in failing to adequately safeguard Class members’ personal 

and medical information violated Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a). 
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78. Defendant represented that it would adequately protect Class members’ 

information, but Defendant failed to do so.  Defendant failed to maintain adequate data security 

practices, failed to detect the data intrusion in a timely manner, and failed to disclose the fact that 

its data security systems were inadequate to prevent a data intrusion.   

79. Plaintiff and Class members relied on Defendant’s misrepresentations and 

omissions. 

80. Defendant’s deceptive acts and omissions were conducted as part of a scheme, 

artifice, or device with intent to defraud or mislead.  Defendant’s conduct constitutes an 

incurable deceptive act under Ind. Code § 24-5-.05-4(a) and §24-5-0.5-2(a)(8).  

81. Plaintiff and Class members are entitled to the greater of actual damages or $500 

in statutory damages under Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-4(a).  

82. With respect to Defendant’s willful deceptive acts, Plaintiff and Class members 

are entitled to the greater of three times the actual damages or $1,000 in statutory damages under 

Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-4(a). 

83. Plaintiff and Class members are also entitled to reasonable attorney fees under 

Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-4(a). 

COUNT V – UNJUST ENRICHMENT 

84. Plaintiff incorporates by reference those paragraphs set out above as if fully set 

forth herein. 

85. Defendant received monetary benefits in the form of fees paid by hospitals and 

health care providers to provide electronic storage and administration of Class members’ 

sensitive information. 

86. Monies paid to Defendant were intended to be used by Defendant, in part, to fund 

USDC IN/ND case 1:15-cv-00225-RLM-SLC   document 1   filed 08/20/15   page 15 of 18



16 

 

reasonable data security. 

87. Defendant failed to provide reasonable data security.  As a result, Defendant was 

unjustly enriched.  

88. Under principles of equity, Defendant should not be permitted to retain a portion 

of the money it received. 

89. Defendant wrongfully accepted and retained monetary benefits to the detriment of 

Plaintiff and Class members. 

90. As a result of Defendant’s wrongful conduct, Plaintiff and the Class are entitled to 

restitution and disgorgement of a portion of the fees received by Defendant. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

Plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all others similarly situated, requests that the Court 

enter judgment against Defendant as follows: 

1.  An award to Plaintiff and the Class of compensatory, consequential, incidental, 

and statutory damages; 

2. An award of further credit monitoring and identity theft protection services 

beyond the two years Defendant is currently offering; 

3. Injunctive relief requiring Defendant to strengthen its data security systems and 

submit to future periodic audits; 

4.  An award of attorneys’ fees, costs, and expenses, as provided by law or equity; 

 5.  An award of pre-judgment and post-judgment interest, as provided by law or 

equity; and 

6.  Such other or further relief as the Court may allow. 
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

Plaintiff demands a trial by jury of all issues in this action so triable of right. 
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Dated: August 20, 2015    Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

s/ Irwin B. Levin                                                                            

COHEN & MALAD, LLP 

Irwin B. Levin, No. 8786-49 

Richard E. Shevitz, No. 12007-49 

Vess A. Miller, No. 26495-53 

Lynn A. Toops, No. 26386-49A 

One Indiana Square, Suite 1400 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Telephone: (317) 636-6481 

Fax: (317) 636-2593 

ilevin@cohenandmalad.com 

rshevitz@cohenandmalad.com 

vmiller@cohenandmalad.com 

ltoops@cohenandmalad.com 

 

BERGER & MONTAGUE, P.C. 

Sherrie Savett 

Shanon Carson 

Jon Lambiras 

1622 Locust St. 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Telephone: (215) 875-3000 

Fax: (215) 875-4604 

ssavett@bm.net 

scarson@bm.net 

jlambiras@bm.net 

 

Counsel for Plaintiff and the Proposed Class 
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United States District Court 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

Fort Wayne Division 

 

 

Floyd Harris, on behalf of himself and all  ) 

others similarly situated, ) 

 ) 

 Plaintiff, ) 

 ) 

 vs. ) Cause No: 1:15-cv-00225 

 ) 

Medical Informatics Engineering, Inc., ) 

 ) 

Defendant. ) 

 

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION 

TO: (Defendants’ names and addresses)  

 

Medical Informatics Engineering, Inc. 

c/o Douglas Horner, Registered Agent 

6302 Constitution Drive 

Fort Wayne, IN  46804 

 

A lawsuit has been filed against you.  Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting 

the day you received it) C 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) C 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: 

 

Irwin B. Levin 

Richard E. Shevitz 

Vess A. Miller 

Lynn A. Toops 

COHEN & MALAD LLP 

One Indiana Square, Suite 1400 

Indianapolis, IN  46204 

 

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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Civil Summons (Page 2) 

Civil Action Number: __________________________ 

 

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

 

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

was received by me on (date)__________________. 

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

________________________________________________ on (date) __________________; or 

I 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  

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  

I returned the summons unexecuted because _____________________________________________; or 

Other (specify): 

 

My fees are $ _____________for travel and $_______________for services, for a total of $_______________. 

 

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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