
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 

SHAWN HECKER AND    :   

JODY HECKER (h/w) 

301 Walnut Street 

West Deptford, NJ,08096 

      : CIVIL ACTION NO.  

    Plaintiff 

      : 

                v. 

      : 

ZIMMER BIOMET HOLDINGS, INC. 

a/k/a and/or d/b/a ZIMMER BIOMET : 

56 E. Bell Drive 

Warsaw, Indiana  46582-6989  : 

  

               and     : 

       

ZIMMER US, INC.    : 

1800 West Center Street 

Warsaw, Indiana 46580   : 

 

               and     : 

       

ZIMMER ORTHOBIOLOGICS, INC. : 

9900 Spectrum Drive  

Austin, Texas 78717    : 

 

               and     : 

 

ZIMMER USA, INC.   : 

3 Goodyear 

Irvine, California 92618, US   : 

 

                and     : 

 

ABC COMPANIES I-X   : 

 

                and     : 

 

JOHN DOES I-X    : 

      : 

   Defendants.   

____________________________________ 
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CIVIL ACTION COMPLAINT  

 Plaintiffs, Shawn Hecker and Jody Hecker (h/w), by and through their undersigned counsel, 

Kline & Specter, hereby demand damages of the above-captioned Defendants upon the causes of 

action set forth below. 

 

PARTIES AND VENUE 

1. Plaintiffs, Shawn Hecker and Jody Hecker  (h/w) are adult citizens and residents of 

the State of New Jersey, residing at 301 Walnut Street, West Deptford, NJ,08096 

2. At all relevant times hereto, Defendant, Zimmer Biomet Holdings, Inc. d/b/a and/or 

a/k/a Zimmer Biomet, is a corporation and/or other jural entity duly organized and operating under 

the laws of the State of Delaware with a principal place of business at 56 E. Bell Drive, Warsaw, 

Indiana 46582-6989.  

3. At all relevant times hereto, Defendant, Zimmer US, Inc., is a corporation and/or 

other jural entity operating under the laws of the State of New Jersey with a registered address at 

1800 West Center Street, Warsaw, Indiana 46580. 

4. At all relevant times hereto, Defendant, Zimmer Orthobiologics, Inc., was a 

corporation and/or other jural entity operating under the laws of the State of New Jersey with a 

registered address at 9900 Spectrum Drive, Austin, Texas, 78717. 

5. At all relevant times hereto, Defendant, Zimmer USA, Inc., was a corporation 

and/or other jural entity operating under the laws of the State of New Jersey with a registered 

address at 3 Goodyear, Irvine, California 92618. 

6. At all relevant times hereto, Defendant ABC Companies I-X (said names being 

fictitious) were corporations, professional corporations, professional associations, professional 
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partnerships, and/or other jural entities responsible for the manufacture, design, sale, marketing 

and distribution of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella. 

7. At all relevant times hereto, Defendant John Does I-X (said names being fictitious), 

were the actual, apparent or ostensible agents, servants, and/or employees of Zimmer Biomet 

Holdings, Inc. d/b/a and/or a/k/a Zimmer Biomet, Zimmer US Inc., Zimmer Orthobiologics, Inc., 

Zimmer USA , Inc., and/or ABC Corporations I-X, and were acting within the scope of their 

agency and/or employment while manufacturing, designing, selling, marketing and distributing 

the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella implanted in 

Plaintiff. 

8. At all relevant times hereto, Defendant John Doe XI (said name being fictitious), 

was the actual, apparent or ostensible agents, servants, and/or employees of Zimmer Biomet 

Holdings, Inc. d/b/a and/or a/k/a Zimmer Biomet, Zimmer US Inc., Zimmer Orthobiologics, Inc., 

Zimmer USA , Inc., and/or ABC Corporations I-X, and were acting within the scope of their 

agency and/or employment for Zimmer Biomet Holdings, Inc. d/b/a and/or a/k/a Zimmer Biomet, 

Zimmer US Inc., Zimmer Orthobiologics, Inc., Zimmer USA , Inc., and/or ABC Corporations I-

X while manufacturing, designing, selling, marketing and distributing the Biomet Signature 

Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella.  

9. The negligence of all defendants, jointly and severally, in the manufacturing, 

designing, selling, marketing and distributing the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system 

and/or the Regenerex patella, as set forth below, caused, and/or increased the risk of, harm to him 

and Plaintiff.   

10. All Defendants herein are directly and/or vicariously liable to Plaintiff for injuries 

sustained arising from the manufacturing, designing selling, marketing and distributing of the 
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Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella, as a result of the 

negligence of persons and/or entities whose conduct was under their control, or right to control, 

and which conduct directly and proximately caused Plaintiff’s injuries and damages.  

11. Plaintiff’s injuries and damages were the direct result of the negligence and 

carelessness of all Defendants, and/or their agents, servants and/or employees who were involved 

in the manufacturing, designing, selling, marketing and distributing of the Biomet Signature 

Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella, and were due in no manner, whatsoever, 

to the failure to act on the part of Plaintiff, or any person other than the Defendants and/or their 

agents, servants, and/or employees.  

12. Pursuant to 28 U.S. Code § 1332, venue is properly laid in the District of New 

Jersey. 

OPERATIVE FACTS 

13. Plaintiff incorporates the above paragraphs as though set forth at length herein. 

14. On or about June 28, 2016, Plaintiff, Shawn Hecker underwent left total knee 

replacement with implantation of a Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and a 31 mm 

three-peg Regenerex patella. 

15. The surgery was performed by Michael Sidor, MD at Millenium Surgical Center, 

2090 Springdale Road, Suite A, Cherry Hill, NJ 08003.  

16. Upon information and belief, Defendants manufactured, designed, sold, marketed 

and distributed the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella.  

17. Upon information and belief, the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system 

and/or the Regenerex patella were defective in that the pegs in the Regenerex patella would shear 

and break.  

Case 1:25-cv-03785     Document 1     Filed 05/02/25     Page 4 of 17 PageID: 4

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/28/1332


 

18. Upon information and belief, the Defendants were negligent in their manufacture, 

design, testing, marketing, sale and distribution of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella in that the pegs in the Regenerex patella would shear and 

break.  

19. Upon information and belief, at all relevant times hereto, Defendants had actual or 

constructive knowledge that the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the 

Regenerex patella were defective and/or negligently designed and/or manufactured so that the pegs 

in the Regenerex patella were at high risk of shear and break.  

20. The Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

were not reasonably fit, suitable or safe for its intended purpose because it deviated from the design 

specifications, formulae, or performance standards of the manufacturer or from otherwise identical 

units manufactured to the same manufacturing specifications or formulae and/or failed to contain 

adequate warnings or instructions and/or was designed in a defective manner 

21. On or about April 25, 2017, there was an FDA recall of the Regenerex Patella due 

to post-operative shear of the pegs.  

22. Following his surgery, Mr. Hecker’s left knee would “give out” and he suffered 

from severe pain and swelling in his left knee. 

23. On or about May 10, 2023, Mr. Hecker’s suffered extreme left knee pain that caused 

him to pass out. Mr. Hecker was taken to Inspira Mullica Hill Hospital. 

24. On December 1, 2023, Mr. Hecker underwent a left knee revision of the patella 

only with Emmanuel Gibon, MD. The patellar implant was found to be loose and the pegs were 

broken. All the implants were removed.     

25. Due to the defective patellar implant, Mr. Hecker was forced into early retirement 
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and suffered significant loss of past earnings and future earning capacity.  

26. As set forth more fully below, Defendants negligent conduct caused, increased the 

risk of harm, and/or was a substantial contributing causal factor that resulted in Mr. Hecker 

suffering serious injury and harm, and Plaintiffs' damages, include, but are not limited to, the 

following: 

(a) left knee pain, swelling and instability; 

(b) pain and suffering; 

(c) requirement for multiple, painful medical procedures; 

(d) injury to the right knee, including injury from compensation for the left 

knee; 

  

(e) emotional distress and mental anguish; 

(f) disfigurement; 

(g) loss of life’s pleasures; 

(h) lost wages; 

(i) loss of earning capacity; 

(j) loss of consortium; 

(k) loss of society; 

(l) loss of companionship; 

(m) all damages as set forth in greater detail in the medical records; 

COUNT I 

NEGLIGENCE 

Plaintiff v. All Defendants 

 

27. Plaintiff incorporates the above paragraphs as though set forth at length herein. 

28. At all relevant times hereto, Defendants owed a duty to consumers to use reasonable 

care in the way they designed, manufactured, marketed, sold, and distributed the Biomet Signature 
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Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella. 

29. At all relevant times hereto, Defendants knew or should have known of the 

foreseeable risk that the pegs would shear and/or break inherent in the Biomet Signature Vanguard 

total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella.  

30. Defendants breached the duty of care they assumed to consumers and were 

negligent, careless, and reckless in designing, manufacturing, marketing, selling, and distributing 

the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella in one or more of 

the following respects: 

a) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella was 

manufactured such that there was a high risk that the pegs would shear or break;  

 

b) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella did 

not comport with the applicable product safety standards; 

 

c) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella was 

not adequately tested before distribution and sale;  

 

d) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

were designed in a manner that allowed for the pegs to shear and break; 

 

e) Defendants failed to design and/or utilize proper designs for the manufacture of its 

product; 

 

f) Defendants failed to adequately and properly inform and warn purchasers and 

ultimate users of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the 

Regenerex patella that the pegs might shear and break;  

 

g) Defendants failed to adequately and properly inform purchasers as to the risks and 

benefits of the product; 

 

h) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product in 

a defective condition; 

 

i) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product that 

was unreasonably dangerous to the user;  

 

j) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

which was not reasonably fit, suitable or safe for its intended and represented purpose; 
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k) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

which lacked all necessary safety features to protect users of said product; 

 

l) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

which could be designed more safely; 

 

m) Defendants marketed the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the 

Regenerex patella as safe; 

 

n) Defendants delayed in issuing post-sale warnings in an effort to eliminate the 

unreasonably dangerous nature of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system 

and/or the Regenerex patella; 

 

o) other misrepresentations regarding the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella that may be identified in the course of discovery; 

 

p) unsafe manufacturing defects which caused the pegs to improperly shear and break;  

 

q) delay in recalling the product upon learning that it was unsafe for its intended and/or 

foreseeable use by Defendants;  

 

r)  the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

marketing, instructions, and/or packaging, misrepresented its safety characteristics and 

its potential for the pegs to shear and break; and 

 

s) being otherwise defective as may be learned through discovery. 

 

31. Defendants’ negligence and carelessness in designing, manufacturing, marketing, 

selling, and distributing the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella were the direct and proximate cause of Plaintiff’s severe injuries and damages, as 

previously set forth herein.  

32. The aforementioned conduct of Defendants caused, increased the risk of harm 

and/or was a substantial causal factor of Plaintiffs’ damages set forth above. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully demand compensatory damages against 

Defendants, individually, jointly and severally, for sums in excess of the local arbitration limits, 

exclusive of interest, prejudgment interest and costs. 
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COUNT II 

STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY 

Plaintiff v. All Defendants 

 

33. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the above paragraphs as though set forth 

fully herein.  

34. At all relevant times hereto, Defendants knew or should have known of the 

foreseeable risk that the pegs would shear and/or break from the defective design of the Biomet 

Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella. 

35. At the time Defendants designed, manufactured, marketed, sold, and distributed the 

subject Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella, it was 

defective in its design, unreasonably dangerous, and unsafe for its intended purpose because it did 

not provide adequate protection and/or warning against the foreseeable risk that the pegs would 

shear and/or break in their product.  

36. The Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella at 

issue were in the same or substantially similar condition as when they left the possession of 

Defendants. 

37. Plaintiff did not misuse or materially alter the Biomet Signature Vanguard total 

knee system and/or the Regenerex patella. 

38. The Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella did 

not perform as safely as an ordinary consumer would have expected it to perform when used in a 

reasonably foreseeable way. 

39. Further, a reasonable person would conclude that the possibility and severity of 

harm outweighs the burden or cost of manufacturing, labeling, and distributing the Biomet 

Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella in a safe manner. 
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40. The Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

were defective, subjecting Defendants to strict liability, in one or more of the following respects: 

a) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

were manufactured such that the pegs would shear and/or break;  

 

b) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

did not comport with the applicable product safety standards; 

 

c) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

were not adequately tested before distribution and sale;  

 

d) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

were designed in a manner that allowed for the pegs to shear and/or break; 

 

e) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

marketing, instructions, and/or packaging, misrepresented its safety 

characteristics and its potential for the pegs to shear and/or break; 

 

f) Defendants failed to design and/or utilize proper designs for the manufacture of 

its product; 

 

g) Defendants failed to adequately and properly inform and warn purchasers and 

ultimate users of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the 

Regenerex patella that the pegs might shear and break;  

 

h) Defendants failed to adequately and properly inform purchasers as to the risks 

and benefits of the product; 

 

i) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

in a defective condition; 

 

j) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

that was unreasonably dangerous to the user;  

 

k) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

which was not reasonably fit, suitable or safe for its intended and represented 

purpose; 

 

l) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

which lacked all necessary safety features to protect users of said product; 

 

m) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a product 

which could be designed more safely; 
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n) Defendants marketed the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or 

the Regenerex patella as safe; 

 

o) Defendants delayed in issuing post-sale warnings in an effort to eliminate the 

unreasonably dangerous nature of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella; 

 

p) other misrepresentations regarding the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella that may be identified in the course of 

discovery; 

 

q) unsafe manufacturing defects which cause the pegs to improperly shear and 

break;  

 

r) delay in recalling the product upon learning that it was unsafe for its intended 

and/or foreseeable use by Defendants; and  

 

s) being otherwise defective as may be learned through discovery. 

 

41. The defective and unreasonably dangerous condition of the Biomet Signature 

Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella were direct and proximate causes of 

Plaintiffs’ severe and permanent injuries and damages, as previously set forth herein. 

42. Defendants are strictly liable to Plaintiff for designing, manufacturing, and failing 

to warn of the dangers of a defective and unreasonably dangerous product. The inherent risks 

associated with the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

outweighed the benefits of its use, as a safer better manufacturing practices were economically and 

technologically feasible at the time the product left the control of Defendants.  

43. The aforementioned conduct of Defendants caused, increased the risk of harm 

and/or was a substantial causal factor of Plaintiffs’ damages set forth above. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully demand compensatory damages against Defendants, 

individually, jointly and severally, for sums in excess of the local arbitration limits, exclusive of 

interest, prejudgment interest and costs. 
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COUNT III 

STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY – FAILURE TO WARN 

Plaintiffs v. All Defendants 

 

44. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the above paragraphs as though set forth 

fully herein. 

45. At all relevant times hereto, Defendants knew or should have known of the 

substantial dangers and inherent risks of peg shear and breakage associated with the Biomet 

Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella and resulting injuries involved 

in the reasonably foreseeable use of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the 

Regenerex patella. 

46. Defendants knew or should have known that the substantial dangers and inherent 

risks of injuries from peg shear and breakage involved in the reasonably foreseeable use of the 

Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella were not readily 

recognizable to an ordinary consumer or user and that such person would be able to know of the 

defects. 

47. Defendants knew or should have known of the foreseeable risk of peg shear and 

breakage inherent in the design and manufacture of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella and failed to disclose these risks to consumers of the product 

and their physicians. 

48. Defendants acted negligently by failing to provide necessary information and 

failing to adequately warn of the substantial dangers and known and foreseeable risk of peg shear 

and breakage, by failing to provide adequate warnings regarding one or more of the following:  

a) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella were manufactured such that the pegs would shear and/or break;  
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b) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella did not comport with the applicable product safety standards; 

 

c) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella were not adequately tested before distribution and sale;  

 

d)  the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella were designed in a manner that allowed for the pegs to shear and break; 

 

e) Defendants failed to design and/or utilize proper designs for the 

manufacture of its product; 

 

f) Defendants failed to adequately and properly inform and warn purchasers 

and ultimate users of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or 

the Regenerex patella that the pegs might shear and break;  

 

g) Defendants failed to adequately and properly inform purchasers as to the 

risks and benefits of the product; 

 

h) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a 

product in a defective condition; 

 

i) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a 

product that was unreasonably dangerous to the user;  

 

j) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a 

product which was not reasonably fit, suitable or safe for its intended and 

represented purpose; 

 

k) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a 

product which lacked all necessary safety features to protect users of said 

product; 

 

l) Defendants designed, manufactured, sold, supplied and/or distributed a 

product which could be designed more safely; 

 

m) Defendants marketed the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system 

and/or the Regenerex patella as safe; 

 

n) Defendants delayed in issue of post-sale warnings in an effort to eliminate 

the unreasonably dangerous nature of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella; 

 

o)   other misrepresentations regarding the Biomet Signature Vanguard total 

knee system and/or the Regenerex patella that may be identified in the course 

of discovery; 
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p)  unsafe manufacturing defects which cause the pegs to improperly shear 

and/or break;  

 

q) delay in recalling the product upon learning that it was unsafe for its 

intended and/or foreseeable use; 

  

r) the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella’s marketing, instructions, and/or packaging, misrepresented its 

safety characteristics and its potential for the pegs to shear and/or break; 

and 

 

s) being otherwise defective as may be learned through discovery. 

 

49. Any such safety material and/or warning that may have been provided and/or 

attached to the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella was 

inadequate, nullified, or rendered ineffective by contrary representations made by Defendants 

regarding the safety of the poduct. 

50. As a result of Defendants’ failure to adequately warn, Plaintiff neither knew nor 

had reason to know about the existence of defects in the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella. 

51. At all relevant times hereto, Plaintiff used the Biomet Signature Vanguard total 

knee system and/or the Regenerex patella in a reasonably foreseeable manner.  

52. Defendants’ reckless failure to warn of the substantial dangers and inherent risks of 

peg shear and breakage associated with the reasonably foreseeable use of the Biomet Signature 

Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella was the direct and proximate cause of 

Plaintiff’s injuries and damages, as previously set forth.  

53. Defendants are strictly liable for failing to warn consumers and users of the 

substantial dangers and inherent risks of peg shear and breakage associated with the reasonably 

foreseeable use of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella. 
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54. The aforementioned conduct of Defendants caused, increased the risk of harm 

and/or was a substantial causal factor of Plaintiffs’ damages set forth above. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully demand compensatory damages against Defendants, 

individually, jointly and severally, for sums in excess of the local arbitration limits, exclusive of 

interest, prejudgment interest and costs.   

COUNT IV 

BREACH OF IMPLIED WARRANTY OF FITNESS 

Plaintiffs v. All Defendants  

 

55. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the above paragraphs as though set forth 

fully herein. 

56. Defendants designed, manufactured, marketed, distributed, supplied, and sold its 

Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella with an implied    

warranty that they were fit for its intended use as an artificial knee replacement, knowing that 

consumers and their physicians would rely on their skill and/or judgment to furnish suitable goods.  

57. Members of the consuming public and their physicians, including consumers such 

as Plaintiff and his physician, were the intended third-party beneficiaries of the warranty. 

58. Defendants’ Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella was not fit for its intended use as an artificial knee replacement, due to the unreasonable 

risks of bodily injury associated with its use. 

59. The Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

were not altered by Plaintiff. 

60. Plaintiff was a foreseeable user of the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system 

and/or the Regenerex patella. 

61. Plaintiff used the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the 
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Regenerex patella in the manner intended. 

62. Plaintiff in this case reasonably and justifiably relied on Defendants’ 

representations that the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella 

was safe for use.  

63. Defendants’ Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex 

patella were not adequately labeled and did not disclose that they failed to follow product safety 

standards or that they were at risk for peg shear and breakage. 

64. The Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee system and/or the Regenerex patella did 

not measure up to the promises or facts stated in the marketing, packaging, labeling, advertisement, 

and communications by and from Defendants. 

65. Defendants impliedly warranted that the Biomet Signature Vanguard total knee 

system and/or the Regenerex patella were merchantable, fit, and safe for ordinary use. 

66. Defendants further impliedly warranted that the Biomet Signature Vanguard total 

knee system and/or the Regenerex patella were fit for the intended use for which they were 

intended and sold. 

67. Contrary to these implied warranties, Defendants’ Biomet Signature Vanguard total 

knee system and/or the Regenerex patella were defective, unmerchantable, and unfit for their 

ordinary use when sold and unfit for the purpose for which they were sold. 

68. As a direct and proximate result of the negligent conduct of Defendants, Plaintiffs 

suffered the damages set forth above.  

69. The aforementioned conduct of Defendants caused, increased the risk of harm 

and/or was a substantial causal factor of Plaintiffs’ damages set forth above. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully demand compensatory damages against Defendants, 

individually, jointly and severally, for sums in excess of the local arbitration limits, exclusive of 

interest, prejudgment interest and costs.   

COUNT V  

LOSS OF CONSORTIUM 

Plaintiff, Jody Hecker v. All Defendants 

70. The previous paragraphs are incorporated by reference as though set forth fully 

herein. 

71. As a result of the negligence of all Defendants described above, Plaintiff, Jody 

Hecker has been deprived of the aid, society, comfort, companionship, services and consortium of 

her husband. 

72. As a result of the negligence of all Defendants described above, Plaintiff, Jody 

Hecker has suffered severe emotional distress due to the manner in which her husband’s condition 

was handled by Defendants and the injuries that resulted to her husband. 

73. Plaintiff, Jody Hecker claims the full measure of damages recoverable for the loss 

of consortium resulting from all Defendants’ negligence described above. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully demand compensatory damages against 

Defendants, individually, jointly and severally, for sums in excess of the local arbitration limits, 

exclusive of interest, prejudgment interest and costs. 

 

KLINE & SPECTER 

 

      /s/ Michael Cavaliere   

      Michael Cavaliere, ESQUIRE 

      Attorney for Plaintiffs 

 

Date: May 2, 2025 
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