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

WESTERN DIVISION

   :       MDL DOCKET NO. 4:03-CV-1507-WRW
IN RE:    :
PREMPRO PRODUCTS LIABILITY    :
LITIGATION    : CASES IN EXHIBITS A and B

MDL PRETRIAL ORDER FOR REMANDED CASES and
SUGGESTION OF REMAND

To assist transferor courts following remand of the cases listed in Exhibits A and B, this

MDL Pretrial Order describes the events that have taken place to date in MDL 1507.  A copy of

this MDL Pretrial Order, along with the case files and materials, will be available to the

transferor courts.

I. INTRODUCTION

On March 4, 2003, the Judicial Panel for Multidistrict Litigation (“JPML” or “Panel”)

designated this Court as the transferee court for all individual, class action, and other federal

cases arising out of the sale or use of prescription hormone therapy medications.1 

I entered an Initial Order on April 8, 2003, requesting comments from the parties about

the content of a proposed Practice and Procedure Order, and providing for an initial status

conference.2  Based on the parties’ assertions, I am satisfied that MDL 1507 has matured

sufficiently to warrant remand of the cases listed in Exhibits A and B.  Accordingly, I will

submit this Suggestion of Remand to the JPML to facilitate the prompt remand of the designated

cases (those in Exhibits A and B) by the JPML to transferor courts for further proceedings,

including additional discovery, pre-trial motions practice, and final disposition.  This MDL

1Doc. No. 1.   

2Doc. No. 2.
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Pretrial Order, along with any supplements and amendments, is designated as the Final Pretrial

Order in all cases in Exhibits A and B for which the Panel issues an Order for Remand.  

II. BACKGROUND3

A. Practice and Procedure Orders

The primary orders governing the pretrial management of MDL 1507 are a series of

Practice and Procedure Orders (“PPO”), along with certain amendments.  These Orders are

discussed in detail below in the section on “Discovery.”

B. Lead and Liaison Counsel

PPO-1, entered on June 10, 2003, appointed Lead and Liaison Counsel for Plaintiffs and

Defendants to manage the litigation on behalf of the parties, and set out the responsibilities of

Lead and Liaison Counsel.4  Plaintiffs’ Lead and Liaison Counsel have changed hands since the

inception of the MDL.  Ms. Zoe Littlepage, of Littlepage Booth in Houston, Texas, is now Lead

Counsel, and Mr. Ralph Cloar, of Little Rock, Arkansas, is Liaison Counsel.  Mr. John L.

Vardaman, Mr. Stephen L. Urbanczyk, and Mr. F. Lane Heard, all of Williams & Connolly in

Washington, D.C., remain Defendants’ Lead Counsel.  Ms. Lyn Pruitt, of Mitchell, Williams,

Selig, Gates & Woodyard, PLLC in Little Rock, Arkansas, is still Defendants’ Liaison Counsel.

C. Plaintiffs’ Steering Committee

PPO-1 also directed the selection and appointment of a Plaintiffs’ Steering Committee

(“PSC”) to assist in the coordination of pretrial activities and trial planning.  The PSC assists all

Plaintiffs in MDL 1507 by overseeing discovery (including conducting discovery of each

Defendant), communicating with other Plaintiffs’ lawyers, appearing before this Court, attending

3All references to docket numbers are to the general docket for MDL 1507 (4:03-CV-
01507-WRW), unless otherwise specified.

4Doc. No. 15.
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status conferences, and preparing motions and responses regarding case-wide discovery matters. 

The PSC acts on behalf of, or in consultation with, Plaintiffs’ Lead Counsel in the management

of the litigation.  Both Plaintiffs’ Lead and Liaison Counsel are members of the PSC.5  The

configuration of the PSC has changed during the course of the litigation.6

D. Status Conferences

Since the inception of MDL 1507, I have held regular (typically once a month) status

conferences with Lead and Liaison counsel to discuss issues related to the litigation.  There have

also been numerous additional conferences to consider special matters.  

E. Common Benefit Fund

PPO-5 and PPO-6, entered on March 30, 2005, set guidelines for costs and attorneys’

fees incurred by members of the PSC and other individuals working for the common benefit of

Plaintiffs in MDL 1507.7  PPO-5 set out specific guidelines for the reporting of time and

expenses on case-wide work.  PPO-6 established a “Plaintiffs’ Personal Injury Litigation

Expense Fund” (“Fund”) to be financed by money received through settlement of individual

claims or satisfaction of judgments.  The Fund allows reimbursement of costs and fees to

authorized attorneys handling business on behalf of all Plaintiffs.  To date, no money has been

disbursed from the Fund.

5See PPO-1 at 9 (Doc. No. 15).

6The current members of the PSC are Mr. Ralph Cloar (Arkansas); Mr. Robert Jenner
(Maryland); Mr. Shawn Khorrami (California); Mr. Chris Kirchmer (Texas); Mr. Irwin Levin
(Indiana); Mr. Richard Lewis (Washington, D.C.); Mr. Tobias Millrood (Pennsylvania);          
Mr. James Morris (Texas); Mr. Ken Suggs (South Carolina); and Mr. Mike Williams (Oregon).

7Doc. Nos. 569, 570. 
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F. Bellwether Trials

On June 20, 2005, I entered an Order providing for the selection of 15 Plaintiffs who

would be subject to individual case discovery and eligible to be part of the bellwether process. 

From that group, four Plaintiffs were selected for individual “bellwether” trials.  To date, I have

presided over three bellwether trials:  Reeves v. Wyeth;8 Rush v. Wyeth;9 and Scroggin v. Wyeth.10 

Discovery and pretrial briefing also have been completed in a fourth bellwether case, which has

been set for trial on July 20, 2010:  Hill v. Wyeth.11  

1. Reeves v. Wyeth

The first bellwether trial, Reeves, resulted in a jury verdict in favor of Wyeth (the only

defendant).  Plaintiff’s motion for post-trial relief was denied.  Plaintiff did not appeal.

2. Rush v. Wyeth

The second bellwether trial, Rush, resulted in a jury verdict in favor of Wyeth (the only

defendant).  Plaintiff’s motion for post-trial relief was denied.  The United States Court of

Appeals for the Eighth Circuit affirmed the jury verdict in favor of Wyeth.12 

3. Scroggin v. Wyeth

The third bellwether trial, Scroggin, resulted in a verdict against both Defendants, Wyeth

and Upjohn, in the amount of $2,750,000.00 in compensatory damages. The jury awarded

punitive damages against Wyeth in the amount of $19,360,000.00 and against Upjohn in the

8Case No. 4:05-CV-00163-WRW.

9Case No. 4:05-CV-00497-WRW.

10Case No. 4:04-CV-01169-WRW.

11Case No. 4:05-CV-00546-WRW.

12Rush v. Wyeth, 514 F.3d 825 (8th Cir. 2008).
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amount of $7,760,000.00.  I denied Defendants’ motion for post-trial relief on compensatory

damages, but granted judgment as a matter of law or, alternatively, a new trial to both

Defendants on punitive damages.13  The parties appealed.  The United States Court of Appeals

for the Eighth Circuit affirmed the judgment for compensatory damages in favor of Plaintiff and

affirmed judgment as a matter of law in favor of Upjohn on punitive damages.  However, the

court reversed the judgment in favor of Wyeth on punitive damages, and granted the alternative

order of a new trial regarding punitive damages.  The new trial, limited to punitive damages,14 is

scheduled to commence on July 20, 2010. 

4. Hill v. Wyeth

A fourth bellwether trial, Hill, is set to commence on July 20, 2010, if Defendants seek a

writ of certiorari to the United States Supreme Court in Scroggin.

III. DISCOVERY

At the outset of the litigation, I had the Clerk of the Court establish a master docket in

MDL 1507, which contains motions and orders applicable to all cases.  Motions and orders

applicable to specific, individual cases were filed in their individual dockets.

I have issued nine PPOs, along with several supplements and amendments, which

governed the pretrial discovery in this litigation.  They are:

• PPO-1 articulated general policies and procedures for MDL 1507, in relation
to filings, hearings, organization of parties, and applicable local rules.15

• PPO-2 set out the guidelines for taking depositions.16

13Scroggin v. Wyeth, 554 F. Supp. 2d 871 (E.D. Ark. 2008).

14Scroggin v. Wyeth, 586 F.3d 547 (8th Cir. 2009).  

15Doc. No. 15.  PPO-1 was amended on March 15, 2004 (Doc. No. 174).

16Doc. No. 18.

5



• PPO-3 established a protocol for handling delinquent Plaintiffs’ Fact Sheets.17

• PPO-4 set out procedures for in extremis depositions.18

• PPO-5 & PPO-6 established guidelines governing common benefit funds.19

• PPO-7 set forth operation and effect of Master Answers to Plaintiffs’ Master
Complaint.20

• PPO-8 established procedures to dismiss suits for failure to identify the 
product or Defendants at issue.21

• PPO-9 and amendments authorized case-specific discovery in certain cases.22

A. Generic Fact Discovery

1. Document Discovery  

Plaintiffs have conducted extensive fact discovery against Defendants.  Plaintiffs

propounded their initial document requests to Defendants in five parts.  The parties completed

this first wave of discovery in 2006.  To facilitate document production and review, Defendants

established depositories in Little Rock, Arkansas, and Washington, D.C., where documents were

produced, stored, digitized, and reviewed.  The two depositories currently contain over 3.1

million documents (constituting nearly 28 million pages) produced by various Defendants,

including Wyeth and Upjohn.  I also entered orders regarding the confidentiality of documents

17Doc. No. 494.

18Doc. No. 495.

19Doc. Nos. 569, 570.

20Doc. No. 571.

21Doc. No. 840.

22Doc. No. 1530, 1575, 1914, and 2026.
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produced in the litigation and the sharing of costs and expenses associated with document

discovery.23 

On January 27, 2009, I designated September 1, 2009, as the generic discovery cutoff

date for claims against Wyeth and Upjohn.24  The parties have indicated that generic fact

discovery as to Wyeth and Upjohn is complete, with one minor exception that can be addressed

later, if necessary.  Additional generic discovery against Wyeth or Upjohn will be permitted only

by agreement of the parties or upon leave of the Court.  

The Court retains jurisdiction over all requests to modify previously entered orders

concerning document production (other than requests for production relating to a particular

plaintiff) and generic depositions,25 and also retains jurisdiction over requests for relief from the

September 1, 2009, Wyeth and Upjohn generic discovery cutoff date.

2. Depositions of Generic Fact Witnesses

PPO-2 set out the basic principles governing the taking of depositions.  For example,

PPO-2 prohibited taking a witnesss deposition more than once, subject to limited exceptions.  I

also encouraged the cross-noticing of depositions between the MDL proceedings and parallel

state court proceedings.  For efficiency and federal-state coordination, Defendants generally

cross-noticed the depositions of generic witnesses between the MDL proceedings and state court

proceedings.  

As part of generic discovery, Plaintiffs deposed more than 100 defense witnesses.  This

included 64 depositions of Wyeth company witnesses, 12 depositions of Upjohn company

23See, e.g., Doc. No. 27 (Confidentiality Order) and Doc. No. 199 (Cost Order).  

24Doc. No. 1952. 

25See Section III(A)(2).
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witnesses, and 40 depositions -- under Rule 30(b)(6) -- of non-Wyeth Defendants.  Any

additional depositions of generic fact witnesses against Wyeth or Upjohn will be permitted only

with leave of this Court.

B. Case-Specific Fact Discovery

PPO-9 and its amendments set out the basic principles governing individual,

case-specific fact discovery.26  The original PPO-9, set out 110 cases subject to case-specific

discovery.  To date, a total of 196 cases have been selected for case-specific discovery.  Based

on the parties’ recommendations, PPO-9 included cases involving only the Wyeth and Upjohn

Defendants, and only Plaintiffs alleging breast cancer as their injury.  Plaintiffs dismissed 32

cases, involving the claims of 49 Plaintiffs, in the face of depositions and other discovery by

Defendants.

1. Case-Specific Fact Discovery of Plaintiffs

a. Plaintiff Fact Sheets

An April 13, 2004, Order directed that Plaintiffs, in every case transferred to this MDL,

must complete a Plaintiff Fact Sheet (“PFS”) and serve it on Defendants’ liaison counsel.27  The

Order required Plaintiffs to complete and serve the PFS within 90 days after their conditional

transfer order became final.28

The PFSs, which were agreed upon by the parties, requested, among other things,

information including the nature of the plaintiff’s alleged injuries, types of hormone therapy

allegedly used, the identity of each of plaintiff’s prescribing physician(s), medical history,

26See Doc. Nos. 1530, 1575, 1914, and 2026.

27Doc. No. 201.

28Plaintiffs whose cases were already in the MDL had 60 days to serve a completed PFS.
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employment history, educational history, and the identity of potential fact witnesses.  The sworn

PFS required each plaintiff to verify the accuracy and completeness of the information, and the

plaintiffs’ verifications were given the same legal significance as responses to interrogatories or

requests for production.

On January 20, 2005, I entered PPO-3 to deal with PFS delinquencies.29  PPO-3

permitted Defendants to serve a warning letter on any Plaintiff who was delinquent in serving

her PFS.  If after 14 days of the date of service of the warning letter, the plaintiff still had failed

to serve a completed and verified PFS, Defendants could file a PPO-3 Motion to Show Cause

why the Court should not order sanctions -- including dismissal -- for failure to provide a PFS. 

b. Depositions30

PPO-9 authorized the parties to take depositions of Plaintiffs’ prescribing physicians in

cases selected for case-specific discovery.  Depositions of treating physicians, spouses, other

family members, and case-specific experts were also permitted under PPO-9.  Later, the parties

stipulated that some of these case-specific depositions may be taken after remand.31  The

superceding PPO-9 applies to cases remanded under this Order. 

2. Case-Specific Fact Discovery of Defendants

Based on PPO-9, Plaintiffs propounded case-specific written discovery, including

document requests and interrogatories, on Defendants in each case selected for case-specific

discovery.

29Doc. No. 494.

30PPO-2 governed the procedures for taking all depositions in the MDL proceedings. 

31Doc. No. 2026.
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3. In Extremis Depositions

PPO-4 established procedures for trial preservation depositions for Plaintiffs who are in

extremis.32

4. Product Identification

PPO-8 established a process to dismiss Defendants when a plaintiff could not supply

some evidence of product identification.33  This process became necessary after the Panel

determined that this MDL would include all manufacturers of HRT drugs.34

IV. ACTIVITIES COMPLETED BEFORE REMAND

The cases listed in Exhibit A are ripe for remand, since they are PPO-9 cases where 

Plaintiffs have completed generic discovery from Defendants.  Again, these cases involve only

allegations of breast cancer injury against only Defendants Wyeth and Upjohn.

According to the parties, the plaintiff’s deposition has been taken in each of these cases,

and, in many cases, the prescribing doctor was deposed as well.  The parties have taken almost

400 depositions in the PPO-9 cases listed in Exhibit A.  Although these cases may require

additional case-specific depositions, expert designations, case-specific discovery, and pretrial

motions, all can be done in the transferor courts.

The cases listed in Exhibit B involve in extremis Plaintiffs.  Because the women in those

cases allege only breast cancer injuries, and against only the Wyeth and Pfizer Defendants, the

cases are ripe for remand. 

32Doc. No. 495.

33Doc. No. 840.

34Initially, MDL 1507 included only Wyeth as a defendant.
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V. DOCUMENTS TO BE SENT TO TRANSFEROR COURT

After receiving the Final Remand Order (“FRO”) from the JPML, the Clerk of the Court

will issue a letter to the transferor courts, via email, setting out the process for transferring the

individual cases listed in the FRO.  The letter and certified copy of the FRO will be sent to the

transferor court’s email address.

If a party believes that the docket sheet for a particular case being remanded is not

correct, a party to that case may, with notice to all other parties in the case, file with the

transferor court a Designation Amending the Record.  Upon receiving a Designation Amending

the Record, the transferor court may make any needed changes to the docket.  If the docket is

revised to include additional documents, the parties should provide those documents to the

transferor court.

CONCLUSION

This Order does not expand or modify any previous order of the Court, and I may modify

or supplement any part of this Order as it appears appropriate.

IT IS SO ORDERED this 23rd day of February, 2010.

     /s/ Wm. R. Wilson, Jr. ___________
     UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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EXHIBIT A

Arkansas Eastern
Case Number

Case Style Transferor
Court

Transferor
Court Case

Number

4:03-cv-00222-WRW Krznaric, Jane v. Wyeth C/D CA 2:02-cv-07692

4:03-cv-00308-WRW Kaufman, Jane v. Wyeth S/D FL 1:02-cv-22692

4:03-cv-00421-WRW Ragusa, Nolarean v. Wyeth E/D LA 2:03-cv-00081

4:03-cv-00431-WRW White, Sarah Lannette v. Wyeth M/D AL 2:03-cv-00096

4:03-cv-00445-WRW Reyes, Maria Alvarez v. Wyeth S/D FL 1:03-cv-20471

4:03-cv-00470-WRW Rizzo, Janet v. Wyeth S/D TX 4:03-cv-00425

4:03-cv-00472-WRW Johnson, Angelina v. Wyeth E/D NY 2:02-cv-05606

4:03-cv-00569-WRW Wheeler, Doris Jean v. Wyeth S/D NY 1:03-cv-02352

4:03-cv-00618-WRW Berger, Phyllis v. Wyeth N/D NY 5:03-cv-00437

4:03-cv-00619-WRW Paul, Carol v. Wyeth W/D WA 2:03-cv-00740

4:03-cv-00620-WRW Jan, Grace v. Wyeth E/D NY 2:03-cv-01669

4:03-cv-00710-WRW Barnes, Mary Ann v. Wyeth, et al. S/D MS 3:03-cv-00237

4:03-cv-00714-WRW Bryant, Mary Anne v. Wyeth S/D MS 3:03-cv-00250

4:03-cv-00867-WRW Harry, Laura v. Wyeth E/D LA 2:03-cv-02096

4:03-cv-00892-WRW Loewen, Doris Pace v. Wyeth N/D AL 2:03-cv-02166

4:03-cv-00925-WRW Beritiech, Dola v. Wyeth S/D AL 1:03-cv-00610

4:03-cv-00950-WRW Merta, Marcia v. Wyeth C/D CA 2:03-cv-04612

4:03-cv-00951-WRW Pincus, Helen v. Wyeth E/D NY 2:03-cv-03511

4:03-cv-00973-WRW Bleiberg, Debrah v. Wyeth E/D NY 1:03-cv-03794

4:03-cv-00989-WRW Shah, Nalini (Pickett, et al.) v. Wyeth C/D CA 2:03-cv-07099

4:03-cv-01000-WRW Plummer, Trinia v. Wyeth M/D LA 3:03-cv-00657

4:04-cv-00017-WRW Barbree, Laura (Kent, et al.) v. Wyeth S/D TX 3:03-cv-00549

4:04-cv-00019-WRW Wolf, Judy v. Wyeth S/D TX 3:03-cv-00536

4:04-cv-00057-WRW Hewitt, Susan v. Wyeth S/D MS 5:03-cv-00338

4:04-cv-00070-WRW Edwards, Jimmie v. Wyeth S/D MS 3:03-cv-01255

4:04-cv-00156-WRW Rivera Adams, Helen v. Wyeth Puerto Rico 3:03-cv-01713

4:04-cv-00283-WRW Fitzpatrick, Gayle v. Wyeth E/D CA 2:03-cv-01705

4:04-cv-00291-WRW Wright, Ginger v. Wyeth N/D AL 7:03-cv-03240
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4:04-cv-00530-WRW Pasqualle, Elaine v. Wyeth MD 8:04-cv-00304

4:04-cv-00544-WRW Waltrup, Wilma J. v. Wyeth, et al. MD 1:04-cv-00527

4:04-cv-00554-WRW Goodwin, Phoebe J. v. Wyeth W/D AR 5:04-cv-05071

4:04-cv-00555-WRW Kuhn, Pamela v. Wyeth W/D AR 6:04-cv-06042

4:04-cv-00718-WRW Hart, Sandra v. Wyeth N/D UT 1:04-cv-00077

4:04-cv-00736-WRW Hettleman, Barbara v. Wyeth, et al. MD 1:04-cv-01103

4:04-cv-00738-WRW Ayers, Thelma v. Wyeth, et al. MD 1:04-cv-01340

4:04-cv-00743-WRW Sirubi, Donna Louise (Pfeifer) v. Wyeth S/D GA 4:04-cv-00065

4:04-cv-00744-WRW Love, Jan v. Wyeth S/D GA 4:04-cv-00064

4:04-cv-00748-WRW Castro, Elfreda v. Wyeth S/D GA 4:04-cv-00061

4:04-cv-00749-WRW Okuda, Toshiko v. Wyeth, et al. N/D UT 1:04-cv-00080

4:04-cv-00760-WRW Anderson, Betty C. v. Wyeth, et al. C/D UT 2:04-cv-00474

4:04-cv-00761-WRW Michael, Carolyn v. Wyeth, et al. S/D WV 2:04-cv-00435

4:04-cv-00766-WRW Downing, Maryann v. Wyeth, et al. S/D OH 2:04-cv-00372

4:04-cv-00767-WRW Weidner, Roberta v. Wyeth, et al. S/D OH 2:04-cv-00383

4:04-cv-00802-WRW Wells, Rita K. v. Wyeth E/D KY 2:04-cv-00099

4:04-cv-00811-WRW Cocuzza, Betty J. v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 1:04-cv-00952

4:04-cv-00815-WRW Steadman, Dolores v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 1:04-cv-00960

4:04-cv-00818-WRW Marsho, Sally v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 1:04-cv-00967

4:04-cv-00822-WRW Campbell, Mary v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 3:04-cv-07271

4:04-cv-00823-WRW Lee, Susanne v. Wyeth N/D OH 3:04-cv-07299

4:04-cv-00825-WRW Daff, Beverly N. v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 4:04-cv-00922

4:04-cv-00827-WRW Wakeen, Ruth L. v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 5:04-cv-00940

4:04-cv-00828-WRW Demetriades, Anita D. v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 5:04-cv-00942

4:04-cv-00829-WRW Spinelli, Rita v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OH 5:04-cv-00947

4:04-cv-00834-WRW Harrison, Brenda Joyce v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:04-cv-02965

4:04-cv-00835-WRW Hansen, Frances v. Wyeth M/D FL 5:04-cv-00156

4:04-cv-00855-WRW Mead, Veronica G. v. Wyeth S/D GA 4:04-cv-00093

4:04-cv-00856-WRW Burton, June A. v. Wyeth S/D GA 4:04-cv-00094

4:04-cv-00908-WRW Lea, Jean (Boyett, et al.) v. Wyeth, et al. E/D TX 1:03-cv-01339

4:04-cv-00909-WRW Romero, Judy (Neal, et al.) v. Wyeth, et al. E/D TX 1:03-cv-01367
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4:04-cv-00915-WRW Chandler, Mary v. Wyeth, et al. W/D WA 2:04-cv-01300

4:04-cv-00916-WRW Levine, Carol v. Wyeth MA 1:04-cv-10916

4:04-cv-00919-WRW Galati, Jo Ann V. v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:04-cv-02966

4:04-cv-00920-WRW Byrne, Helen Ruth v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:04-cv-02967

4:04-cv-00921-WRW Galantini, Joan v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-02999

4:04-cv-00922-WRW Keith, Nancy J. v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-02000

4:04-cv-00936-WRW Kammerer, Sally v. Wyeth NE 8:04-cv-00196

4:04-cv-00957-WRW LaPour, Jane v. Wyeth, et al. S/D IN 0:04-cv-00169

4:04-cv-01003-WRW Parks, Norma Lee v. Wyeth, et al. N/D OK 4:04-cv-00543

4:04-cv-01006-WRW Wisneski, Diane F. v. Wyeth, et al. MD 8:04-cv-01193

4:04-cv-01008-WRW Weatherford, Diane v. Wyeth, et al. N/D TX 3:04-cv-01443

4:04-cv-01015-WRW Allen, Rebecca v. Wyeth, et al. N/D TX 4:04-cv-00507

4:04-cv-01023-WRW Peters, Patricia v. Wyeth, et al. N/D IN 3:04-cv-00444

4:04-cv-01042-WRW Simmons, Judith N. v. Wyeth E/D VA 4:04-cv-00412

4:04-cv-01049-WRW Michalski, Ruth v. Wyeth, et al. N/D IL 1:04-cv-04499

4:04-cv-01055-WRW Baird, Sheila v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-03091

4:04-cv-01057-WRW Schwoegler, Donna v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:04-cv-03093

4:04-cv-01058-WRW Amalong, Jocelyn v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:04-cv-03094

4:04-cv-01080-WRW Long, Blanche v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:04-cv-03164

4:04-cv-01081-WRW Gatrell, Joselle v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:04-cv-03165

4:04-cv-01082-WRW Miller, Lynne v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-03166

4:04-cv-01083-WRW Lefkowitz, Paula v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-03167

4:04-cv-01084-WRW Mallett, Annie v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-03169

4:04-cv-01110-WRW Foster, Ima Dale v. Wyeth, et al. S/D TX 4:04-cv-02552

4:04-cv-01124-WRW Aitchison, Rebel v. Wyeth C/D CA 2:04-cv-04743

4:04-cv-01149-WRW Armitage, Rose Marie v. Wyeth W/D NY 1:04-cv-00527

4:04-cv-01152-WRW Schuler, Mary Jo v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-03136

4:04-cv-01206-WRW Stephenson, Carole v. Wyeth, et al. KS 2:04-cv-02312

4:04-cv-01220-WRW Kamman, Carmelita Pranter v. Wyeth, et al. E/D TN 3:04-cv-00287

4:04-cv-01236-WRW Tropea, Carol v. Wyeth, et al. DC 1:04-cv-00797
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4:04-cv-01245-WRW Boyer, Carol M. v. Wyeth S/D OH 2:04-cv-00392

4:04-cv-01259-WRW Royce, Leah v. Wyeth, et al. S/D WV 2:04-cv-00690

4:04-cv-01261-WRW Keffer, Rosemary v. Wyeth, et al. S/D WV 2:04-cv-00692

4:04-cv-01271-WRW Pelc, Donie v. Wyeth N/D TX 3:04-cv-01419

4:04-cv-01312-WRW Kowal, Lois J. v. Wyeth M/D LA 3:04-cv-00567

4:04-cv-01317-WRW Smith, Christine v. Wyeth N/D IN 1:04-cv-00256

4:04-cv-01318-WRW Eckholm, Marilyn v. Wyeth N/D IN 4:04-cv-00050

4:04-cv-01381-WRW Torkie-Tork, Georgia v. Wyeth E/D VA 1:04-cv-00945

4:04-cv-01382-WRW Cardwell, Linda v. Wyeth E/D VA 1:04-cv-00946

4:04-cv-01443-WRW Fraser, Margaret B. v. Wyeth CT 3:04-cv-01373

4:04-cv-01487-WRW Palumbo, Janet v. Wyeth N/D IL 1:04-cv-05509

4:04-cv-01543-WRW Eddings, Mary Frances v. Wyeth, et al. N/D AL 2:04-cv-01419

4:04-cv-01973-WRW Aderhold, Elizabeth v. Wyeth N/D AL 6:04-cv-01888

4:04-cv-02258-WRW Oostenink, Ann Marie v. Wyeth, et al. W/D AR 3:04-cv-03073

4:04-cv-02266-WRW Poteat, Carolyn v. Wyeth M/D NC 1:04-cv-00881

4:04-cv-02284-WRW Briggs, Paula C. v. Wyeth N/D SD 1:04-cv-01006

4:04-cv-02298-WRW Bauman, Bobbie v. Wyeth, et al. E/D CA 1:04-cv-06347

4:04-cv-02311-WRW Golden, Ellen v. Wyeth E/D NY 2:04-cv-02841

4:04-cv-02313-WRW Gardner-Moss, Lynn v. Wyeth CT 3:04-cv-01511

4:05-cv-00165-WRW Sinclair, Linda v. Wyeth W/D AR 1:04-cv-01108

4:05-cv-00797-WRW Jennen, Mary Jo v. Wyeth, et al. W/D AR 2:05-cv-02049

4:05-cv-00802-WRW Knollenberg, Janice v. Wyeth, et al. W/D AR 2:05-cv-02044

4:05-cv-01379-WRW Riggs, Judith Ann v. Wyeth W/D AR 3:05-cv-03041

4:05-cv-01709-WRW Britt, Frances v. Wyeth, et al. W/D AR 3:05-cv-03055

4:05-cv-01941-WRW Davidson, Shirley v. Wyeth W/D AR 6:05-cv-06074

4:06-cv-00192-WRW Woffard, Donna G. v. Wyeth, et al. W/D AR 2:05-cv-02172

4:07-cv-00110-WRW Gant, Delores v. Wyeth, et al. W/D AR 2:07-cv-02002
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EXHIBIT B

Arkansas Eastern
Case Number

Case Style Transferor
Court

Transferor Court
Case Number

4:04-cv-00456-WRW Kelley, Jean v. Wyeth S/D TX 4:03-cv-04874

4:04-cv-00744-WRW Love, Jan v. Wyeth S/D GA 4:04-cv-00064

4:04-cv-00832-WRW Davis, Jayne Houston v. Wyeth N/D OH 5:04-cv-00964

4:04-cv-01191-WRW Plunkett, Mary Ann v. Wyeth MN 0:04-cv-03378

4:05-cv-00834-WRW Schutter, Judy v. Wyeth N/D IL 1:05-cv-00998

4:05-cv-01440-WRW Braun, Carol v. Wyeth MN 0:05-cv-01324

4:06-cv-00926-WRW Cross, Lynne v. Wyeth M/D FL 8:06-cv-00429

4:06-cv-01063-WRW Clevenger, Dorothy v. Wyeth MN 0:06-cv-02817

4:06-cv-01233-WRW Schindler, Leonie v. Wyeth, et al. E/D MO 4:06-cv-00337

4:06-cv-01571-WRW Henderson, Shirley v. Wyeth, et al. MN 0:06-cv-03282

4:08-cv-00782-WRW Rogers, Libby Jo v. Wyeth MN 0:08-cv-02149

4:08-cv-01170-WRW Levin, Rhoda D. v. Wyeth MN 0:08-cv-02526

4:08-cv-01247-WRW Gentry, Bette J. v. Wyeth MN 0:08-cv-02229

4:08-cv-01709-WRW Love, Jan v. Wyeth MN 0:08-cv-02612
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