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OPPOSITION OF AUXILIUM PHARMACEUTICALS, INC. TO 
MOTIONS FOR TRANSFER AND CONSOLIDATION UNDER 28 U.S.C. § 1407 

OF ALL TESTOSTERONE REPLACEMENT THERAPY ACTIONS INTO ONE MDL

I. INTRODUCTION 

Auxilium Pharmaceuticals, Inc. (“Auxilium”) is a biopharmaceutical company located in 

Pennsylvania.  Auxilium has an exclusive license to manufacture and distribute an FDA-

approved Testosterone Replacement Therapy (“TRT”) medication called Testim®, and it also 

sells another other FDA-approved TRT drug, Testopel®.  At this time, Auxilium opposes the 

motions and requests for transfer filed with the Joint Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (the 

“Panel”) insofar as they seek coordinated pretrial proceeding of all cases against all 

manufacturers of TRT drugs.  

To date, only seven federal cases have been filed against Auxilium (three of which name 

Auxilium as the sole defendant).  Although Auxilium does not oppose an AndroGel® MDL, it 

opposes an industry-wide MDL given the small number of cases pending against Auxilium.  

Even though all TRT cases would involve some abstract common questions, individualized 

issues about plaintiffs, defendants, and physicians will be more significant to liability. 

Six of the seven federal lawsuits against Auxilium involve Testim® and one involves 

Testopel®.  Auxilium is the sole defendant in three cases, and a co-defendant with AbbVie, Inc. 

(“AbbVie”) and Abbott Laboratories, Inc. (“Abbott”) in four others (one of which also includes 

Pfizer, Inc. (“Pfizer”), and another of which also includes Eli Lilly and Company and Lilly USA,
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LLC (collectively, “Eli Lilly”)).1  Auxilium recognizes that the cases against Abbott and AbbVie

(including the cases in which Auxilium is a defendant) are likely to be transferred to a single 

venue for coordinated pretrial proceedings.  Auxilium agrees with AbbVie, Abbott, Eli Lilly, and 

Endo Pharmaceuticals that the Northern District of Illinois is the proper venue for any such 

MDL.2

II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

A. Requests for Transfer and Consolidation

There have been six requests for creation of a MDL filed with the Panel involving a total 

of 71 cases.  The initial motion to transfer was filed on March 28, 2014 by plaintiffs in cases 

filed in the Northern District of Illinois against AbbVie and Abbott relating to AbbVie’s 

AndroGel® medication (the “Illinois Plaintiffs”).  (Dkt. No. 1.)  The Illinois Plaintiffs request 

that the Panel create a MDL of all cases related to AndroGel®, consolidated in the Northern 

District of Illinois before Judge Kennelly.  (Dkt. No. 1 at 1-4.)  Since that time, a number of 

additional motions or responses have been filed by plaintiffs requesting that the Panel create a 

MDL that includes all TRT manufacturers and their medicines, and requesting that the MDL be 

located in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania (Dkt. Nos. 25 & 37), the Eastern District of 

Louisiana (Dkt. Nos. 17, 60 & 79), or the District of Colorado (Dkt. No. 61).  

B. Only Seven Federal Cases Have Been Filed Against Auxilium 

Seven cases have been filed against Auxilium in three U.S. District Courts.  See List of 

Associated Actions, attached as Exhibit A.  There are three cases pending in the Eastern District 

                                                
1 Auxilium is also a defendant in six cases pending in the Pennsylvania Court of Common 
Pleas, Philadelphia County, related to Testim®.  Some of these cases are brought jointly against 
Auxilium and GlaxoSmithKline, LLC, who agreed to co-promote Testim® to physicians 
between May 2012 and August 2013. 
2 Even if the Panel were to create an industry-wide MDL, Auxilium believes the Northern 
District of Illinois would be the proper forum for the reasons identified by those Defendants.
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of Pennsylvania, three in the Eastern District of Louisiana, and one in the Northern District of 

Illinois.  Six of those cases involve Testim® and one involves Testopel®.  Auxilium is a co-

defendant with AbbVie and Abbott in four of the cases (and a co-defendant with Pfizer and with

Eli Lilly, respectively, in one each of those four cases). Auxilium is named as the sole defendant 

in three cases.  There are no allegations that Auxilium acted in concert with or is otherwise 

jointly and severally liable with any of the other manufacturers.

Plaintiffs in the TRT cases generally attempt to allege that they began taking testosterone 

therapy after seeing marketing literature, but that such materials allegedly failed to adequately 

advise consumers and physicians of alleged cardiovascular and/or cerebrovascular risks of such 

therapies.  Based on these allegations, the complaints typically include a variety of claims under 

state law – strict product liability and negligence claims based on failure to warn and design 

defect theories, as well as claims for breach of express and implied warranties, fraud, and 

negligent misrepresentation. 

III. LEGAL ARGUMENTS

A. Legal Standard

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1407(a), the Panel can order transfer where actions pending in 

different districts “involv[e] one or more common questions of fact.”  Although the Panel has the 

power to do so, there is little reason to transfer cases held together by common questions that are 

not central to the parties’ dispute or which otherwise will not consume a significant amount of 

time relative to the litigations as a whole.  See, e.g., In re Ambulatory Pain Pump-Chondrolysis 

Prods. Liab. Litig., 709 F. Supp. 2d 1375, 1377 (J.P.M.L. 2010) (denying transfer despite some 

common factual allegations because “individual issues of causation and liability continue to 

appear to predominate, and remain likely to overwhelm any efficiencies that might be gained by 
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centralization”).  Differences among manufacturer defendants and products here weigh against 

including the cases involving only Auxilium in any multi-district proceeding.

The Panel also examines whether transfer will be convenient for the “parties and 

witnesses and will promote the just and efficient conduct of such actions.”  28 U.S.C. § 1407(a).  

There is no presumption in favor of transfer under section 1407, and the Panel has noted that 

centralization “should be the last solution after considered review of all other options.”  In re 

Best Buy Co. Inc., California Song-Beverly Credit Card Act Litig., MDL Nos. 2256, 2259, 2260, 

2267, 2268, 804 F. Supp. 2d 1376, 1378 (J.P.M.L. 2011).  

In exercising its discretion, the Panel weighs several practical considerations.  For 

example, transfer has been denied where there are few actions and the use of existing pretrial 

mechanisms would eliminate the possibility of duplicative and inconvenient discovery.  See In re 

Eli Lilly & Co. Patent Litig., 446 F. Supp. 242, 244 (J.P.M.L. 1978); see also Manual for 

Complex Litig. § 20.14 (4th ed. 2004) (noting that litigants in related cases can request 

assignment to one judge within a district as well as cross-file deposition notices, interrogatories, 

and requests for production across districts).  The Panel has also denied transfer where the 

number of actions and counsel involved were relatively limited.  See, e.g., In re Trilegiant 

Membership Program Mktg. & Sales Pracs. Litig., 828 F. Supp. 2d 1362, 1363 (J.P.M.L. 2011) 

(denying transfer involving six actions, noting that “[t]he relatively few involved counsel also 

weighs against centralization, and should facilitate informal coordination and cooperation across 

the actions”).  These factors (and others) weigh against transfer and centralization of the three

cases involving only Auxilium.
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B. The Panel Should Not Create A MDL Covering All TRT Manufacturers 
Where Some Manufacturers Oppose A MDL Because They Are Not Yet Involved In
A Significant Number Of Cases.

The Panel has discretion to order transfer and centralization only if, among other factors, 

it “will be for the convenience of the parties.”  28 U.S.C. § 1407(a).  This factor weighs against 

industry-wide transfer and centralization where, as here, some parties oppose it.  See, e.g., In re 

Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) Programs Litig., 764 F. Supp. 2d 1345, 1347 (J.P.M.L. 

2011) (denying centralization because, among other factors, “the bulk of the parties” opposed 

centralization).

Here, Auxilium and Actavis oppose creation of an industry-wide MDL of all TRT 

manufacturers because neither manufacturer is involved in more than a handful of federal cases.  

In light of this opposition, and the fact that movants have not demonstrated that an industry-wide 

MDL is convenient for all parties, the Panel should exercise its discretion to reject an industry-

wide MDL at this time.  The Panel may instead consider creating an AndroGel®-only MDL, 

given that AbbVie and Abbott do not oppose a MDL, and that the vast majority of actions 

involve AbbVie and Abbott as the only defendants, compared to a small number of cases against 

the other defendants that are far too few, standing alone, to justify MDL treatment for their 

products at this time.  (See Certificate of Service filed herewith, which, as of the date of filing,

lists all related actions and shows that 56 out of the 71 total related actions are brought against 

AbbVie and Abbott only regarding Androgel® only); see also In re Yellow Brass Plumbing 

Component Prods. Liab. Litig., 844 F. Supp. 2d 1377, 1378-79 (J.P.M.L. 2012) (denying 

industry-wide centralization because “we are typically hesitant to centralize litigation against 

multiple, competing defendants which marketed, manufactured and sold similar products. . . . 

[W]e are not persuaded that centralization of these actions would serve the convenience of the 

parties and witnesses or further the just and efficient conduct of this litigation.”).   
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Accordingly, movants’ request for an industry-wide TRT MDL should be denied as such 

a MDL is opposed by two defendants and, in any event, the number of actions now pending 

against these defendants opposing a MDL would not support MDL treatment for their products.

C. Although Abstract Common Questions Exist, They Are Not Significant To 
Determining Liability In Any Particular Case.        

Although there may be an abstract common issue regarding general causation, i.e., 

whether testosterone might present cardiac and cerebral risks, specific and individualized facts 

regarding plaintiffs, defendants, and physicians will be more significant to any finding of 

liability.  Because of the narrow band of common questions of fact and the limited number of 

non-Abbott and non-AbbVie cases, the efficiency gains at this time will be limited such that the 

Panel should decline the invitation to create a MDL involving all TRT manufacturers.  See In re 

Ambulatory Pain Pump-Chondrolysis Prods. Liab. Litig., 709 F. Supp. 2d at 1377 (denying 

request for consolidation because individual questions about different products in “different sizes 

and designs, with differing” characteristics and plaintiffs with different medical histories 

predominated over common factual issues).  

o First, the cases involve several different manufacturers (at least ten) and at least several
different TRT medications (at least six).3  The medications at issue come from different 
manufacturers, are sold in different formulations, are applied in different ways, and –
critically important given plaintiffs’ allegations – have unique promotional and FDA-
approval histories.4  Here, the several TRT drugs on the market come in different 
strengths and different formulations and delivery methods.   

                                                
3  Although some plaintiffs assert that nine cases involve drugs in addition to AndroGel®, 
as of this date only the following six products have been identified in the related actions 
currently before the Panel:  AndroGel®, AndroDerm®, Axiron®, Depo-Testosterone®, 
Fortesta®, and Testim®.  (See Dkt. No. 17-1 at 1.)
4 For example, Auxilium’s products are applied in different ways.  Testim® is a topical gel 
that is applied each morning to the shoulders and upper arms.  See Testim® FDA-approved Full 
Prescribing Information (attached as Exhibit B).  Testopel® is a pellet treatment that is placed 
under the skin by a physician to deliver testosterone over a longer period of time.  See Testopel® 
FDA-approved Full Prescribing Information (attached as Exhibit C).  There are differences 
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o Second, plaintiffs acknowledge that TRT manufacturers used different marketing 
campaigns directed to consumers that were purportedly designed to convince them that 
symptoms associated with normal aging were actually attributable to “Low-T.”  Plaintiffs 
in the TRT cases do not allege that Auxilium or any of the other TRT manufacturers 
advertised their products together, or in any way collaborated in the marketing and 
promotion of TRT medications.  Instead, the manufacturers are competitors, each with its 
own promotional materials utilizing different media outlets, such as print, radio, 
television, or internet.  And, not all manufacturers advertised through all of these forums.  
Each manufacturer’s advertising and marketing is unique to that defendant.

o Third, for each case, the knowledge and prescribing decision(s) of each plaintiff’s 
prescribing doctor will be critical.  Applicable state laws generally provide that the duty 
to warn of risks associated with prescription medications runs not to the patient, but to the 
doctor who has sole prescribing authority.5  Therefore, in each case it will be essential to 
discover the “who, what, when, where, and why” of the informational and promotional 
materials about Testim® and/or other TRT products that plaintiffs’ doctors read and 
relied on.

o Fourth, plaintiffs allege that published studies establish an association between TRT 
products and increased levels of hematocrit, hemoglobin, and/or estradiol in the body 
that, in turn, increase risks of cardiac injury and stroke.  The medical causation issues will 
necessarily be different for each plaintiff and potentially implicate differences between 
the various testosterone medicines.

The Panel has previously denied consolidation in cases involving different prescription 

products manufactured by different companies and used by different plaintiffs.  For example, in 

In re Shoulder Pain Pump-Chondrolysis Prods. Liab. Litig., 571 F. Supp. 2d 1367, 1368 

(J.P.M.L. 2008), although the Panel found that the cases had “some commonality as to whether 

shoulder pain pumps and/or the anesthetic drugs used in those pumps cause glenohumeral 

                                                                                                                                                            
among other TRT medications as well, e.g., Delatestryl® and Depo-Testosterone® are injected 
by a doctor every two weeks.  See Delatestryl®, available at
http://dailymed.nlm.nih.gov/dailymed/lookup.cfm?setid=67e2cc36-a379-11dc-8314-
0800200c9a66 (last visited April 25, 2014); Depo-Testosterone®, available at
http://dailymed.nlm.nih.gov/dailymed/lookup.cfm?setid=cfbb53d4-b868-4a28-8436-
f9112eb01c39 (last visited April 25, 2014).
5 See generally Bergstresser v. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co., No. 3:12-1464, 2013 WL 
1760525, at *5 (M.D. Pa. Apr. 24, 2013) (“Where a case involves a negligent failure-to-warn 
regarding a pharmaceutical drug, the Pennsylvania courts have adopted the ‘learned intermediary 
doctrine.’”) (citation omitted).
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chondrolysis,” it denied transfer because they involved different drugs made by different 

pharmaceutical companies, many of whom were sued in “only a minority” of the actions.  See In 

re Watson Fentanyl Patch Prods. Liab. Litig., MDL 2372, 883 F. Supp. 2d 1350, 1351 (J.P.M.L. 

2012) (refusing to include different products within a Watson-specific fentanyl patch MDL 

because “[e]ach group of cases against each manufacturer will involve unique product—and 

defendant-specific issues (such as the different product designs, manufacturing processes, 

regulatory histories, and company documents and witnesses) that will overwhelm the few 

common issues.”); see also In re Pfizer Inc. Mktg. & Sales Practices Litig., 657 F. Supp. 2d 

1367, 1368 (J.P.M.L. 2009) (refusing to centralize two actions into an MDL that involved eleven 

different prescription drugs because the Panel was not convinced “at the present time” that 

centralization under Section 1407 would serve the convenience of the parties and witnesses or 

further the just and efficient conduct of the litigation).

Given the limited number of TRT actions that involve products other than AndroGel®, it 

is not apparent at this time that an all-TRT MDL would share common significant and complex 

issues related to any liability determinations such that it would be efficient for all involved.  See, 

e.g., In re Nutella Mktg. & Sales Practices Litig., MDL 2248, 804 F. Supp. 2d 1374, 1375 

(J.P.M.L. 2011) (denying unopposed motion for consolidation of two actions where the Panel 

was not convinced “that any common factual questions are sufficiently complex or numerous to 

justify Section 1407 transfer at this time”); In re Prof’l Basketball Antitrust Litig., 344 F. Supp. 

1405, 1406-07 (J.P.M.L. 1972) (denying transfer as “premature at this time” and denying the 

motion “without prejudice to the right of the parties to seek transfer at a later time” where 

movants did not convince the Panel as to the “existence of questions of fact common to these 

cases”).  If additional TRT actions are filed against manufacturers of TRT medications other than 
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AndroGel®, the parties may return with a renewed request for an all-TRT MDL based upon a 

more developed record that would allow this Panel to more appropriately assess whether 

common factual issues warrant centralization.  E.g., In re Am. Home Realty Network, Inc., 

Multiple Listing Serv. Copyright Infringement Litig., MDL 2431, 939 F. Supp. 2d 1372, 1373 

(J.P.M.L. 2013) (denying transfer and noting that “[i]n the event that additional related actions 

are filed . . . the parties may file another Section 1407 motion, and the Panel may revisit the 

question of centralization at that time”). Thus, the Panel should decline the invitation to create an 

industry-wide MDL at this time. 

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Panel should deny the requests for an industry-wide MDL 

at the present time.

DATED:  April 25, 2014 Respectfully submitted,

/s/ James D. Pagliaro
James D. Pagliaro
MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
1701 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
Tel:   (215) 963-5000
Fax:  (215) 963-5001
jpagliaro@morganlewis.com

Attorney for Defendant 
Auxilium Pharmaceuticals, Inc.
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Husted v. AbbVie Inc., et al,
E.D. Pa., No. 1:14-cv-2111
Komrada v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2429
Mecikalski v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2441
Reid v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2443
Spann v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D.La., 3:14-cv-935
Young v. Abbvie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02829
Couwenhoven v. Abbott Laboratories, Inc., et al.,
C.D.Ca., No. 5:14-cv-667
Schwalm v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2899
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
David E. Stanley
Reed Smith LLP
355. S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2900
Los Angeles, CA 90071
Dstanley@reedsmith.com

Timothy Robert Carraher
Reed Smith LLP
10 S. Wacker Dr., 40th Floor
Chicago, IL 60606
tcarraher@reedsmith.com

Defendants:
Eli Lilly and Company, Lilly USA LLC

Lau v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1298

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Andrew Keith Solow
Kaye Scholer LLP
425 Park Ave.
New York, NY 10022
asolow@kayescholer.com

Jeffrey Mark Wagner
Kaye Scholer LLP
3 First National Plaza
70 West Madison
Chicago, IL 60602
Jeffrey.wagner@kayescholer.com

Pamela Joan Yates
Kaye Scholer LLP
1999 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1700
Los Angeles, CA 90067
pyates@kayescholer.com

Defendant:
Endo Pharmaceuticals

Cataudella v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1483

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

AbbVie, Inc.
c/o CT Corporation System
5615 Corporate Boulevard, Suite 400B
Baton Rouge, LA 70808

Abbott Laboratories, Inc.
c/o CT Corporation System
5615 Corporate Boulevard, Suite 400B
Baton Rouge, LA 70808

Defendant:
Barrios v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D., LA, No. 2:14-cv-00839
Spann v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D.La., 3:14-cv-935

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Joseph P. Thomas
Ulmer & Berne LLP
600 Vine Street, Suite 2800
Cincinnati, OH 45202
jthomas@ulmer.com

Defendants:
Actavis, Inc. (f/k/a Watson Pharmaceuticals, Inc.)
Anda, Inc.

Hall v. Actavis Plc., et al.
NV, No. 2:14-cv-00453
McGill v. Actavis, Inc., et al.
E.D.Pa., No. 2:14-cv-02177
Couwenhoven v. Abbott Laboratories, Inc., et al.,
C.D.Ca., No. 5:14-cv-667
Davis v. Actavis Pharma, Inc., et al.,
NV, No. 2:14-cv-00596
Schwalm v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2899

Physicians Total Care, Inc.
c/o National Corporate Research, Ltd.
1833 S. Morgan Road
Oklahoma City, OK 73218

Defendant:
Davis v. Actavis Pharma, Inc., et al.,
NV, No. 2:14-cv-00596

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Actavis plc.
1 Grand Canal Square
Dockland, Dublin 2
Ireland

Actavis Pharma, Inc.
c/o The Corporation Trust Company
of Nevada
311 S. Division Street
Carson City, NY 89703

Anda, Inc.
2915 Weston Road
Weston, FL 33331

Watson Laboratories
c/o The Corporation Trust Company
of Nevada
311 S. Division Street
Carson City, NY 89703

Defendants:
Davis v. Actavis Pharma, Inc., et al.,
NV, No. 2:14-cv-00596

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Abbott Laboratories, Inc.
100 Abbott Park Road
Abbott Park, IL 60064-3500

AbbVie Inc.
1 North Waukegan Road
North Chicago, IL 60064

Pfizer Inc.
235 East 42nd Street
New York, NY 10017

Defendants:
Amerson v. Abbott Laboratories Inc., et al.,
E.D.Pa., No. 2:14-cv-02206

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

AbbVie Inc.
1 North Waukegan Road
North Chicago, IL 60064

Abbott Laboratories, Inc.
100 Abbott Park Road
Abbott Park, IL 60064-3500

Defendants:
Runyan v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D.La., No. 2:14-cv-00909

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Lee A. Cirsch
Michael A. Akselrud
The Lanier Law Firm PC
2049 Century Park East, Suite 1940
Los Angeles, CA 90067
lee.cirsch@lanierlawfirm.com
michael.akselrud@lanierlawfirm.com

Richard D. Meadow
W. Mark Lanier
Catherine Heacox
The Lanier Law Firm PLLC
126 East 56th Street, 6th Floor
New York, NY 10022
wml@lanierlawfirm.com
catherine.heacox@lanierlawfirm.com
rdm@lanierlawfirm.com

Plaintiffs:
Couwenhoven v. Abbott Laboratories, Inc., et al.,
C.D.Ca., No. 5:14-cv-667
Amerson v. Abbott Laboratories Inc., et al.,
E.D.Pa., No. 2:14-cv-02206

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Diane Nast
NastLaw LLC
1101 Market St., Suite 2801
Philadelphia, PA 19107
Dnast@nastlaw.com

Plaintiff:
Tejeda v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D.Pa., No. 2:14-cv-946
Hill v. Auxilium Pharmaceuticals, Inc.,
E.D., Pa., No. 2:14-cv-02189
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Gerald E. Meunier
Gainsburgh, Benjamin, David,
Meunier & Warshauer
Energy Centre
1100 Poydras Street, Suite 2800
New Orleans, LA 70163-2800
gmeunier@gainsben.com

Plaintiff:
LoCoco v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D.La., No. 2:14-cv-774

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Ronald E. Johnson, Jr.
Sarah Lynch
Schachter Hendy & Johnson
909 Wrights Summit Parkway, Suite 210
Fort Wright, KY 41011
rjohnson@pschachter.com
slynch@pschachter.com

Plaintiffs:
Blades v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1471
Carpenter v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1472
Cataudella v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No 1:14-cv-01483
Cripe v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-843
Dobbs v. AbbVie Inc., et al.
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1474
Gibby v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-917
Gordon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1478
Hardee v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il, No. 1-14-cv-918
Headley v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1475
Hughes v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1476
Humphries v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1473
Jackson v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1477
Jones v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1479
King v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1480
Lewis v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1481
Saylor v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1482
Ott v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02495
Ousley v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02729
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
John Sawin
Sawin Law Firm, Ltd.
55 W Wacker Drive, Floor 9
Chicago, IL 60601-1794
jsawin@sawinlawyers.com

Plaintiffs:
Blades v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1471
Carpenter v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv--1472
Cataudella v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No 1:14-cv-01483
Cripe v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-843
Dobbs v. AbbVie Inc., et al.
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1474
Gibby v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-917
Gordon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1478
Hardee v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il, No. 1-14-cv-918
Headley v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1475
Hughes v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1476
Humphries v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1473
Jackson v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1477
Jones v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1479
King v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1480
Lewis v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1481
Saylor v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1482
Ott v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02495
Ousley v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02729
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Scott Morgan
Morgan Law Firm, Ltd.
55 W. Wacker Drive, Suite 900
Chicago, IL 60601-1794
smorgan@smorgan-law.com

Plaintiffs:
Blades v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1471
Carpenter v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv--1472
Cataudella v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No 1:14-cv-01483
Cripe v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-843
Dobbs v. AbbVie Inc., et al.
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1474
Gibby v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-917
Gordon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1478
Hardee v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il, No. 1-14-cv-918
Headley v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1475
Hughes v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1476
Humphries v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1473
Jackson v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1477
Jones v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1479
King v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1480
Lewis v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1481
Saylor v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1482
Ott v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02495
Ousley v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02729
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Seth A. Katz
Burg Simpson
40 Iverness Drive East
Englewood, CO 80116
skatz@burgsimpson.com

Plaintiffs:
Schenkein v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
D.Co., No. 1:14-cv-910

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Joseph M. Lyon
The Lyon Firm
22 West 9th
Cincinnati, OH 45202
jlyon@thelyonfirm.com

Plaintiffs:
Cripe v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-843
Gibby v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-917
Hardee v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-918
Dobbs v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1474
Headley v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1475
Hughes v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1476
Jackson v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1477
Gordon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1478
Jones v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1479
King v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1480
Lewis v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1481
Saylor v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1482

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Trent B. Miracle
Brendan A. Smith
Simmons Browder Gianaris Angelides
& Barnerd
One Court Street
Alton, IL 62002
tmiracle@simmonsfirm.com

Plaintiffs:
Aurecchia v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-772
Bailey v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1663
Bartholic v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1427
Cole v. AbbVie Inc., et al.
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2613
DeLeon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-167
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Delu v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1726
George v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14cv-2085
Gordon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1665
Johnson v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-877
Kanady v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2612
Kelly, Sr. v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-879
Lane v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2611
Lau v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1298
Lueck v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2140
Marino v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-777
Montgomery v. AbbVie Inc., et al.
N.D.Il, No. 1:14-cv-1668
Myers v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-780
O’Donnell v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1428
Ortiz v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1670
Pointer v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2633
Udovich v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2629
White v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1667
Schwalm v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2899
Davis v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02774

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Benedict P. Morelli
David Stuart Ratner
David T. Sirotkin
Morelli Alters Ratner LLP
950 Third Ave., 11th Floor
New York, NY 10022
bmorelli@morellialters.com
dratner@morellialters.com
dsirotkin@morellialters.com

Co-Counsel for Plaintiffs:
Aurecchia v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-772
Marino v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il.,No. 1:14-cv-777
Myers v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-780
Bailey v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1663
DeLeon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-167
Gordon v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-1665
Marino v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-777
Montgomery v. AbbVie Inc., et al.
N.D.Il, No. 1:14-cv-1668
Myers v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-780
White v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1667
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
James P. Roy
Elwood C. Stevens, Jr.
Domengeaux, Wright, Roy & Edwards
556 Jefferson St., Suite 500
Lafayette, LA 70502
jimr@wrightroy.com
ElwoodS@wrightroy.com

Plaintiff:
Peuler v. Auxilium Pharmaceuticals,
E.D.La., No. 14-658

Drew B. LaFramboise
James F. Green
Stephanie Lynn Gardner
Ashcraft & Gerel, LLP
4900 Seminary Rd., Suite 650
Alexandria, VA 22311
dlaframboise@ashcraftlaw.com
jgreen@ashcraftlaw.com
sgardner@ashcraftlaw.com
mparf@aol.com

Plaintiff:
Komrada v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 14-2429

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Tor A. Hoerman
TorHoerman Law LLC
101 W. Vandalia St., Suite 350
Edwardsville, IL 62025
thoerman@torhoermanlaw.com

Plaintiff:
Komrada v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 14-2429

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Gary D. McCallister
Gary D. McCallister & Associates,
LLC
120 N. LaSalle Street, Suite 2800
Chicago, IL 60602
gdm@gdmlawfirm.com

Plaintiff:
Mecikalski v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2441
Reid v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2443

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

George M. Fleming
Rand P. Nolen
Fleming, Nolen & Jez LLP
2800 Post Oak Boulevard, Suite 4000
Houston, TX 77056-6109
georgefleming@fleming-law.com

Plaintiff:
Mecikalski v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2441
Reid v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2443

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Arnold Levin
Michael M. Weinkowitz
Levin, Fishbein, Sedran & Berman
510 Walnut Street, Suite 500
Philadelphia, PA 19104
mweinkowitz@lfsblaw.com
alevin@lfsblaw.com

Plaintiff:
Albright v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D.Pa., No. 2:14-cv-2112
Harris v. AbbVie Inc., et al,
E.D. Pa., No. 2:14-cv-2113
Husted v. AbbVie Inc., et al,
E.D. Pa., No. 2:14-cv-2111
McGill v. Actavis, Inc., et al.
E.D.Pa., No. 2:14-cv-2177

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Maury A. Herman
Aaron Z. Ahlquist
Leonard A. Davis
Herman, Herman & Katz, LLC
820 O’Keefe Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70113
mherman@hhklawfirm.com
aahlquist@hhklawfirm.com
ldavis@hhklawfirm.com

Plaintiff:
Barrios v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D., LA, No. 2:14-cv-00839
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Myron Milton Cherry
Myron M. Cherry & Associates
30 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2300
Chicago, IL 60602
mcherry@cherry-law.com

Plaintiff:
Emmons v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02221
Parker v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02394
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748

Michelle L. Kranz
James Griffin O’Brien
Zoll, Kranz & Borgess, LLC
6620 West Central Avenue, Suite 100
Toledo, OH 43617
jim@toledolaw.com
michelle@toledolaw.com

Plaintiff:
Darby v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1-14-cv-2227
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748
Davis v. Actavis Pharma, Inc., et al.
NV, No.: 2-14-cv-00596

Don Springmeyer
Wolf Rifkin Shapiro Schulman
Rabkin, LLP
3556 East Russell Road, Second Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89120
DSpringmeyer@wrslawyers.com

Plaintiff:

Davis v. Actavis Pharma, Inc., et al.
NV, No.: 2-14-cv-00596
Hall v. Actavis Plc., et al.
NV, No. 2:14-cv-00453

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Corey G. Raines
Wexler Wallace LLP
55 W. Monroe Street, Suite 3300
Chicago, IL. 60603
cgr@wexlerwallace.com

Plaintiff:
LaRoche v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1826
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Peter J. Flowers
Brian John Perkins
Meyers & Flower, LLC
3 North Second Street, Suite 300
St. Charles, IL 60174
pjf@meyers-flowers.com
bjp@meyers-flowers.com

Plaintiffs:
Marino v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-777
In re AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-01748
Young v. Abbvie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-02829

Filing Served by U.S. Mail
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ATTORNEY PARTY / CASE
Roger C. Denton
Schlichter, Bogard & Denton, LLP
100 South Fourth Street, Suite 900
St. Louis, MO 63102
rdenton@uselaws.com

Plaintiffs:
DeForest v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2405
Covey v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2405

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Timothy J. Becker
Johnson Becker, PLLC
33 South Sixth Street, Suite 4530
Minneapolis, MN 55402
tbecker@johnsonbecker.com

Plaintiffs:
Ortiz v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-1670
George v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2085

Daniel E. Becnel, Jr.
Becnel Law Firm, LLC
P.O. Box Draw H
Reserve, LA 70084
dbecnel@becnellaw.com

Morris Bart
Mekel Alvarez
Morris Bart, LLC
909 Poydras Street, 20th Floor
New Orleans, LA 70112
morrisbart@morrisbart.com
malvarez@morrisbart.com

Plaintiff:
Spann v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
E.D.La., 3:14-cv-935

Filing Served by U.S. Mail

Michael A. London
Douglas & London, P.C.
59 Maiden Lane, 6th Floor
New York, NY 10038
mlondon@douglasandlondon.com

Plaintiffs:
DeForest v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2405
Covey v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
N.D.Il., No. 1:14-cv-2405

James R. Dugan, II
Chad Joseph Primeaux
Douglas Robert Plymale
Dugan Law Firm
One Canal Place
365 Canal Street, Suaite 1000
New Orleans, LA 70130
jdugan@dugan-lawfirm.com
cprimeaux@dugan-lawfirm.com
drplymale@plymalelawfirm.com

Plaintiff:

Runyan v. AbbVie Inc., et al.,
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DATED: April 25, 2014 Respectfully submitted,

/s/ James D. Pagliaro
James D. Pagliaro
MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
1701 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
Tel: (215) 963-5000
Fax: (215) 963-5001
jpagliaro@morganlewis.com
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