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WESTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI 

WESTERN DIVISION 

IN RE: T-MOBILE CUSTOMER DATA 
SECURITY BREACH LITIGATION 

 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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MDL No. 3019 
 
Master Case No. 4:21-md-03019-BCW 

 

 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ SUGGESTIONS IN SUPPORT OF UNOPPOSED 
MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL AND TO 

DIRECT NOTICE OF PROPOSED SETTLEMENT TO THE CLASS 
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