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INTRODUCTION

This litigation currently consists of 41 Related Actions that assert personal injury claims
on behalf of Plaintiffs who allegedly took one or more glucagon-like peptide-1 receptor agonist
medicines (“GLP-1RAs”). The Related Actions have been filed in 17 different federal districts
against Novo Nordisk, Eli Lilly, and related entities.!

GLP-1RAs are groundbreaking medicines that have been in clinical use for the past 18
years and, in that time, have revolutionized the treatment of type 2 diabetes and obesity. At a high
level, the class of GLP-1RAs includes twelve branded medicines (with six different active
ingredients) manufactured by four companies, including Novo Nordisk and Eli Lilly. Today,
millions of Americans rely on GLP-1RA medicines to manage chronic conditions, to reduce their
risk of long-term complications, and to improve the quality of their lives. Due to their
unprecedented efficacy and strong safety record, GLP-1RAs are prominently recommended in
diabetes and obesity treatment guidelines issued by leading medical organizations. Ongoing
research suggests that GLP-1RAs may have even broader public health benefits, including in the
treatment of chronic kidney disease, heart failure, liver disease, Alzheimer’s disease, and
addiction. Consistent with their importance to the public health, researchers have submitted a
petition requesting that GLP-1RA medicines be added to the World Health Organization’s list of
“Essential Medicines.”

Plaintiffs in the Related Actions have filed suit against Defendants Novo Nordisk and Eli

Lilly, alleging gastrointestinal-related conditions. See Movants’ Br. 4 (“All of the claimed injuries

! This brief is filed on behalf of Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo Nordisk North America Operations A/S,
Novo Nordisk US Holdings, Inc., Novo Nordisk US Commercial Holdings, Inc., Novo Nordisk,
Inc., Novo Nordisk Research Center Seattle, Inc., and Novo Nordisk Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP (collectively, “Novo Nordisk™). As of the filing of this brief, other corporate entities affiliated
with Novo Nordisk have not been served with any of the complaints.
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involve the patients’ inability to pass food through their digestive tracts resulting in severe and
almost unremittent vomiting requiring hospitalization.”).? Plaintiffs have filed dozens of lawsuits
and the number appears likely to grow.’> Like all medications, GLP-1RA use is associated with
some potential side effects, which are described in the FDA-approved product labeling.
Gastrointestinal symptoms—including nausea, vomiting, abdominal pain, diarrhea, and
constipation—are known and labeled side effects of these medicines, which act in part by slowing
movement of food through the stomach (i.e., by delaying gastric emptying). These known and
labeled side effects typically diminish over time and resolve completely after treatment cessation.

Novo Nordisk does not oppose Movants’ request for coordinated pretrial proceedings in
an MDL because the pending cases share sufficient factual and legal similarities to qualify for
pretrial coordination under Section 1407.* “Centralization affords the parties and the judiciary
substantial efficiencies by streamlining pretrial proceedings and reducing the risk of potentially
inconsistent pretrial rulings and other obligations.” In re Crop Prot. Prods. Loyalty Program
Antitrust Litig., 655 F. Supp. 3d 1380, 1381 (J.P.M.L. 2023) (centralizing cases in the Middle
District of North Carolina). Coordinated discovery (at least with respect to the cases involving

gastrointestinal claims) will avoid the unnecessary use of judicial resources in multiple federal

2 Presently, one case alleges deep vein thrombosis as the injury. Novo Nordisk does not list that
case among the Related Actions because it is not a gastrointestinal injury and it remains to be seen
whether enough Plaintiffs will allege that condition such that centralization would be warranted.

3 Plaintiffs’ counsel has said they are investigating tens of thousands of additional claims. See,
e.g., Movants’ Br. 3. Given the involvement of 21 plaintiffs’ law firms, with more expected to file
suit, Defendants anticipate a significant number of Plaintiffs’ claims will be centralized if the Panel
determines it is appropriate to create an MDL. This conclusion is further supported by the
nationwide advertising campaign that is currently being undertaken by plaintiffs’ firms around the
country; Defendants are presently aware of advertisements by more than 100 different firms
seeking additional claims.

4 Plaintiffs Jaclyn Bjorklund, Delisa Jones, Jarred Olson, Marliene Salinas, Lia Ritchie, Leigh
Decorde, Meredith Hotchkiss, Rodney Muilenburg, and Robin Kelly (collectively, “Movants”).
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courts, prevent inconsistent rulings on pretrial motions, and eliminate the burden of duplicative
discovery. See In re Incretin-Based Therapies, 968 F. Supp. 2d 1345, 1346 (J.P.M.L. 2013). In
addition, Plaintiffs’ complaints allege overlapping scientific theories; thus, there is a need for the
coordinated, rigorous evaluation of proposed expert testimony.

For the reasons detailed below, there is no geographic center of gravity among the Plaintiffs
in this matter. Law firms have been selectively filing a small portion of their cases in specific
jurisdictions, but physicians prescribe GLP-1RAs to patients throughout the United States. That
is because diabetes and obesity are conditions that affect Americans of all ages, all races, and living
in all regions of the country. Thus, rather than considering the current filing statistics, the Panel
should look to transferee forums that share a true nexus with this litigation and its parties, have
experienced judges with the necessary resources to manage a large-scale litigation, have a
reasonable and predictable caseload, and are convenient for the parties.

Here, for all these reasons, the Middle District of North Carolina is the best transferee
forum. Novo Nordisk and Eli Lilly have manufacturing facilities within or in close proximity to
the district, meaning that employees, facilities, and corporate documents may be located within
North Carolina. The Middle District of North Carolina is located in one of the fastest growing
states in the country and near major airports, and it includes Research Triangle Park. And,
critically, the Middle District of North Carolina has highly experienced judges who have the
capacity and ability to manage an important, complex MDL. Considering the involvement of
numerous plaintiffs’ firms and their aggressive nationwide advertising campaigns, there is a risk
that any possible MDL will become unwieldly if not managed by an experienced judge with a
proven record of handling scientifically complex cases and who is attuned to the profound public

health ramifications of this litigation.
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If the Panel were to decide not to transfer the cases to the Middle District of North Carolina,
this Panel’s precedent recognizes the efficiencies of transferring new MDLs to judges who have
presided over similar proceedings. Thus, a logical option here is to transfer the cases to Judge
Anthony Battaglia in the Southern District of California. Judge Battaglia oversaw the previous
MDL involving GLP-1RAs: In re Incretin-Based Therapies Products Liability Litigation, MDL
No. 2452. Given the significant overlap in the medication class, counsel, and parties between the
prior MDL and the present actions, Judge Battaglia is uniquely positioned to manage the pretrial
proceedings. His experience with GLP-1RA medicines, including cases filed by many of the same
Plaintiffs’ firms that are involved here, puts him in a strong and unique position to manage this
important proceeding, which impacts medicines relied on daily by millions of Americans. Judge
Battaglia has a proven track record of managing complex scientific cases and is not currently
presiding over an MDL. Also, the Southern District of California is easily accessible for all parties.

Finally, contrary to Movants’ argument, these cases should not be centralized in the
Western District of Louisiana. First, Movants’ claim that there is a center of gravity in that district
is based on artificially manufactured case filings. Plaintiffs’ counsel has engaged in a targeted
strategy of filing cases in a division within the district that has only one Article III judge. The
Panel should give no weight to the fact that certain Plaintiffs’ firms have rushed to file a handful
of select cases in that district. Second, the district is inconvenient for the parties. The Lake Charles
Division is more than a 2.5-hour drive from Houston, Texas, the closest major airport. It would
be time-consuming, expensive, and burdensome for the parties and counsel, who are located across
the country, to travel to Lake Charles to attend court conferences and hearings. Third, the Western
District of Louisiana has been subjected to massive fluctuations in its caseload as a result of

hurricane-related litigation. Unfortunately, hurricane lawsuits are becoming a permanent fixture
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for coastal locales like Lake Charles. All these factors weigh heavily against transferring these
cases to the Western District of Louisiana.

BACKGROUND

A. GLP-1RAs Are Groundbreaking Medicines That Help Patients Manage
Diabetes or Weight Loss Under a Physician’s Supervision.

GLP-1RA medicines have been prescribed in the United States for nearly two decades and,
during that time, have revolutionized the treatment of diabetes and obesity.> The strong efficacy
and safety profile of GLP-1RAs has been established over decades of use and is reflected in the
prominent inclusion of these medicines at the top of treatment guidelines issued by leading medical
organizations in the fields of diabetes and obesity treatment, including the American Diabetes
Association,® the American Association of Clinical Endocrinology,” the American Heart
Association,® and the American Gastroenterological Association.’

GLP-1RAs help improve health and prolong life. Although each GLP-1RA is different

and has unique properties, the medicines are known to reduce blood sugar levels in patients with

5 Ozempic® (semaglutide), Wegovy® (semaglutide), and Rybelsus® (semaglutide) are

manufactured by Novo Nordisk. Movants also reference two GLP-1RAs manufactured by Eli
Lilly: Trulicity (dulaglutide) and Mounjaro (tirzepatide).

® Am. Diabetes Ass’n, Diabetes Care (Dec. 2023), available at https://diabetesjournals.org/
care/issue/47/Supplement 1.

7 Susan Samson, et al., American Association of Clinical Endocrinology Consensus Statement:
Comprehensive Type 2 Diabetes Management Algorithm, Endocrine Prac. (2023), available at
https://www.endocrinepractice.org/article/S1530-891X(23)00034-4/fulltext.

8 Joshua Joseph, et al., Comprehensive Management of Cardiovascular Risk Factors for Adults
with Type 2 Diabetes: A Scientific Statement from the American Heart Association, Circulation
(2022), available at https://www.ahajournals.org/doi/10.1161/CIR.0000000000001040?utm __
campaign=sciencenews21-22&utm_source=science-news&utm_medium=phd-link&utm_content
=phd-01-10-22.

% Eduardo Grunvald, et al., AGA Clinical Practice Guideline on Pharmacological Interventions
for Adults with Obesity, Gastroenterology (2022), available at https://www.gastrojournal.
org/action/showPdf?pii=S0016-5085%2822%2901026-5.


https://www.gastrojournal.org/action/showPdf?pii=S0016-5085%2822%2901026-5
https://www.gastrojournal.org/action/showPdf?pii=S0016-5085%2822%2901026-5
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type 2 diabetes and to help patients lose excess weight. Novo Nordisk’s GLP-1RA medicines also
have been shown to reduce the risk of cardiovascular complications, including heart attack, stroke,
and death. For example, in 2016, the SUSTAIN-6 clinical trial showed that Ozempic® reduced
the risk of non-fatal stroke by 39% and reduced the risk of major cardiovascular events in patients
with type 2 diabetes by 26%, a remarkable result considering that cardiovascular disease is the
leading cause of death in patients with diabetes.!? Patients receiving Ozempic® also lost more than
eight pounds on average and reduced their blood pressure. Similarly, in 2023, the SELECT clinical
trial demonstrated that Wegovy® reduced the risk of death, major cardiovascular events, heart
failure, and non-fatal heart attack.!'! Patients receiving Wegovy® also benefitted from an
approximately 9% decrease in body weight, as well as improvements in blood pressure and
cholesterol levels. Based on these results, the American Heart Association recognized GLP-1RAs
as one of the “top advances in cardiovascular disease research for 2023 because they improve
patients’ lives.!?

In addition, ongoing research suggests that GLP-1RAs may have even broader public
health benefits, including in the treatment of chronic kidney disease, heart failure, liver disease,

Alzheimer’s disease, and addiction.'®> For all of these reasons, researchers at Yale, Harvard, and

10 Steven Marso, et al., Semaglutide and Cardiovascular Outcomes in Patients with Type 2
Diabetes, N. Eng. J. Med. (2016), available at https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/nejmoa
1607141.

' A. Michael Lincoff, et al., Semaglutide and Cardiovascular Outcomes in Obesity Without
Diabetes, N. Eng. J. Med. (2023), available at https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/NEJM
0a2307563.

12" Am. Heart Ass’n, AHA Names Top Advances in Cardiovascular Disease Research for 2023
(2023), available at https://www.heart.org/en/around-the-aha/aha-names-top-advances-in-
cardiovascular-disease-research-for-2023.

13 See, e.g., Mikhail N. Kosiborod, et al., Semaglutide in Patients with Heart Failure with
Preserved Ejection Fraction and Obesity, N. Eng. J. Med. (2023), available at
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University of California, San Francisco, have submitted a petition requesting that GLP-1RA
medicines be added to the World Health Organization’s list of “Essential Medicines.”!*

B. This Will Be the Second GLP-1RA MDL.

In 2013, plaintiffs began filing lawsuits alleging that incretin-based medicines (a class that
includes GLP-1RAs and a related group of medicines called DPP-4 inhibitors) cause pancreatic
cancer. Both Novo Nordisk and Eli Lilly were named defendants in the litigation, which included
claims involving all three GLP-1RA medicines approved at that time: Byetta (exenatide),
Bydureon (exenatide extended release), and Victoza® (liraglutide). See In re Incretin-Based
Therapies, 968 F. Supp. 2d at 1346. The Panel centralized the cases into MDL No. 2452 and
assigned the MDL to Judge Anthony Battaglia in the Southern District of California. Id. at 1347.
In that MDL, Judge Battaglia oversaw plaintiffs’ product liability claims against several
defendants, including Novo Nordisk and Eli Lilly, relating to their manufacture and sale of GLP-
IRAs.

During the MDL, Judge Battaglia oversaw extensive fact and expert discovery, held
numerous motion hearings (including on Daubert), and efficiently pushed the case forward to
resolution. Judge Battaglia held an early science day and subsequently staged discovery, focusing

initially on issues of general causation and preemption. Ultimately, the court successfully resolved

https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/NEJM0a2306963; Novo Nordisk Is Committed to Driving
Change for People Living with Alzheimer’s Disease, Alzheimer’s Disease Int’l, available at
https://www.alzint.org/about-us/funders/corporate-partner-novo-nordisk/#:~:text=Semaglutide%
20is%20thought%20t0%20work,clinical%20progression%200t%20Alzheimer%27s%20disease.

14 Sanjana Garimella, et al., Application to Add GLP-1 Receptor Agonists to the WHO Essential
Medicines List for Adults, available at https://cdn.who.int/media/docs/default-source/essential-

medicines/2023-eml-expert-committee/applications-for-addition-of-new-medicines/al8 glp-1-
ra.pdf?sfvrsn=af9d9573 2.
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all the cases with finality. See In re Incretin-Based Therapies, 524 F. Supp. 3d 1007, 1051 (S.D.
Cal. 2021), aff’d, No. 21-55342, 2022 WL 898595 (9th Cir. Mar. 28, 2022).

C. The More Recent GLP-1RA Lawsuits.

Although some variation exists among the complaints in the Related Actions, the core
allegations are nearly identical. Plaintiffs claim that Defendants should be held liable for
Plaintiffs’ gastrointestinal events under a variety of theories, including that Defendants failed to
warn their prescribing physicians adequately about specifically-worded risks. It is nevertheless
well recognized that gastrointestinal reactions—including nausea, vomiting, diarrhea,
constipation, and abdominal pain—are well-known side effects of all GLP-1RA medicines and are
warned of in the GLP-1RA labels. The pending and anticipated actions share overlapping factual
questions about the design, labeling, testing, regulatory approval, manufacturing, and marketing
of GLP-1RAs.

For example, some lawsuits appear to characterize well-known gastrointestinal side effects
as “gastroparesis.” Gastroparesis is a relatively rare medical condition that is clinically diagnosed
through a delayed gastric emptying study. “Gastroparesis is characterized by delayed gastric
emptying in the absence of mechanical obstruction.”'® It is widely recognized and clearly stated
in the product labeling that delayed gastric emptying is an effect, and part of the mechanism of
action, of all GLP-1RA medicines. Movants’ complaints uniformly acknowledge that the effects
of GLP-1RA medicines on gastric emptying have long been known in the medical community and
in the published literature. See, e.g., Jones Compl. 4 48 (alleging that “the published medical

literature shows that GLP-1 slows gastric emptying”); Olson Compl. q 48 (same); Salinas Compl.

15 Clipper Young, et al., Diabetic Gastroparesis: A Review, Diabetes Spectr. (2020) (cited in
Bjorklund Compl. § 68 n.37).
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9 48 (same); Ritchie Compl. § 71 (same); Decorde Compl. § 72 (same); Hotchkiss Compl. q 48
(same); Muilenburg Compl. 9 48 (same); Kelly Compl. § 47 (same); see also Bjorklund Compl.
9 57 (similar). In spite of that, Movants bring failure-to-warn and consumer protection claims.

In terms of geographic distribution, the list of Related Actions makes it appear as if the
population of potential Plaintiffs has centers of gravity in the Western District of Louisiana and
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. That is artificial. As detailed in Section IV below, one firm
has selectively filed a wave of cases in the Western District of Louisiana. Moreover, a different
firm has concentrated its efforts in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. But the vast majority of
the Plaintiffs who have recently filed in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania do not even live there.
Rather, they live in West Virginia, Arkansas, Minnesota, Alabama, Maryland, and Allegheny
County (in the Western District of Pennsylvania).!” In sum, no evidence to date suggests that the
potential Plaintiffs are disproportionately represented in any federal district.

D. The Defendants Share a Common Connection to North Carolina.

Novo Nordisk, Inc. is a pharmaceutical company with a principal place of business in

Plainsboro, New Jersey.!® Novo Nordisk has relevant manufacturing facilities within the United

16 Some Plaintiffs also will complain about relatively minor, transitory symptoms, which neither
meet diagnostic criteria for gastroparesis nor provide any meaningful basis for a lawsuit.

17 Although the Eastern District of Pennsylvania is relatively convenient for the parties, counsel’s
decision to cherry-pick cases to file early does not support any request that will be made to transfer
the Related Actions to the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. Cf. In re Henry L. Klein Litig., 923 F.
Supp. 2d 1373, 1374 (J.P.M.L. 2013) (denying motion for centralization where the location in
which the second complaint was filed was targeted to avoid unfavorable motions practice).

1% At the moment, the District of New Jersey is one of the busiest districts in the federal judiciary.
The district ranks second in cases pending and had the highest year-over-year increase in filings
of any district. Federal Court Management Statistics, U.S. Courts (Sept. 30, 2023), available at
https://www.uscourts.gov/statistics/table/na/federal-court-management-statistics/2023/09/30-1.
Given the volume of cases Plaintiffs’ counsel say they anticipate could be filed, Novo Nordisk
believes that the Panel should look to other districts for a potential MDL assignment.
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States, including in Durham and Clayton, North Carolina. Eli Lilly is a pharmaceutical company
headquartered in Indianapolis, Indiana, and it has relevant manufacturing facilities in Research
Triangle Park and Concord, North Carolina. Novo Nordisk is not aware of any state that shares
such significant ties with both Defendants.

ARGUMENT

I These Cases Require a Judge Who Has Experience Managing Large, Scientifically
Complex Cases.

It is important that any possible MDL be assigned to a judge with significant experience
handling product liability actions involving numerous complex issues and who is attuned to the
significant public health implications of this litigation. “Good organization and aggressive case
management are fundamental to the successful administration of an MDL.” See Ten Steps to Better
Case Management: A Guide for Multidistrict Litigation Transferee Court Clerks, U.S. Judicial
Panel on Multidistrict Litigation & Federal Judicial Center (2008). The need for attentive and
nuanced case management is heightened in personal injury cases that will involve a large volume
of claims, complex scientific concepts, and issues of significance to public health and medical
decisionmaking. Both sides of the litigation inevitably produce significant volumes of written
discovery, and MDLs can involve dozens and sometimes hundreds of fact and expert
depositions—even before the Court reaches bellwether discovery. This amount of fact and expert
discovery cannot be accomplished effectively simply by setting short case deadlines.

Here, Movants contend that the Panel should “continue [its] recent trend of giving judges
their first opportunity to manage an MDL.” Movants’ Br. 18 n.33 (citing three MDLs that date to
between 3 and 7 years ago). Novo Nordisk disagrees, at least in this case. An MDL of this size
and legal, scientific, and medical complexity requires a seasoned judge who has sufficient time on

the bench and experience with similarly-sophisticated litigation. As Movants indicate in their

10
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motion, more than ten thousand potential cases are currently being vetted by a single firm. These
cases will be medically and scientifically complex, addressing issues of causation and a wide range
of other scientific issues related to the mechanism of action and safety and efficacy profile of GLP-
1RA medicines, which have been in use by patients and studied for approximately two decades.
Plaintiffs also allege a variety of injuries, suggesting that (1) there will be a need for appropriate
tracking and use of census and other early case management tools; (2) expert discovery will be
extensive and will be followed by Daubert motions relating to both general and specific causation;
and (3) preemption and other regulatory considerations will feature prominently. These factors
strongly indicate that an MDL proceeding should be transferred to a judge who has the necessary
experience, time, and resources to manage and guide the litigation to an efficient resolution. Cf.
In re Deepwater Horizon, 907 F.3d 232, 235 (5th Cir. 2018) (explaining that “the very purpose of
the centralization before the transferee judge is the efficient progress of the cases in preparation
for trial” (internal quotation marks omitted)). Accordingly, the Panel should transfer the Related
Actions to a judge who has experience overseeing complex product liability cases.

IL. The Middle District of North Carolina Is the Most Appropriate Transferee Forum.

This Panel has looked for districts that have a strong nexus to the parties and other features
that support transfer of a complex MDL proceeding. See In re IKO Roofing Shingle Prods. Liab.
Litig., 659 F. Supp. 2d 1364, 1366 (J.P.M.L. 2009). For the reasons explained above, there is no
true geographic connection among the Plaintiffs. By contrast, North Carolina has a significant
connection to these cases, as reflected by the fact that both Novo Nordisk and Eli Lilly have
manufacturing facilities in the state. North Carolina also provides a convenient venue for the
parties, is one of the fastest growing areas of the country and has a sophisticated judiciary with

sufficient resources to manage a complex MDL such as this would be.

11
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In determining the most appropriate transferee forum, this Panel has a long tradition of
placing weight on the location of defendants’ manufacturing facilities. See In re Am. Honda Motor
Co., CR-V Vibration Mktg. & Sales Pracs. Litig., 140 F. Supp. 3d 1336, 1337 (J.P.M.L. 2015)
(transferring cases to Southern District of Ohio because “Honda has a substantial presence in Ohio,
including manufacturing and research and development facilities™); In re ConAgra Peanut Butter
Prods., 495 F. Supp. 2d 1381, 1382 (J.P.M.L. 2007) (transferring cases to Northern District of
Georgia where the contaminated manufacturing plant was located); In re Air Crash Disaster at
Paris, France, on Mar. 3, 1974, 376 F. Supp. 887, 888 (J.P.M.L. 1974) (transferring cases to
Central District of California, where McDonnell Douglas’s production facilities were located).

Here, Novo Nordisk maintains manufacturing facilities in Durham and Clayton, North

1 Novo Nordisk Pharmaceutical Industries, LP, a named defendant, has its principal

Carolina.
place of business in Clayton, North Carolina. Similarly, Eli Lilly has manufacturing facilities in
Research Triangle Park in Durham, North Carolina, and in Concord, North Carolina.?’ Because
Defendants’ manufacturing facilities are within close proximity to the Middle District of North
Carolina, there is a good likelihood that relevant witnesses and documents may be located in the
district. In addition, for those traveling from outside the district, the Middle District of North
Carolina is sandwiched between the Charlotte and Raleigh-Durham International Airports. If

Defendants’ physical presence is given appropriate weight, it is apparent that the district is

convenient.

Y Who We Are: North Carolina, Novo Nordisk, available at https://www.novonordisk-
us.com/about/who-we-are/north-carolina.html.

20 Lilly Announces $1.5 Billion in New Manufacturing Facilities, Eli Lilly (Mar. 27, 2023),
available at https://www.lilly.com/news/stories/new-manufacturing-facilities.
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Moreover, the Middle District of North Carolina has the capacity to handle any potential
MDL. The district has experienced a steady caseload over the past few years. Its current caseload
is slightly below average, with the district ranking 64th out of 94 districts in total pending cases
per judge.?! The district has no pending Article III judicial vacancies.?? Therefore, given the nexus
between this district and Defendants’ manufacturing facilities, its convenience, and the district’s
ability to handle an MDL, the Middle District of North Carolina is a suitable transferee forum. See
In re Crop Prot. Prod. Loyalty Program Antitrust Litig., 655 F. Supp. 3d at 1381 (“[C]entralization
of these actions in the Middle District of North Carolina will serve the convenience of the parties
and witnesses and promote the just and efficient conduct of the litigation.”).
III.  If the Panel Decides Not to Centralize the Cases in the Middle District of North

Carolina, These Cases Should Be Centralized in Front of Judge Anthony Battaglia in
the Southern District of California.

Because of the significant commonalities between the Related Actions and the lawsuits in
In re Incretin-Based Therapies, transferring the cases to Judge Battaglia in the Southern District
of California would be a highly efficient alternative. Judge Battaglia is uniquely positioned to
manage the pretrial proceedings here because he has extensive experience with GLP-1RAs, their
labeling and regulatory history, and the relevant medical literature and scientific evidence relating
to their safety and efficacy. There is also overlap between the Defendants and the law firms (on
both sides) between the two MDLs. While the medicines currently at issue are newer members of

the GLP-1RA class than the GLP-1RA medicines that were at issue in the prior MDL, they share

2L U.S. District Courts: Combined Civil & Criminal Federal Court Management Statistics, U.S.
Courts (Sept. 30, 2023), available at https://www.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/fcms na
distprofile0930.2023.pdf. In contrast, the Eastern District of North Carolina ranks 6th in both civil
and total case filings per judge, making it one of the busiest districts in the country. Id. Each judge
in that district is presiding over cases related to Camp Lejeune.

22 Current Judicial Vacancies, U.S. Courts (Dec. 20, 2023), available at https://www.
uscourts.gov/judges-judgeships/judicial-vacancies/current-judicial-vacancies.
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a common mechanism of action—including delayed gastric emptying—and are associated with
similar known and labeled gastrointestinal symptoms.

A transferee judge who has overseen one product liability MDL is in a “unique position to
guide” a second product liability MDL when the claims or parties in the two MDLs overlap. In re
Taxotere (Docetaxel) Eye Injury Prods. Liab. Litig., 584 F. Supp. 3d 1378, 1378 (J.P.M.L. 2022);
see also In re Natrol, Inc. Glucosamine/Chondroitin Mktg. & Sales Pracs. Litig., 26 F. Supp. 3d
1392, 1394 (J.P.M.L. 2014) (“Selection of the District of Maryland enables us to assign this litigation
to the transferee judge who presides over two MDLs that raise similar factual and legal claims
concerning the effectiveness of dietary supplements containing glucosamine and chondroitin in
promoting joint health[.]”); In re Lumber Liquidators Chinese-Manufactured Flooring Durability
Mktg. & Sales Pracs. Litig., 232 F. Supp. 3d 1344, 1345 (J.P.M.L. 2016) (transferring second
MDL concerning sales and marketing of laminate flooring to district judge overseeing first MDL
concerning emissions of formaldehyde from the same laminate flooring).

For example, this Panel found it appropriate to transfer an MDL where the plaintiffs alleged
a medication caused irreversible neuropathy to the same district court judge who was already
overseeing an MDL focused on whether the same product caused tendon-rupture injuries. See In re
Fluoroquinolone Prods. Liab. Litig., 122 F. Supp. 3d 1378, 1381 (J.P.M.L. 2015). The Panel
reasoned that the transferee judge’s familiarity “with the scientific and regulatory background of [a
prescription medication]” would “benefit the parties and facilitate the just and efficient conduct of
[the] litigation.” 1Id.; see also In re Effexor (Venlafaxine Hydrochloride) Prods. Liab. Litig., 959 F.
Supp. 2d 1359, 1360 (J.P.M.L. 2013) (“The claims regarding Effexor in this litigation parallel the

claims as to the drug Zoloft in MDL No. 2342—which is already before Judge Rufe and also involves
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Pfizer as common defendant—and there may be some overlap between these litigations in pretrial
proceedings, particularly as to expert discovery.”).

The same is true here. Significant overlap exists between the present actions and the
actions previously centralized in In re Incretin-Based Therapies in the Southern District of
California. See 968 F. Supp. 2d at 1345. As previously explained, both proceedings involve claims
alleging that GLP-1RA medicines caused personal injuries and that the defendant-manufacturers
(including Novo Nordisk and Eli Lilly) failed to warn about the risk of those injuries. In MDL
No. 2452, resolution required the court to consider issues of medical causation and preemption,
including consideration of the lengthy regulatory and clinical history of GLP-1RA medicines. The
same considerations are likely to be relevant here. Given the similarities in the claims between
this proceeding and MDL No. 2452, which concluded relatively recently, both litigations present
cross-cutting legal and factual issues, such as preemption, the adequacy of the warning label, and
whether a meaningful number of these cases are time barred.

Also, significant overlap of counsel exists between MDL No. 2452 and this matter. In
addition to Defendant Novo Nordisk being represented by the same law firm, there is already
overlap among Plaintiffs’ counsel. As a result, Plaintiffs’ counsel is familiar with the case-
management architecture that governed MDL No. 2452, including protocols for common benefit
funds, electronically stored information, protective orders, and depositions. This shared knowledge
may reduce the need for protracted negotiations and briefing to address important MDL
management procedures.

Given the significant overlap in these many areas, Judge Battaglia is well equipped to
preside over a second GLP-1RA MDL. He is intimately familiar with this class of medications,

including their scientific development, their regulatory history, and the interplay of this history with
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the plaintiffs’ claims. To that end, Judge Battaglia has previously addressed MDL-wide issues of
federal preemption of state-law claims and has evaluated highly technical and complex expert
evidence under Daubert. He is deeply experienced in MDL case management, including the
bellwether process and dispositive motions practice. Centralizing this litigation in the Southern
District of California provides opportunities for efficiencies that are unique and would benefit the
entire judiciary as well as the parties. As a result, Judge Battaglia is in a “unique position” to guide
the pretrial proceedings for these actions. In re Effexor, 959 F. Supp. 2d at 1360.

Finally, the Southern District of California is a convenient forum for the parties because San
Diego has a large airport that is accessible from across the country, usually without the need for
connecting flights. The courthouse in which Judge Battaglia sits is a short drive from San Diego’s
international airport.

IVv. The Western District of Louisiana Should Not Be the Venue for Coordination.

A. Plaintiffs’ Calculated Decision to File Select Cases in the Western District of
Louisiana Does Not Make the Forum Appropriate Under Section 1407.

The Panel should deny Movants’ request that the MDL be assigned to the U.S. District
Court for the Western District of Louisiana. Movants emphasize the number of cases already filed
in the district as the principal support for assignment. To be clear, there is no reason to believe
that Louisiana has more potential plaintiffs than other states. The only reason that this district
currently has an oversized share of cases is because Movants’ counsel selectively filed cases in the
jurisdiction in which they hoped the MDL would be awarded. (As explained above, the same is
true for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania.)

This Panel has rejected attempts by lawyers to file and advance select cases in an effort to
put a thumb on the scales for an MDL assignment. For example, the Panel has explained that

“where a Section 1407 motion appears intended to further the interests of particular counsel more
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than those of the statute, we would certainly find less favor with it.” In re CVS Caremark Corp.
Wage & Hour Emp’t Pracs. Litig., 684 F. Supp. 2d 1377, 1379 (J.P.M.L. 2010). In that case, the
Panel explained that actions filed immediately before the Section 1407 motion suggested that
“other considerations [were] at play.” Id.; see also In re Brandywine Commc 'n Tech., LLC, Patent
Litig., 959 F. Supp. 2d 1377, 1379 (J.P.M.L. 2013).

Here, as explained above, there is no real geographic concentration of potential Plaintiffs
in the Western District of Louisiana. Patients across the United States have used GLP-1RAs under
their physicians’ supervision to help treat type 2 diabetes and obesity. Movants point to an article
published nine months ago stating that residents of Louisiana performed a relatively high number
of Google searches for the word “Ozempic.” Movants’ Br. 19 & n.36. However, data that shows
the searches on one search engine for one word is completely untethered from how often patients
are prescribed these medicines and whether they took them.

Movants intentionally filed the first lawsuit,>® and six others—17% of the total cases filed
to date—in the Lake Charles Division. Besides their own gamesmanship, Movants have submitted
nothing to suggest that Lake Charles, Louisiana, with a population of fewer than 80,000 people
(making up 0.02% of the United States population) will make up a disproportionate amount of any
MDL’s eventual claims.?* This Panel should accord no weight to this artificial snapshot when

determining where to assign this potential MDL. Accord In re Nine W. LBO Sec. Litig., 464 F.

23 Movants highlight that the first-filed case is more advanced than others. Movants’ Br. 18.
However, the pleadings are not settled in any of the cases, and no discovery besides plaintiffs’
service of initial disclosures has occurred. And, even if discovery were to begin, an advanced
action in one district should not trump another district’s geographical convenience and actual
connection with the parties. Cf. In re Operation of Mo. River System Litig., 277 F. Supp. 2d 1378
(J.P.M.L. 2003) (transferring cases to a district where no actions were pending because of its nexus
to the parties and ability to handle an MDL).

24 Lake Charles, Louisiana, U.S. Census Bureau (July 1, 2022), available at https://www.
census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/lakecharlescitylouisiana/PST045222.
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Supp. 3d 1383, 1385 (J.P.M.L. 2020) (transferring matters to defendants’ proposed forum after
plaintiffs admitted to forum shopping at oral argument).?>

Movants cite In re Actos Products Liability Litigation, MDL No. 2299. Movants’ Br. 15-
16. However, the underlying facts are distinguishable because both the plaintiffs and defendants
supported the transfer to the Western District of Louisiana. In re Actos Prods. Liab. Litig., 840 F.
Supp. 2d 1356, 1357 (J.P.M.L. 2011). Likewise, Movants cite to a case management order in the
Hurricane Laura and Hurricane Delta cases. Movants’ Br. 16-17 nn.23, 27-29. Although Movants
attribute the order to Judge Cain, it is signed by Chief Judge Terry Doughty.?® Moreover, such a
case management order would not be appropriate here because the focus there was “to facilitate
efficient resolution of [the] matters through the establishment of a streamlined settlement
conference and mediation protocol.”?” Those hurricane-related cases involve repetitive insurance
coverage claims for property damage. By contrast, this proposed MDL will turn on cross-cutting
legal issues and detailed scientific evidence regarding the safety and efficacy of medicines that are
relied on daily by millions of Americans. Resolution through settlement can be next to impossible
at the early stages of personal injury MDLs where core issues like the existence of a duty, adequacy
of the products’ labels, general and specific causation, preemption, and even the timeliness of
claims are hotly contested. Moreover, any resolution will have to be considered in the context of
its potential public health impact, a critical factor and one not at issue in hurricane insurance

litigation.

25 It is noteworthy that no lawyer who is admitted to practice law in Louisiana signed the Motion.

26 In re Hurricane Laura & Hurricane Delta Claims, CMO No. 1, at 9 (W.D. La. May 30, 2023),
available at https://www.lawd.uscourts.gov/sites/lawd/files/UPLOADS/Laura%20Delta%20-%
20CMO_0.pdf.

21 Id. at 2.
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B. The Western District of Louisiana Is Not Convenient for the Parties and the
District Does Not Have the Capacity to Handle This Potential MDL.

It would be time-consuming and expensive for nearly every litigant and their counsel to
travel to the Western District of Louisiana. Movants say that Lake Charles is a reasonable driving
distance from Houston and New Orleans and that there are nonstop flights from Dallas and
Houston to Lake Charles. Movant’s Br. 19. However, it is not convenient for corporate
employees, Plaintiffs, prescribing physicians, attorneys, and experts to choose between taking
multiple connecting flights, on one hand, or flying into a city in another state, renting a car, and
then driving two to three hours, on the other. In addition, Lake Charles appears to have limited
lodging options to accommodate the parties given the size of the anticipated MDL proceeding.
Under the facts of this case, the Western District of Louisiana is not a convenient venue.

Finally, the Western District of Louisiana is subject to extreme caseload fluctuations that
make it a risky selection for a large, complex MDL assignment. Although Movants cite outdated
caseload statistics, the current statistics show that huge swings in caseloads have plagued the
district. In 2022 and early 2023, the Western District of Louisiana was one of the most overtaxed
jurisdictions in the country, as litigants filed 5,807 new cases in the district, a nearly 30% increase

in caseload.?® More recently, the district experienced a significant reduction in filed cases.?’ This

28 Table C — Civil Cases Filed, Terminated, and Pending, U.S. Courts (Mar. 31, 2023), available
at https://www.uscourts.gov/statistics-reports/federal-judicial-caseload-statistics-2023-tables.

2 Table C — Civil Cases Filed, Terminated, and Pending, U.S. Courts (Sept. 30, 2023), available
at https://www.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/data_tables/jb ¢ 0930.2023.pdf. = Even when
factoring in the number of recently terminated cases, this district still ranks 19th out of 94
jurisdictions in pending cases per judge. U.S. District Courts: Combined Civil & Criminal Federal
Court Management Statistics, U.S. Courts (Sept. 30, 2023), available at https://www.
uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/fcms_na_distprofile0930.2023.pdf.
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extreme fluctuation is primarily driven by cases that follow each major hurricane®’:

Historical Trend in Civil Insurance Lawsuits Filed in Louisiana Federal Courts
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The recent decrease in case filings is expected, as is another spike in filings following the next
hurricane, weather events that are unfortunately becoming increasingly common in this region.
Since the Lake Charles Division has only one Article III judge, and the court’s experienced
magistrate judge is retiring in January 2024, it appears that the Division disproportionately bears

the weight of these caseload fluctuations.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Novo Nordisk respectfully requests that this Panel enter an order
transferring the actions listed in the attached Schedule of Actions to the U.S. District Court for the
Middle District of North Carolina for coordinated pretrial proceedings pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 1407. In the alternative, Novo Nordisk respectfully requests transfer to the U.S. District Court

for the Southern District of California, before the Honorable Anthony J. Battaglia.

30 Several Years of Record-Setting Hurricanes Lead to Deluge of Insurance Lawsuits in Louisiana
Courts, Trac Reports (Aug. 7, 2023), available at https://trac.syr.edu/reports/724/.
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES JUDICIAL PANEL
ON MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION

IN RE: Glucagon-like Peptide-1 Receptor Agonists
(GLP-1RAs) Products Liability Litigation

SCHEDULE OF ACTIONS

MDL DOCKET NO. 3094

Case Caption

Court

Civil Action No.

Judge

Plaintiff:
Melissa Huffman

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

S.D. Iowa

[AS/4:23-cv-00483-
RGE-SBJ

Judge Rebecca Goodgame
Ebinger and Magistrate
Judge Stephen B. Jackson,
Jr.

Plaintiff:
Meredith Hotchkiss

Defendants:
Eli Lilly and Company

D. Idaho

ID/1:23-cv-00518-
BLW

Judge B. Lynn Winmill

Plaintiff:
Delisa Jones

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,

D. Idaho

ID/3:23-cv-00511-
DCN

Judge David C. Nye
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Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff: D. Idaho 1D/4:23-cv-00517- Judge Amanda K.
Leigh Decorde AKB Brailsford

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP, and
Emisphere Technologies

Plaintiff: S.D. 11l ILS/3:23-cv-03855 Magistrate Judge Gilbert C.
Lori Johnston Sison

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo

Nordisk North America

Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP

Plaintiff: E.D. La. LAE/2:23-cv-07392- | Judge Jay C. Zainey and

Rebecca Schafer JCZ-KWR Magistrate Judge Karen
Wells Roby

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk US

Holdings Inc., Novo
Nordisk US Commercial
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Holdings Inc., Novo
Nordisk Inc., Novo
Nordisk Research Center
Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP

Plaintiff:
Jaclyn Bjorklund

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP, and Eli
Lilly and Company

W.D. La.
(Lake Charles
Division)

LAW/2:23-cv-01020-
JDC-KK

Judge James D. Cain, Jr.
and Magistrate Judge
Kathleen Kay

Plaintiff:
Rhonda Breaux

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

W.D. La.
(Lake Charles
Division)

LAW/2:23-cv-01365-
JDC-KK

Judge James D. Cain, Jr.
and Magistrate Judge
Kathleen Kay

Plaintiff:
Robin Smith

Defendants:
Eli Lilly and Company

W.D. La.
(Lake Charles
Division)

LAW/2:23-cv-01610-
JDC-KK

Judge James D. Cain, Jr.
and Magistrate Judge
Kathleen Kay
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Plaintiff:
Marlene Manuel

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

W.D. La.
(Lake Charles
Division)

LAW/2:23-cv-01675-
JDC-KK

Judge James D. Cain, Jr.
and Magistrate Judge
Kathleen Kay

Plaintiff:
Ashleigh McDonald

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

W.D. La.
(Lake Charles
Division)

LAW/2:23-cv-01704-
JDC-KK

Judge James D. Cain, Jr.
and Magistrate Judge
Kathleen Kay

Plaintiff:
Angie Taylor

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,

W.D. La.
(Lake Charles
Division)

LAW/2:23-cv-01768

Judge James D. Cain, Jr.




Case MDL No. 3094 Document 55-1 Filed 12/29/23 Page 5 of 16

Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff:
Merlon Latham

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

W.D. La.
(Lake Charles
Division)

LAW/2:23-cv-01792

Judge James D. Cain, Jr.
and Magistrate Judge
Kathleen Kay

Plaintiff:
Sharon Arender

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP, Emisphere
Technologies, and Eli

W.D. La.
(Monroe Division)

LAW/3:23-cv-01800

Judge Terry A. Doughty
Magistrate Judge Kayla D.
McClusky

Lilly and Company
Plaintiff: W.D. La. LAW/5:23-cv-01763 | Judge Terry A. Doughty
Brooke Lewis (Shreveport Division)

Defendants:
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Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff:
Cynthia Romero

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

W.D. La.
(Lafayette Division)

LAW/6:23-cv-01781-
DCJ-DJA

Judge David C. Joseph and
Magistrate Judge David J.
Ayo

Plaintiff:
Donna Thomas

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP, and Eli
Lilly and Company

W.D. La.
(Lafayette Division)

LAW/6:23-cv-01793

Unassigned
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Plaintiff:
Leta Bradley

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk Inc., Novo
Nordisk US Commercial
Holdings Inc., Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk Research Center
Seattle, Inc., and Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical,
Industries LP

N.D. Miss.

MSN/1:23-cv-00166-
SA-DAS

Judge Sharion Aycock and
Magistrate Judge David A.
Sanders

Plaintiff:
Robin Kelly

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

N.D. Miss.

MSN/3:23-cv-00446-
MPM-RP

Judge Michael P. Mills

Plaintiff:
Jack Joiner

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research

N.D. Miss.

MSN/3:23-cv-00481-
MPM-JIMV

Senior Judge Michael P.
Mills

Magistrate Judge Jane M.
Virden
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Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP, and
Emisphere Technologies

Plaintiff:
Robert McDonald

Defendants:
Eli Lilly and Company

S.D. Miss.

MSS/1:23-cv-00372-
HSO-BWR

Judge Halil S. Ozerden
Magistrate Judge Bradley
W. Rath

Plaintiff:
Rebekah King

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

S.D. Miss.

MSS/2:23-cv-00202-
HSO-BWR

District Judge Halil S.
Ozerden and Magistrate
Judge Bradley W. Rath

Plaintiff:
Sandra Truss

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

S.D. Miss.

MSS/3:23-cv-03175-
TSL-RPM

District Judge Tom S. Lee
and Magistrate Judge
Robert P. Meyers, Jr.
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Plaintiff:
Marliene Salinas

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

D. Neb.

NE/4:23-cv-03219-
IMG-MDN

Judge John M. Gerrard and
Magistrate Judge Michael
D. Nelson

Plaintiff:
Alyssa Andino

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP, and Eli
Lilly and Company

E.D.N.Y.

NYE/2:23-cv-08868-
LGD

Magistrate Judge Lee G.
Dunst

Plaintiff:
Holly Jones

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research

W.D.NY.

NYW/6:23-cv-
06684-EAW

Judge Elizabeth A.
Wolford
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Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff:
Robert King

Defendants:
Eli Lilly and Company

E.D. Okla.

OKE/6:23-cv-00406-
DES

Magistrate Judge D.
Edward Snow

Plaintiff:
Blake McClure

Defendants:
Eli Lilly and Company

N.D. Okla.

OKN/4:23-cv-00551-
MTS

Magistrate Judge Mark T.
Steele

Plaintiff:
Brea Hand

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

W.D. Okla.

OKW/5:23-cv-01198

Judge Stephen P. Friot

Plaintiff:
Kizzy Williams

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research

W.D. Okla.

OKW/5:23-cv-
01199-SLP

Judge Scott L. Palk

10
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Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff:
Kelly Miller

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-03924-
MRP

Judge Mia Roberts Perez

Plaintiff:
Ursula Brown

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle Inc., Novo
Holdings A/S, Novo
Holdings Equity US Inc.,
Novo Ventures US, Inc.,
and Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries
Inc.

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-04846

Judge Wendy Beetlestone

Plaintiff:
Billie Farley

Defendants:

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-04866

Judge Wendy Beetlestone

11
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Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle Inc., Novo
Holdings A/S, Novo
Holdings Equity US Inc.,
Novo Ventures US, Inc.,
and Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries
Inc.

Plaintiff:
Sarah Hammons

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Holdings A/S, Novo
Holdings Equity US, Inc.,
Novo Ventures US, Inc.,
and Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-04965

Judge Gene E.K. Pratter

Plaintiff:
Angela Mayer

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-04969

Judge Gene E.K. Pratter

12
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Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Holdings A/S, Novo
Holdings Equity US, Inc.,
Novo Ventures US, Inc.,
and Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff:
Michelle Gray

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Holdings A/S, Novo
Holdings Equity US, Inc.,
Novo Ventures US, Inc.,
and Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-05031

Judge Wendy Beetlestone

Plaintiff:
Laura Marrero

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Holdings A/S, Novo
Holdings Equity US, Inc.,
Novo Ventures US, Inc.,
and Novo Nordisk

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-05036

Judge Wendy Beetlestone

13
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Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff:

Sandra Patricia Geiglein,
as Personal Representative
for the Estate of William
Kemmet Geiglein Jr.,
Deceased

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Holdings A/S, Novo
Holdings Equity US, Inc.,
Novo Ventures US, Inc.,
and Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

E.D. Pa.

PAE/2:23-cv-05041

Judge Wendy Beetlestone

Plaintiff:
Rodney Muilenburg

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

D.S.D.

SD/1:23-cv-01017-
CBK

Judge Roberto A. Lange

Plaintiff:
Jarred Olson

D. Utah

UT/2:23-cv-00844-
DBB

Judge David Barlow

14
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Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., and
Novo Nordisk
Pharmaceutical Industries,
LP

Plaintiff:
Lia B. Ritchie

Defendants:

Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo
Nordisk North America
Operations A/S, Novo
Nordisk US Holdings Inc.,
Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings
Inc., Novo Nordisk Inc.,
Novo Nordisk Research
Center Seattle, Inc., Novo
Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP, and Eli
Lilly and Company

W.D. Wis.

WIW/3:23-cv-00797-
SLC

Magistrate Judge Stephen
L. Crocker

15
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Dated: December 29, 2023

16

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Loren H. Brown

Loren H. Brown

DLA PIPER LLP (US)

1251 Avenue of the Americas, 27th Floor
New York, NY 10020

Tel: (212) 335-4846

Fax: (212) 335-4501
loren.brown(@us.dlapiper.com

Attorney for Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo Nordisk
North America Operations A/S, Novo Nordisk
US Holdings, Inc., Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings, Inc., Novo Nordisk,
Inc., Novo Nordisk Research Center Seattle,
Inc., and Novo Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES JUDICIAL PANEL
ON MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION

IN RE: Glucagon-like Peptide-1 Receptor Agonists MDL DOCKET NO. 3094
(GLP-1RAs) Products Liability Litigation

PROOF OF SERVICE

In compliance with the Rules of Procedure for the United States Judicial Panel on
Multidistrict Litigation, I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing Response, Schedule of
Actions, and this Proof of Service were served on all other parties in all involved actions
electronically via CM/ECEF, or as indicated below, on December 29, 2023.

T. Michael Morgan

Morgan & Morgan

20 North Orange Ave. Suite 1600

Orlando, FL 32801
mmorgan(@forthepeople.com

Paul J. Pennock

Morgan & Morgan

350 Fifth Ave. Suite 6705
New York, NY 10118
ppennock@forthepeople.com

Jonathan M. Sedgh
Morgan & Morgan

850 3rd Ave. Suite 402
Brooklyn, NY 11232
jsedgh@forthepeople.com

Josh Autry

Morgan & Morgan

333 W. Vine St., Suite 1200
Lexington, KY 40507
jautry@forthepeople.com

Rene F. Rocha
Morgan & Morgan
400 Poydras St., Suite 1515


mailto:mmorgan@forthepeople.com
mailto:ppennock@forthepeople.com
mailto:jsedgh@forthepeople.com
mailto:jautry@forthepeople.com
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New Orleans, LA 70130
rrocha@forthepeople.com

Quinn Patrick Stine

Morgan & Morgan

101 Park Avenue, Suite 1300
Oklahoma City, OK 73102
gstine@forthepeople.com

H. Allen Bernard

Morgan & Morgan

4450 Old Canton Road, Suite 200
Jackson, MS 39211
abernard@forthepeople.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs in the following cases:
Bjorklund, No. 2:23-cv-01020 (W.D. La.)

Jones, No. 3:23-cv-00511 (D. Idaho)

Olson, No. 2:23-cv-00844 (D. Utah)

Salinas, No. 4:23-cv-03219 (D. Neb.)

Ritchie, No. 3:23-cv-00797 (W.D. Wis.)

Decorde, No. 4:23-cv-00517-AKB (D. Idaho)
Hotchkiss, No. 2:23-cv-00518 (D. Idaho)
Muilenburg, No. 1:23-cv-01017 (D.S.D.)

Kelly, No. 3:23-cv-00446 (N.D. Miss.)

McClure, No. 4:23-cv-00551 (N.D. Okla.)

Thomas, No. 6:23-cv-01793 (W.D. La.)

King, No. 2:23-cv-00202-HSO-BWR (S.D. Miss.)
Truss, No. 3:23-cv-03175-TSL-RPM (S.D. Miss.)
Latham, No. 2:23-cv-01792 (W.D. La.)

Arender, No. 3:23-cv-01800 (W.D. La.)

Hand, No. 5:23-cv-01198 (W.D. Okla.)

Joiner, No. 3:23-cv-00481-MPM-JMV (N.D. Miss.)
Williams, No. 5:23-cv-01199-SLP (W.D. Okla.)
McDonald, No. 1:23-cv-00372-HSO-BWR (S.D. Miss.)

Michael K. Cox

Somer G. Brown

Cox, Cox, Filo Camel, Wilson & Brown, LL.C
723 Broad Street

Lake Charles, LA 70601

mike@coxatty.com

somer(@coxatty.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Breaux, No. 2:23-cv-1365 (W.D. La.)
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David H. Hanchey

Todd A. Townsley

Hannah E. Mayeaux

The Townsley Law Firm

3102 Enterprise Boulevard

Lake Charles, LA 70601
david@townsleylawfirm.com
hanna@townsleylawfirm.com
jboone@townsleylawfirm.com
ahebert@townsleylawfirm.com
Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Smith, No. 2:23-cv-01610 (W.D. La.)

Richard Theodore Haik, Jr.

Patrick C. Morrow

Richard T. Haik, Sr.

Morrow, Morrow, Ryan, Bassett & Haik
Post Office Drawer 1787

Opelousas, LA 70571-1787
richardh@mmrblaw.com
patm@mmrblaw.com
rthaiksr@mmrblaw.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Manuel, No. 2:23-cv-01675-JDC-KK (W.D. La.)

Virginia E. Anello

Douglas & London, P.C.

935 Gravier Street, Suite 2120

New Orleans, LA 70112
vanello@douglasandlondon.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs in the following cases:
McDonald, No. 2:23-cv-01704 (W.D. La.)
Andino, No. 2:23-cv-08868 (E.D.N.Y.)

Christopher D. Stombaugh

DiCello Levitt LLP

Ten North Dearborn Street

Sixth and Seventh Floors

Chicago, IL 60602
cstombaugh@dicellolevitt.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Huffman, No. 4:23-cv-00483 (S.D. Iowa)

Diandra S. Debrosse Zimmermann
DiCello Levitt LLP
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505 20th North Street, 15th Floor
Birmingham, Alabama 35203
fu@dicellolevitt.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Huffman, No. 4:23-cv-00483 (S.D. lowa)

Mark A. DiCello

Mark Abramowitz

DiCello Levitt LLP

7556 Mentor Avenue

Mentor, Ohio 44060
madicello@dicellolevitt.com
mabramowitz@dicellolevitt.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Huffman, No. 4:23-cv-00483 (S.D. lowa)

Timothy O’Brien

Levin, Papantonio, Rafferty, Proctor, Buchanan, O’Brien, Barr & Mougey, P.A.
316 S. Baylen Street, Suite 600

Pensacola, FL 32502

tobrien@levinlaw.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:

Bradley, No. 1:23-cv-00166 (N.D. Miss.)

John E. Richmond

Richmond Vona, LLC

192 Seneca St., Suite 200

Buffalo, NY 14204
john@richmondvona.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Jones, No. 6:23-cv-06684 (W.D.N.Y.)

Parvin K. Aminolroaya

Seeger Weiss LLP

55 Challenger Road

Ridgefield Park, NJ 07660
paminolroaya@seegerweiss.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Jones, No. 6:23-cv-06684 (W.D.N.Y.)

Esther Berezofsky

Ashley Hornstein

Jonathan Orent

Sara Couch

Motley Rice, LLC

210 Lake Drive East, Suite 100


mailto:fu@dicellolevitt.com
mailto:madicello@dicellolevitt.com
mailto:mabramowitz@dicellolevitt.com
mailto:tobrien@levinlaw.com
mailto:john@richmondvona.com
mailto:paminolroaya@seegerweiss.com
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Cherry Hill, NJ 08002
eberezofsky@motleyrice.com
ahornstein@motleyrice.com
jorent@motleyrice.com
scouch@motleyrice.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs in the following cases:
Miller, No. 2:23-cv-03924-MRP (E.D. Pa.)
Brown, No. 2:23-cv-04846-WB (E.D. Pa.)
Gray, No. 2:23-cv-05031-WB (E.D. Pa.)
Farley, No. 2:23-cv-04866-WB (E.D. Pa.)
Geiglein, No. 2:23-cv-05041-WB (E.D. Pa.)

Stacy K. Hauer

Johnson Becker, PLLC

444 Cedar Street, Suite 1800

St. Paul, MN 55101
shauer@johnsonbecker.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
King, No. 6:23-cv-00406-DES (E.D. Okla.)

Donald E. Smolen, 11

Smolen | Law, PLLC

611 S. Detroit Ave.

Tulsa, OK 74120

don@smolen.law

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
King, No. 6:23-cv-00406-DES (E.D. Okla.)

D. Nicole Guntner

Bobby J. Bradford

Hannah Pfeifler

Aylstock, Witkin, Kreis & Overholtz, PLLC
17 East Main St., Suite 200

Pensacola, FL 32502

nguntner@awkolaw.com
bbradford@awkolaw.com
hpfeifler@awkolaw.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs in the following cases:
Hammons, No. 2:23-cv-04965-GEKP (E.D. Pa.)
Mayer, No. 2:23-cv-014969-GEKP (E.D. Pa.)

Rosemary Pinto

Feldman & Pinto, LLC

30 South 15th Street, 15th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102
rpinto@feldmanpinto.com
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Counsel for Plaintiffs in the following cases:
Hammons, No. 2:23-cv-04965-GEKP (E.D. Pa.)
Mayer, No. 2:23-cv-014969-GEKP (E.D. Pa.)

Matthew E. Lundy

Kristie M. Hightower

Rudie R. Soileau, Jr.

Lundy LLP

501 Broad Street

Lake Charles, LA 70601
mlundy@lundyllp.com
khightower@lundyllp.com
rudiesoileau@gmail.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Lewis, No. 5:23-cv-01763-TAD-MLH (W.D. La.)

Michael G. Daly

Daniel J. Harrison

Pogust Goodhead, LL.C

161 Washington St., Suite 250
Conshohocken, PA 19428
mdaly@pogustgoodhead.com
dharrison@pogustgoodhead.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs in the following cases:
Gray, No. 2:23-cv-05031-WB (E.D. Pa.)
Marrero, No. 2:23-cv-05036-WB (E.D. Pa.)

Samira Bode

The Gori Law Firm, P.C.

156 N. Main Street

Edwardsville, IL 62025

sbode@gorilaw.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Johnston, No. 3:23-cv-03855-GCS (S.D. 11l.)

Bradley D. Honnold

Goza & Honnold, LL.C

9500 Nall Avenue, #400

Overland Park, KS 66207
bhonnold@gohonlaw.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Johnston, No. 3:23-cv-03855-GCS (S.D. 11l.)

Derrick G. Earles
Nicholas Rockforte
David C. Laborde


mailto:mlundy@lundyllp.com
mailto:khightower@lundyllp.com
mailto:rudiesoileau@gmail.com
mailto:mdaly@pogustgoodhead.com
mailto:dharrison@pogustgoodhead.com
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Laborde Earles Law Firm L.L.C.

1901 Kaliste Saloom Rd.

Lafayette, LA 70508

digger@onmyside.com

david@onmyside.com
nicholas@onmyside.com

Counsel for Plaintiff in the following case:
Taylor, No. 2:23-cv-01768-JDC-KK (W.D. La.)
Romero, No. 6:23-cv-01781 (W.D. La.)

Raymond C. Silverman

Jason S. Goldstein

Parker Waichman LLP

6 Harbor Park Drive

Port Washington, NY 11050
rsilverman(@yourlawyer.com
jgoldstein@yourlawyer.com

Marrero, No. 2:23-cv-05036-WB (E.D. Pa.)

Lawrence J. Centola, III

Martzell, Bickford & Centola, A.P.C.
338 Lafayette Street

New Orleans, Louisiana 70130
lcentola@mdfirm.com

Schafer, No. 2:23-cv-07392 (E.D. La.)

Diana M. Watral

James F. Hurst

Mark W. Premo Hopkins

Renee D. Smith

Kirkland & Ellis (IL)

300 N. LaSalle St.

Chicago, IL 60654

diana.watral@kirkland.com
james.hurst@kirkland.com
mark.premohopkins@kirkland.com
rdsmith@kirkland.com

Counsel for Defendant Eli Lilly and Company in the following cases:
Bjorklund, No. 2:23-cv-01020-JDC-KK (W.D. La.)
Smith, No. 2:23-cv-01610 (W.D. La.)

Hotchkiss, No. 1:23-cv-00518-BLW (D. Idaho)
Ritchie, No. 3:23-cv-00797 (W.D. Wis.)

Andino, No. 2:23-cv-08868 (E.D.N.Y.)

Thomas, No. 6:23-cv-01793 (W.D. La.)
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I hereby further certify that the below listed parties that have not yet entered an appearance
will be served via U.S. mail:

Emisphere Technologies

Care of the Corporation Trust Company
Corporation Trust Center

1209 Orange St.

Wilmington, DE 19801

Defendant in the following cases:

Decorde, No. 4:23-cv-00517-AKB (D. Idaho)
Arender, No. 3:23-cv-01800 (W.D. La.)

Joiner, No. 3:23-cv-00481-MPM-JMV (N.D. Miss.)

Novo Holdings A/S

Tuborg Havnevej 19

2900 Hellerup Denmark

Defendant in the following cases:
Brown, No. 2:23-cv-04846 (E.D. Pa.)
Farley, No. 2:23-cv-04866 (E.D. Pa.)
Hammons, No. 2:23-cv-04965 (E.D. Pa.)
Mayer, No. 2:23-cv-04969 (E.D. Pa.)
Geiglein, No. 2:23-cv-05041 (E.D. Pa.)
Gray, No. 2:23-cv-05031 (E.D. Pa.)
Marrero, No. 2:23-cv-05036 (E.D. Pa.)

Novo Holdings Equity US Inc.

One Market Plaza, Floor 17 of the Steuart Tower
San Francisco, CA 94105 USA
Defendant in the following cases:
Brown, No. 2:23-cv-04846 (E.D. Pa.)
Farley, No. 2:23-cv-04866 (E.D. Pa.)
Hammons, No. 2:23-cv-04965 (E.D. Pa.)
Mayer, No. 2:23-cv-04969 (E.D. Pa.)
Geiglein, No. 2:23-cv-05041 (E.D. Pa.)
Gray, No. 2:23-cv-05031 (E.D. Pa.)
Marrero, No. 2:23-cv-05036 (E.D. Pa.)

Novo Ventures (US) Inc.

200 Clarendon Street, Floor 45
Boston, MA 02116 USA

Defendant in the following cases:
Brown, No. 2:23-cv-04846 (E.D. Pa.)
Farley, No. 2:23-cv-04866 (E.D. Pa.)
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Hammons, No. 2:23-cv-04965 (E.D. Pa.)
Mayer, No. 2:23-cv-04969 (E.D. Pa.)
Geiglein, No. 2:23-cv-05041 (E.D. Pa.)
Gray, No. 2:23-cv-05031 (E.D. Pa.)
Marrero, No. 2:23-cv-05036 (E.D. Pa.)

Dated: December 29, 2023

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Loren H. Brown

Loren H. Brown

DLA PIPER LLP (US)

1251 Avenue of the Americas, 27th Floor
New York, NY 10020

Tel: (212) 335-4846

Fax: (212) 335-4501
loren.brown@us.dlapiper.com

Attorney for Novo Nordisk A/S, Novo Nordisk
North America Operations A/S, Novo Nordisk
US Holdings, Inc., Novo Nordisk US
Commercial Holdings, Inc., Novo Nordisk,
Inc., Novo Nordisk Research Center Seattle,
Inc., and Novo Nordisk Pharmaceutical
Industries, LP





