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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

   
IN RE: ZOLOFT (SERTRALINE 
HYDROCHLORIDE) PRODUCTS LIABILITY 
LITIGATION 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
 

 
MDL No.  2342 
 
2:12-md-02342-CMR 

______________________________________  
  
THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO: 
 
ALL ACTIONS 

HON. CYNTHIA M. RUFE 

 
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO MODIFY THE TRIAL POOL  

CASE SELECTION PROCESS 
 
 Plaintiffs do not want to jeopardize the trial date of November 3, 2014.  In particular, 

Plaintiffs understand this Court’s intent to maintain the primacy of the MDL trial in relation to 

the early 2015 pending Pennsylvania and St. Louis state court trial dates. 

 There is a considerable amount of work left to be done to meet the deadlines imposed 

upon the parties under the current discovery schedule.  On October 17, 2012, this Court told 

Pfizer that it wanted Pfizer to commence producing discovery regarding sales and marketing.  

Unfortunately, it took Pfizer 13 months (December 4 and 5, 2013) before Plaintiffs were allowed 

to take the Marketing 30(b)(6) deposition.  Even though Plaintiffs noticed a 30(b)(6) deposition 

with both sales and market research subject matters in November 2012, Pfizer has yet to produce 

deponents.   (See Exhibit 1 to Declaration of Mark P. Robinson, Jr. (“Robinson Decl.”)).  Even 

as Plaintiffs have requested these be completed in January 2014, Pfizer is still trying to delay 

these depositions until late in February 2014.  (See Robinson Decl., Exh. 2). There is no doubt 

that these two 30(b)(6) depositions will spawn very important lists of Sales and Market Research 

witnesses to be deposed, and custodial documents to be produced.  For example, the December 4 
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and 5 Marketing 30(b)(6) deposition has resulted in a large request by the PSC for Marketing 

custodial files and Pfizer Marketing employee depositions to be accomplished in the first 3 or 4 

months of 2014.   

 While Plaintiffs acknowledge that the October 22, 2013 Special Master order for 

additional discovery for additional medical records, employment records, and substance abuse 

records, together with an additional request for Plaintiffs’ parents’ emails and ESI has 

dramatically increased the amount of time and effort to gather Plaintiffs’ discovery by Plaintiffs’ 

counsel, Pfizer’s failure to accept the October and November 2013 dates for Plaintiffs’ 

depositions (even though Plaintiffs agreed to allow for a subsequent Plaintiffs’ deposition based 

on later provided discovery) increased the burden to meet the scheduling deadlines agreed to by 

the parties and approved by the Court.  The combination of the Pfizer Sales and Marketing 

discovery delay, the additional Plaintiffs’ case specific discovery under the October 22, 2013 

Special Master Order and ESI discovery, as well as Pfizer’s rejection of the early proffered dates 

for Plaintiffs’ depositions in October and November 2013 has together made 25 Discovery Pool 

cases unworkable.  Currently, completing fact discovery on the 25 Discovery Pool cases within 

the dates set by the schedule and moving forward with the trial pool case selection process in a 

manner that is fair for both parties is unrealistic at this stage.  Within the last two weeks, 

Plaintiffs’ counsel have requested of Defense counsel that the parties agree to modify the 

Discovery Pool picks to 8 Plaintiff Discovery Pool picks and 8 Defense Discovery Pool picks.  

Pfizer’s counsel rejected Plaintiffs’ request. As such, Plaintiffs are simply asking this Court to re-

work the trial pool case selection process to create a more manageable schedule for each of the 

parties, as discussed more fully below. 
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The Current Discovery Pool Process is Unworkable 
 
 Per PTO 24, the parties had chosen twenty-five (25) discovery pool cases.  From that 

pool, there were to be six (6) cases chosen for the trial pool cases.  Per PTO 23 and 39, the 

depositions of Plaintiffs and certain of Plaintiffs’ treating physicians are to be taken in each of 

the twenty-five (25) discovery pool cases by January 24, 2014.  In all, with up to seven (7) 

depositions per case to be taken, the parties are currently responsible for covering 125 - 175 

depositions over the next few months, in addition to collection of the supplementary ESI 

discovery and additional pregnancy and mental health discovery of mother plaintiffs, and 

substance abuse and employment discovery for both mother and father plaintiffs, all of which 

will require thousands of pages of discovery to collect and produce for each plaintiff.  During 

this time, the parties are also expected to complete Daubert presentations and expert depositions.  

 Because neither the lawyers nor their clients will generally be able to participate in 

depositions over the holidays, this means that between January 3 and January 24, approximately 

eleven depositions will have to be taken on each business day.  This is simply unrealistic and 

frankly unworkable.  As noted below, Plaintiffs have offered dates for depositions going back 

almost three months.  Pfizer took the first Plaintiff depositions on December 17, months after the 

first dates for such depositions were proposed to Pfizer. 

 Because the current discovery schedule is extremely demanding, and in an effort to 

expedite the deposition process, in early October Plaintiffs offered Pfizer deposition dates for a 

number of the plaintiffs in the discovery pool cases, to be set in October and November.  Pfizer 

ignored Plaintiffs’ offer and failed to even respond.  Plaintiffs continued to send Pfizer’s counsel 

almost weekly emails through November 14, 2013, offering deposition dates for the discovery 
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pool plaintiffs and certain of the treating physicians, and pushing dates into December because of 

Pfizer’s failure to respond to Plaintiffs’ communications.  (See, Robinson Decl., Exh. 3.)   

 Finally, on November 26, 2013, without consulting Plaintiffs’ counsel, Pfizer unilaterally 

selected six (6) plaintiffs to depose in December, choosing dates which had not been offered by 

Plaintiffs’ counsel and which had not been previously discussed between the parties to determine 

availability of either plaintiffs or their counsel.  Plaintiffs have consistently agreed to dates 

offered by Pfizer in setting Pfizer’s corporate witness depositions, yet did not receive the same 

courtesy from Pfizer.  At this point, only two of the depositions required by the current schedule 

have been taken.   

Plaintiffs Suggest Modification of the Discovery Pool and Trial Selection Process to 
Maintain the Current Trial Date and Ensure a Fair and Realistic Result for Both Parties 
 
 The first MDL trial is set to commence on November 3, 2014.  In attempting to ensure 

that the MDL trial would be the first Zoloft trial in the country, Plaintiffs’ PSC successfully 

persuaded counsel for plaintiffs in state court in Pennsylvania and St. Louis to move their trial 

dates to early 2015 in deference to this Court.  However, with such a burdensome discovery 

schedule relating to the twenty-five (25) discovery pool cases, in addition to the parties’ other 

responsibilities in preparing the trial pool cases for the November 3, 2014 trial date, the current 

case selection process is unworkable.  Plaintiffs suggest that this Court reduce the discovery pool 

of cases to a more manageable number so that both parties can realistically prepare their cases 

for trial. 

 Under the current case selection process, Plaintiffs were allowed to choose twelve (12) 

discovery pool cases and Pfizer was to choose thirteen (13), ultimately to be pared down to six 

(6) cases as trial pool bellwether picks.  The fundamental concept behind the bellwether selection 

process is to choose representative cases for core discovery and ultimately, trial.  The ultimate 
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aim of establishing bellwether case selection procedures is not to pick “home-run” cases for 

either side, but rather to identify cases that will “serve their twin goals as informative indicators 

of future trends and catalysts for an ultimate resolution.”  Fallon, Eldon E., et al., Bellwether 

Trials in Multidistrict Litigation, 82 Tul. L. Rev. 2323, 2343 (June 2008).   

Nevertheless, it seems that Pfizer has continuously selected non-representative cases to 

include as its discovery pool picks.  As a result, Pfizer’s strategy has forced counsel for Plaintiffs 

to dismiss a number of its non-representative cases.  Currently, out of Pfizer’s thirteen (13) 

discovery pool picks, three (3) were dismissed last week and another may be dismissed in the 

near future.  Today, Pfizer has selected three additional cases. 

Furthermore, per PTO 44, when Plaintiffs dismiss these non-representative cases, Pfizer 

is allowed to strike the same number of Plaintiffs’ discovery pool selections from being chosen 

for trial.  Clearly, Pfizer’s strategy of routinely choosing non-representative cases to include in 

its discovery pool has provided Pfizer with the ultimate benefit of controlling the trial selection 

process through striking Plaintiffs’ potential trial picks.  Pfizer’s exploitation of the trial selection 

process defeats the purpose of bellwether selection and puts Pfizer at a distinct and unfair 

advantage. 

Conclusion 

To properly and fairly complete the trial selection process in this MDL, Plaintiffs request 

that this Court reduce the discovery pool to eight (8) Plaintiff picks and eight (8) Defense picks, 

or to a smaller number as this Court determines appropriate.  In addition, Plaintiffs request that 

this Court prevent either side from striking any trial selection picks so that the ultimate pool for 

selection of trial pick cases is a fair balance of Plaintiffs’ and Pfizer’s representative choices.  

Plaintiffs ask that this Court determine which cases should ultimately be tried, as well as the 
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order in which those cases should be tried.  Finally, Plaintiffs request that the Court hear this 

motion at the January 17, 2014 status conference.   

Dated:   December 27, 2013   Respectfully Submitted, 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE  
 
/s/   Mark P. Robinson, Jr. 
Mark P. Robinson, Jr. 
ROBINSON CALCAGNIE ROBINSON 
SHAPIRO DAVIS, INC. 
19 Corporate Plaza Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
Tel.:  949-720-1288; Fax:  949-720-1292 
Beachlawyer51@hotmail.com 

/s/ Dianne M. Nast 
Dianne M. Nast 
NastLaw LLC 
1101 Market Street 
Aramark Tower, Suite 2801 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
Tele: 215-923-9300 
Fax: 215-923-9302 
dnast@nastlaw.com 
 

/s/  Joseph J. Zonies 
Joseph J. Zonies 
Reilly Pozner LLP 
1900 Sixteenth St., 17th Floor 
Denver, CO 80202 
Tele: 303-893-6100 
jzonies@rplaw.com 
 

/s/  Sean Patrick Tracey 
Sean Patrick Tracey 
Tracey Law Firm 
440 Louisiana, Suite 1901 
Houston, TX 77002 
Tele: 713-495-2330 
stracey@traceylawfirm.com 

/s/  Stephen A. Corr  
Stephen A. Corr 
Stark & Stark 
777 Township Line Road, Suite 120 
Yardley, PA 19067-5559 
T: 267.759.9684 
F: 267.907.9659 
scorr@Stark-Stark.com 

 

 
 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ STEERING COMMITTEE  
 

/s/  Bryan F. Aylstock 
Bryan F. Aylstock 
Aylstock Witkin Kreis & Overholtz, PLLC 
17 E. Main Street, Ste. 200 
Pensacola, FL 32502 
baylstock@awkolaw.com 
 

/s/  Kimberly D. Barone Baden 
Kimberly D. Barone Baden 
Motley Rice LLC 
28 Bridgeside Blvd. 
Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464 
kbarone@motleyrice.com 
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/s/ Andy D. Birchfield, Jr. 
Andy D. Birchfield, Jr. 
Beasley, Allen, Crow, Methvin, 
Portis & Miles, P.C. 
234 Commerce Street 
Montgomery, AL 36103-4160 
andy.birchfield@beasleyallen.com 
 

/s/  Edward F. Blizzard  
Edward F. Blizzard 
Blizzard, McCarthy & Nabers 
440 Louisiana, Suite 1710 
Houston, TX 77002-1689 
eblizzard@blizzardlaw.com 

/s/  Edward Braniff 
Edward Braniff 
Weitz & Luxemberg 
700 Broadway 
New York, NY 10003 
ebraniff@weitzlux.com 
 

/s/ Thomas P. Cartmell  
Thomas P. Cartmell 
Wagstaff & Cartmell 
4740 Grand Avenue, Suite 300 
Kansas City, MO 64112 
tcartmell@wcllp.com 

/s/ Christopher L. Coffin 
Christopher L. Coffin 
Pendley, Baudin & Coffin, L.L.P. 
1515 Poydras Street, Suite 1400 
New Orleans, LA 70112 
ccoffin@pbclawfirm.com 

/s/ Jayne Conroy 
Jayne Conroy 
Hanly Conroy Bierstein Sheridan 
Fisher & Hayes LLP 
112 Madison Ave., 7th Floor 
New York, NY 10016 
jconroy@hanlyconroy.com 
 

/s/ Arnold Levin  
Arnold Levin 
Levin, Fishbein, Sedran & Berman 
510 Walnut Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 
alevin@lfsblaw.com 

/s/ David F. Miceli  
David F. Miceli 
Simmons Browder Gianaris 
Angelides and Barnerd, LLC 
One Court Street 
Alton, IL 62002 
dmiceli@simmonsfirm.com 
 

/s/ Stephanie O’Connor  
Stephanie O’Connor 
Douglas & London, P.C. 
111 John Street # 1400 
New York, NY 10038-3101 
soconnor@douglasandlondon.com 

/s/ Christopher A. Seeger 
Christopher A. Seeger 
Seeger Weiss LLP 
77 Water Street 
New York, NY 10004 
cseeger@seegerweiss.com 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

   
IN RE: ZOLOFT (SERTRALINE 
HYDROCHLORIDE) PRODUCTS LIABILITY 
LITIGATION 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
 

 
MDL No.  2342 
 
2:12-md-02342-CMR 

______________________________________  
  
THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO: 
 
ALL ACTIONS 

HON. CYNTHIA M. RUFE 

 
DECLARATION OF MARK P. ROBINSON, JR.  

IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO MODIFY  
THE TRIAL POOL CASE SELECTION PROCESS 

 
 I, Mark P. Robinson, Jr., declare and state as follows: 

 1. I am an attorney duly licensed to practice before the Courts of the State of 

California and this Court by pro hac vice, and am a partner of the firm of Robinson Calcagnie 

Robinson Shapiro Davis, Inc. and Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel.  The facts contained herein are 

within my personal knowledge, and if called upon as a witness I could and would competently 

testify to the following.     

 2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of Plaintiffs’ Notice of 

Taking Videotaped Deposition of Pfizer Inc.’s and Greenstone LLC’s Person(s) Most 

Knowledgeable Pursuant to F.R.C.P. 30(b)(6) dated November 15, 2012. 

 3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of a letter to Andrew Chirls 

from Joseph J. Zonies, Mark P. Robinson, Jr., Dianne M. Nast and Christopher Schnieders dated 

December 27, 2013. 
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 4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of a series of email 

correspondence offering Pfizer deposition dates for the discovery pool plaintiffs and certain of 

the treating physicians.   

 I declare under penalty of perjury in accordance with the laws of the United States of 

America that the foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration was executed on 

December 27, 2013, at Newport Beach, California.  

/s/   Mark P. Robinson, Jr. 
Mark P. Robinson, Jr. 
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Andrew Chirls, Special Master
December 27, 2013
Page 2

witnesses to be produced (approximately one year from the Court’s November 2012 Order), it acquiesced
at the time after discussion to obtain definite dates for these depositions.

Pfizer ultimately offered November 5th and 6th, 2013 for the continuation of the 30(b)(6)
Marketing deposition of Kristen Albright. Pfizer, however, did not provide dates for the Sales and
Marketing Research depositions despite at least ten requests by Plaintiffs between August and November.
Approximately ten days before Ms. Albright’s deposition, Pfizer informed the PSC that there was a large
supplementation to Ms. Albright’s custodial file that would not be available prior to the deposition. As a
result the deposition was pushed to December 4th and 5th, 2013. That supplementation ultimately entailed
approximately 500 pages and was provided on November 21, 2013. Ms. Albright’s deposition went
forward in December, approximately 13 months after the Court’s Order and approximately 8 months after
the Court’s deadline.

On December 4, 2013, having never received any proposed dates, the PSC again requested dates
for the Sales and Marketing Research 30(b)(6) witnesses. In that communication, the PSC again said
these witnesses should be as true, non-substantive 30(b)(6) witnesses, and they would be needed within
30 days in order to make sure Plaintiffs could pursue necessary discovery before trial. Pfizer replied back
stating it could make a substantive Sales witness available on February 24th and 25th, 2014. No dates have
ever been offered for the Marketing Research deposition.

In response to Pfizer’s proposed dates, the PSC attempted to compromise, offering to extend its
deadlines for the Sales and Marketing Research depositions to January 15, 2014 and January 31, 2014,
respectively. Pfizer’s reply (attached as Exhibit A) said the requested dates were “not reasonable” and
Pfizer was “still working on identifying someone who can appropriately testify about the topics, and that
person [would] need to go through the 30(b)(6) education process.” Pfizer also commented in its
response letter to the PSC that because no depositions of prescribing physicians has been taken, “there is
no evidence in this case that even a single physician who prescribed Zoloft for one of the discovery group
cases was even influenced by Pfizer’s marketing.”

Today we are over a year from the date of the Court’s Order directing 30(b)(6) witnesses be
produced by April 2013. These types of depositions are typically done at the beginning of a litigation so
Plaintiffs can determine their course of discovery in a more educated and efficient way. The PSC has
been more than accommodating in attempting to schedule the Sales and Marketing Research depositions,
but it is now apparent that the Master’s intervention is necessary to achieve that goal.

Trials begin in less than a year. The PSC needs the basic sales and marketing discovery described
above. These depositions have been repeatedly requested and ordered by the Court to allow the PSC to
determine the remainder of the witnesses that are necessary to complete depositions for trial.
Accordingly, the PSC respectfully requests the Master enter an Order requiring Pfizer to produce a non-
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Andrew Chirls, Special Master
December 27, 2013
Page 3

substantive 30(b)(6) witness on Sales by January 15, 2014 and a non-substantive 30(b)(6) witness on
Marketing Research by January 31, 2014.

Sincerely,

/s/ Joseph J. Zonies /s/ Mark P. Robinson, Jr.

/s/ Dianne M. Nast /s/ Christopher Schnieders

cc: (via e-mail)
Mark Cheffo, Esq.
Katherine Armstrong, Esq.
Mara Cusker-Gonzalez, Esq.
Sean P. Tracey, Esq.
Stephen A. Corr, Esq.
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From: Katherine Armstrong
To: Beach Lawyer; Mark Cheffo; Paul LaFata
Cc: dnast@nastlaw.com; stracey@traceylawfirm.com; jzonies@rplaw.com; Karen Menzies;

eblizzard@blizzardlaw.com; Scott Nabers; Christopher L. Schnieders; Bryan Aylstock; ebraniff@weitzlux.com;
banderson@rcrlaw.net; Jennifer Liakos

Subject: RE: Zoloft - 30(b)(6) Depositions
Date: Monday, December 16, 2013 9:41:44 AM

Mark,
 
As I have explained in the past, identifying sales and market research witnesses for a product that
has not been actively marketed since 2006 is difficult and we are doing our best, but the dates that
you propose are not reasonable.  We are still working on identifying someone who can
appropriately testify about the topics, and that person will need to go through the 30(b)(6)
education process. 
 
At the same time, you have taken a 30(b)(6) witness on marketing for two days, while we have not
been able to take a single physician deposition due to the deficiencies in plaintiffs’ discovery
responses.  As a result, there is no evidence in this case that even a single physician who prescribed
Zoloft for one of the discovery group cases was even influenced by Pfizer’s marketing. 
 
 
From: Beach Lawyer [mailto:beachlawyer51@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2013 7:32 PM
To: Katherine Armstrong; Mark Cheffo; Paul LaFata
Cc: dnast@nastlaw.com; stracey@traceylawfirm.com; jzonies@rplaw.com; Karen Menzies;
eblizzard@blizzardlaw.com; Scott Nabers; cschnieders@wcllp.com; Bryan Aylstock;
ebraniff@weitzlux.com; banderson@rcrlaw.net; Jennifer Liakos
Subject: RE: Zoloft - 30(b)(6) Depositions
 
Katherine,
 
In November 2012, Judge Rufe ordered Pfizer to give us sales and marketing discovery.  We
have repeatedly requested dates during the last year for the sales and market research
30(b)(6) depositions.  We need these depositions to send out additional requests for
production and a notice of the sales and market research depositions for the Pfizer employees
who are identified at these 30(b)(6) depositions.  If we do not complete these 30(b)(6)
depositions within the next 30-40 days, Plaintiffs will be forever prejudiced in our trial
preparation.  Time is of the essence for these depositions.
 
In my original email I requested both of these depositions be completed on or before January
4th.  In the spirit of cooperation, I will extend this deadline.   Plaintiffs must be allowed to
complete the sales 30(b)(6) deposition on or before January 15, 2014 and the market research
30(b)(6) on or before  January 31, 2014. 
 
Otherwise you obviously will be forcing us to go back to Judge Rufe to seek some form of
relief/sanctions.
 
Respectfully submitted,
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Mark P. Robinson, Jr.

 

From: KatherineArmstrong@quinnemanuel.com
To: beachlawyer51@hotmail.com; MarkCheffo@quinnemanuel.com;
PaulLaFata@quinnemanuel.com
CC: dnast@nastlaw.com; stracey@traceylawfirm.com; jzonies@rplaw.com;
kbmenzies@rcrlaw.net; eblizzard@blizzardlaw.com; snabers@blizzardlaw.com;
cschnieders@wcllp.com; baylstock@awkolaw.com; ebraniff@weitzlux.com;
banderson@rcrlaw.net
Date: Wed, 4 Dec 2013 13:27:30 -0800
Subject: RE: Zoloft - 30(b)(6) Depositions

I think we need a point of clarification to begin with, because your use of the words “substantive”
and “30(b)(6) only” are confusing different concepts.  PTO 23 contemplates three types of fact
depositions:

         Non-substantive 30(b)(6) depositions:  Hughes, Gramling and Holmes were non-substantive
30(b)(6) witnesses. We agreed that they would be high level depositions on organization and
process, so as to require less preparation and would not count towards your witness limit.

         Substantive 30(b)(6) depositions
         Fact witnesses.

 
PTO 23 gives us the right to designate any substantive 30(b)(6) witness as a fact witness to prevent
that person from being deposed twice.  It’s not your option to say that they are “30(b)(6) only.” 
 
Pfizer’s 30(b)(6) witness on sales is available for deposition on February 25 and 26 in Los Angeles. 
We will supply the name later, but it is likely we will also designate him as a fact witness.  He will
testify about the Roerig sales organization, which had the primary responsibility for sales.  We are
also working on someone from the Pratt sales organization and someone from market research.
 
We have also obtained dates for the following additional witnesses requested by you:
 
John Price:  February 5 & 6.  Please confirm whether you need two days.
Jeanette Barrett:  Early March.  If you let us know whether you need one or two days and I can
provide specific dates. 
 
 
From: Beach Lawyer [mailto:beachlawyer51@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 04, 2013 4:01 PM
To: Mark Cheffo; Katherine Armstrong; Paul LaFata
Cc: dnast@nastlaw.com; stracey@traceylawfirm.com; jzonies@rplaw.com; Karen Menzies;
eblizzard@blizzardlaw.com; Scott Nabers; cschnieders@wcllp.com; Bryan Aylstock;
ebraniff@weitzlux.com; banderson@rcrlaw.net
Subject: RE: Zoloft - 30(b)(6) Depositions
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Quick correction, just noticed,  marketing 30(b)(6) should read market research 30(b)(6).  
 

From: beachlawyer51@hotmail.com
To: markcheffo@quinnemanuel.com; katherinearmstrong@quinnemanuel.com;
paullafata@quinnemanuel.com
CC: dnast@nastlaw.com; stracey@traceylawfirm.com; jzonies@rplaw.com;
kbmenzies@rcrlaw.net; eblizzard@blizzardlaw.com; snabers@blizzardlaw.com;
cschnieders@wcllp.com; baylstock@awkolaw.com; ebraniff@weitzlux.com;
banderson@rcrlaw.net
Subject: Zoloft - 30(b)(6) Depositions
Date: Wed, 4 Dec 2013 12:32:55 -0800
Mark, Katherine and Paul,
 
It has been over 16 months since we sent out our 30(b)(6) notices.  We desperately need a
sales 30(b)(6) followed by a marketing 30(b)(6) set of depositions.  We do not want them
to be substantive depositions but rather 30(b)(6) only.  We would like them to take place in
the next 30 days.  We suggest the first week in January in New York.  
 
Mark Robinson and Dianne Nast

Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-3   Filed 12/27/13   Page 8 of 8



 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 3 

Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 1 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 2 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 3 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 4 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 5 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 6 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 7 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 8 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 9 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 10 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 11 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 12 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 13 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 14 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 15 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 16 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 17 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 18 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 19 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 20 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 21 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 22 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 23 of 24



Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-4   Filed 12/27/13   Page 24 of 24



1 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

   
IN RE: ZOLOFT (SERTRALINE 
HYDROCHLORIDE) PRODUCTS LIABILITY 
LITIGATION 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
 

 
MDL No.  2342 
 
2:12-md-02342-CMR 

______________________________________  
  
THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO: 
 
ALL ACTIONS 

HON. CYNTHIA M. RUFE 

 
ORDER 

 
 The Court has considered Plaintiffs’ Motion to Modify the Trial Pool Case Selection 

Process, as well as the files in this case and any oral argument presented in connection with the 

Motion, and for good cause shown therein, it is hereby ORDERED that: 

1. The discovery pool is reduced to eight (8) Plaintiff picks and eight (8) Defense 

picks; 

2. None of the cases selected by either side shall be stricken; and  

3. This Court will determine which cases should ultimately be tried, as well as the 

order in which those cases should be tried.   

IT IS SO ORDERED this _____________ day of ___________, 2014. 

     BY THE COURT: 

 

      _______________________ 
      Hon. Cynthia M. Rufe 
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1 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 

IN RE: ZOLOFT (SERTRALINE 
HYDROCHLORIDE) PRODUCTS 
LIABILITY LITIGATION 
 
THIS DOCUMENT APPLIES  TO: 
ALL ACTIONS 
_____________________________ 

: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

MDLNO. 2342 
12-MD-2342 

 
HON. CYNTHIA M. RUFE 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I, Mark P. Robinson, Jr., Esquire, hereby certify that a true and correct copy of Plaintiffs’ 

Motion to Modify the Trial Pool Case Selection Process and the Declaration of Mark P. 

Robinson, Jr. in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion to Modify the Trial Pool Case Selection Process 

was filed electronically.  Notice of this filing will be sent by operation of the Court’s electronic 

filing system as indicated on the electronic filing receipt.  This document so filed is available for 

viewing and downloading on the Court’s electronic filing system.   

I declare that I am a registered Filing User for this District of the United States District 

Court.  I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct, and that this Certificate is executed on December 27, 2013, at 

Newport Beach, California. 

 /s/ Mark P. Robinson, Jr.   
Mark P. Robinson, Jr. 
Robinson Calcagnie Robinson Shapiro Davis, Inc. 
19 Corporate Plaza Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
Tele: 949-720-1288; Fax: 949-720-1292 
mrobinson@rcrlaw.net 

 

Case 2:12-md-02342-CMR   Document 671-6   Filed 12/27/13   Page 1 of 1


