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IN RE: PROTON-PUMPINHIBITOR PRODUCTS Date
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LIABILITY LITIGATION (NO. II) MDL No. 2789

TRANSFERORDER

Beforethe Panel: Plaintiffs in 24 actionspendingin the District of New Jerseymoveto
centralizethis litigation in thatdistrict, or, in the alternative,the SouthernDistrict of Illinois. The
litigation consistsof the 161 actionslistedontheattachedScheduleA. ThePanelhasbeen informed
of 34 additionalfederalactionsinvolving relatedissues.1

All respondingplaintiffs support centralization,but certainplaintiffs argue, in the first
instance,for the SouthernDistrict of Illinois. Defendants’positions oncentralizationvary.
Defendants AstraZenecaPharmaceuticalsLP and AstraZenecaLP (AstraZeneca) support
centralizationin theDistrict ofNew Jerseyor the CentralDistrict of California. DefendantsPfizer
Inc., WyethPharmaceuticals,Inc.,Wyeth,LLC, andWyeth-AyerstLaboratories(collectivelyPfizer)
supportcentralizationin the District of New Jersey(or, in the alternative,the EasternDistrict of
Pennsylvania). DefendantsProcter& GambleCompanyand TheProcter& GambleManufacturing
Company(P&G) do not opposecentralizationin the District of New Jersey. Various Takeda
defendants(Takeda)2 oppose centralization, and do not suggestany transfereedistrict, if
centralizationis orderedover their objections. Novartis ConsumerHealth, Inc. (NCH), which is
suedonly in a potential tag-alongaction (in which Takedaalso is a defendant),also opposes
centralization,and, if centralizationis orderedover its objections, advocatesthe District of New
Jerseyor theEasternDistrict ofPennsylvania. BothTakedaandNCH furtherarguethat if anMDL
is created,anycasesor claimsagainstthemshouldbe excluded. Finally,threeotherNovartisentities
— Novartis Pharmaceuticals Corporation,Novartis Vaccinesand Diagnostics,Inc. and Novartis
Institute for BiomedicalResearch,Inc. — opposecentralizationon the groundsthat they are not

* JudgeMarjorie 0. Rendelltook no part in the decisionof this matter.

Theseandanyotherrelatedactionsarepotentialtag-alongactions.SeePanelRules1.1(h),
7.1, and7.2.

2 TakedaPharmaceuticalCompanyLimited, TakedaPharmaceuticalsU.S.A., Inc., Takeda
PharmaceuticalsInternational,Inc.,TakedaDevelopmentCenterAmericas,Inc., TakedaCalifornia,
Inc., TakedaPharmaceuticalsAmerica,Inc., TakedaGmbH, TakedaPharmaceuticalsLLC, andTAP
PharmaceuticalProducts,Inc.
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currentor fonnermanufacturersor developersof anyof thepharmaceuticalsat issue,andthusare
not properparties.

I.

In the complaintsin these161 personalinjury andwrongful deathactions,plaintiffs allege
thatasa resultof takingoneor moreproton-pumpinhibitors (PPIs),theyor their decedents suffered
kidney injury (e.g., chronic kidneydisease(CKD),3 acute interstitial nephritis, end stagerenal
disease,orkidneyfailure). Plaintiffs allegethat defendants failedto adequately warnofthenegative
effects and risksassociatedwith PPIs.

This litigation is beforeus for the secondtime thisyear. At our January hearingsession,we
denieda motion for centralizationbroughtby plaintiffs in six PPI actions. In re: Proton-Pump
Inhibitor Prods.Liab. Litig. (Proton-Pump1), — F. Supp.3d—, 2017WL 475581(J.P.M.L.Feb.
2, 2017). Themotion encompassedfifteen constituentactionsand24 potentialtag-alongactions
pendingin a total of seventeendistricts. Id.at * 1. All defendantsopposedcentralization.Id.

In Proton-PumpI, we recognizedthattheactionssharedcertain factualissues“arising from
plaintiffs’ allegationsthattaking [PPIs] mayresultin varioustypesofkidneyinjury,” includingthe
conditionslisted above. Id. But we concludedthat centralizationwasnot warrantedfor a number
ofreasons.First, thenameddefendants variedfrom actionto action:AstraZenecawassuedin most
of the actions(14 constituentactions and23 tag-alongs), butP&G wassuedin only eight, Takeda
in four, andPfizer in two. We thusreasonedthat centralization“appear[ed]unlikely to serve the
convenienceofmost,if not all, defendantsandtheirwitnesses.”Id. Second,defendantswere (and
still are) competitors,and centralizing themin a single MDL “likely would complicatecase
managementdueto theneedto protect tradesecretandconfidentialinformation,”andmightprolong
pretrial proceedings,becauseof, inter atia, the possibleneedfor separatediscoveryandmotion
tracks,as well asadditional bellwethertrials. Id. at *2. Third, we foundthat a significantamount
of discoverywas“almost certainto bedefendant-specific,”giventhat the drugsat issuewere“not
identical,”with eachhaving“a uniquedevelopment, testing,andmarketinghistory,andeach[having
been]approvedby theFDA at differenttimes.” Id. We statedthatthedifferencesamong thedrugs,
as well as the variety of injuries alleged,“significantly undermine[d]any efficiency gains to be
achievedfrom centralization.” Id. Finally, we notedthat althoughmoving plaintiffs had“almost
guarantee{d]”that the numberof actionswould increase“by the hundredsif not thousands,”the
Section1407motionencompassedonly 39 cases,including tag-alongs.Id.

Plaintiffs in more than120 of the constituentactionsallegethat theysufferedCKD.
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II.

In supportof this newmotion,4plaintiffs, AstraZeneca,andPfizerarguethatthe numberof
involvedactions,districts,andplaintiffs’ counselhasincreasedsignificantlysinceProton-PumpI,
that manymorecaseslikely will be filed, that therenow are a significantnumberof relatedstate
court actions,5 and that informal coordinationand cooperationare not practicableto manage
litigation of this scope. After carefulreviewof the record,we agreewith this assessment.

As statedabove,theseactions sharefactualissuesarisingfrom allegationsthat taking one
or more PPIscan result in kidney injury, and that defendantsfailed to adequately warnof the
negativeeffects and risks of PPI use. Although severalof the groundson which we denied
centralizationin Proton-PumpI remainlargelyvalid,6 we fmd that the significantlylargernumber
of involvedactions,districts, andcounsel,the concomitantincreasein burdenon partyandjudicial
resources,andtheopportunityfor federal-statecoordination,coupledwith mostdefendants’change
in position to now support centralization, tip the balance in favor of creating an MDL.7
Centralizationwill facilitate a uniform andefficient pretrial approachto this litigation, eliminate
duplicativediscovery,preventinconsistentrulingsonDaubertandotherpretrialissues,andconserve
the resourcesof the parties,their counsel,and thejudiciary. ‘While we do not discountthe case
management-relateddifficulties that a multi-productandmulti-defendantMDL suchas this may
entail, theunusualcircumstancespresentedconvinceus thatat thisjuncture,formal centralization
under Section1407is thebestcourse. As we repeatedlyhavestated,a transfereejudgecan employ
anynumberof techniques,suchas establishingseparatediscoveryandmotion tracks,to manage
pretrial proceedingsefficiently. See,e.g.,In re:AndroGelProds.Liab. Litig., 24 F. Supp.3d 1378,

We notethatour denialof centralizationin Proton-PumpI did not foreclose thefiling of
this secondmotion for centralization. That earlierdenialalso doesnot precludeus from reaching
a different result here. We will do so only rarely, however, where a significant change in
circumstanceshasoccurred. SeeIn re: PlavixMktg., SatesPractices& Prods.Liab. Litig. (No. II),
923 F. Supp.2d 1376, 1378 (J.P.M.L2013).

AstraZenecarepresentsthatit hasbeensuedin 87 statecourtPPIactions—85 in Delaware,
onein Missouri, andone inOhio.

6 Thevarietyofallegedkidneyinjuriesarguablyhasdiminished,asmostplaintiffsallegethat
they suffer from CKD. In addition, the statusof defendantsas competitors(and defendants’
concernsregardingtradesecrets,etc.)maybelessof anissuein this litigation, giventhat most(and
possiblyall) of thesemedicationsno longerhavepatentprotection.

SeeIn re:Lipitor (AtorvastatinCalcium)Mktg., SalesPractices& Prods.Liab. Litig. (No.
II), 997F. Supp. 2d1354, 1356(J.P.M.L.2014)(grantingfollow-up motionfor centralization,where
numberof relatedactionshad grown from 29 in thirteendistricts to over 225 in more than40
districts; the numberof involved plaintiffs’ firms had grown as well; and the Panelhad been
informedof relatedcasespendingin at leastthreestatecourts).
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1379-80(J.P.M.L.2014)•8 As with anyMDL, thetransfereejudgehassubstantialdiscretionto refine
the litigation’s parameters. Id. at 1380 (“[T]he transfereejudgeretainswide discretionas to how
the MDL shouldbedefined. .

. .“). If, after closeexamination,shedeterminesthat Section1407
remandof anyclaimsor actionsinvolving a particulardefendantor PPI is appropriate,procedures
areavailableto accomplishthis with minimal delay. Id. (citing PanelRule 10.1).

In opposingcentralizationandarguingthat if centralized,any casesandclaims againstit
shouldbe excludedfrom the MDL, Takedareliesheavily on ourdecisionin Proton-PumpI, and
furtherarguesthatit is suedin only a minority of the 161 actions. For thereasonsstatedabove,we
concludethat Proton-PumpI doesnot control the outcomehere. And, althoughit is true that
AstraZenecais suedin farmoreactions thanTakeda,asignificantnumberofactionsare“mixed use”
cases inwhich theplaintiffs allegeuseofmore thanonePPI,andsueTakedaandoneor moreother
PPImanufacturers,includingAstraZeneca.9Theprospectof additionalcasesagainstTakedadoes
not seemfar-fetched.’° Given thesecircumstances,including the seeminglyindivisible natureof
plaintiffs’ allegedinjuries in the “mixed use”cases, wedeclineto carveout fromtheMDL casesor
claimsagainstTakeda.”

8 In Androgel, we orderedindustry-widecentralizationof all casesalleging injuries
arisingfrom theuseoftestosteronereplacementtherapieson thegroundsthatanumberofplaintiffs
had “used morethan one testosteronereplacementtherapy,” and that “[t]he other approaches
proposedby the parties—centralizingonly [casesinvolving AbbVie’s Androgel product] (and
perhapstransferring ‘combination cases’), separatingand remandingclaims against certain
manufacturers,or transferringonly claimsrelatingto testosteronereplacementgels—couldprove
too procedurallycomplicated,might result in a defacto industry-widecentralizationas cases
involving multiple drugs becomepart of the MDL, or may require successivemotions for
centralization.” In re: Androgel Prods.Liab. Litig., 24 F. Supp. 3d at 1379. These same
circumstancesarepresentin the PPIcasesnow beforeus.

For example,the Middle District of Florida Lear plaintiff allegesuse, at various
times,of AstraZeneca’sNexium andPrilosecPPIs,Takeda’sPrevacidPPI, andPfizer’sProtonix
PPI; theDistrict of IdahoBuzbeeplaintiff allegesuseofNexiumandPrevacid; theWesternDistrict
of LouisianaCrandellplaintiff allegesuseof Nexium,Prevacid,andPrilosec; theDistrict of New
JerseyLuzzoplaintiff alleges useofNexiumandPrevacid;andtheEasternDistrict of Pennsylvania
Miller plaintiff allegesuseofNexium and Prevacid.

10 Salesof Prevacid,which cameto marketin 1995, reportedlyexceeded$3 billion
annuallyat onetime.

WhetherclaimsagainstNCH, whichmarketsPrevacid24HR, shouldbeincludedin
the MDL is bestaddressedthroughour conditionaltransferorderprocess,asNCH is suedonly in
anEasternDistrictofTennesseetag-alongaction. Similarly, whetherfutureclaims againstthethree
otherNovartisentities— NovartisPharmaceuticalsCorporation,NovartisVaccinesandDiagnostics,

(continued...)
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We selectthe District of New Jerseyas transfereedistrict for this litigation. More than60
of the 161 constituentactionsafreadyarependingin D. NewJersey(morethanin anyotherdistrict).
Thedistrict is a relativelyconvenientvenue,andenjoys thesupportofmostplaintiffs, aswell asthe
AstraZeneca,Pfizer, andP&G defendants.Further,centralizationin the Disthct of New Jersey
enablesus to assignthe litigation to JudgeClaire C. Cecchi,an experiencedtransfereejudgewho
alreadyis activelymanagingthePPI casesfiled in thatdistrict. We areconfidentthatthejudgewill
steerthis litigation on a prudentcourse.

IT IS THEREFOREORDEREDthatthe actionslistedon ScheduleA andpendingoutside
theDistrict of New Jerseyaretransferredto theDistrict ofNewJersey,and,with theconsentof that
court, assignedto the Honorable Claire C. Cecchi for coordinatedor consolidatedpretrial
proceedings.

PANEL ON MULTDISTRICT LITIGATION

SarahS. Vance
Chair

CharlesR. Breyer Lewis A. Kaplan
Ellen SegalHuvelle R. David Proctor
CatherineD. Perry

‘1(...continued)
Inc. andNovartisInstitutefor BiomedicalResearch,Inc. — shouldbe transferredto theMDL is not
properlybeforeus,asthoseentitiescurrentlyarenotsuedin anyoftheconstituentor tag-alongcases
(havingbeen voluntarily dismissedfrom the oneactionin which theypreviouslywere named).
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SCHEDULEA

District of Arizona

DAVIS v. TAKEDA PHARMACEUTICALS USA INCORPORATED,ET AL.,
C.A. No. 2:16-04485

EasternDistrict of California

THOMAS v. TAKEDA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, NC., ET AL.,
C.A. No. 1:16-01566

COSTAMAGNA, ET AL. v. THE PROCTER& GAMBLE COMPANY, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 2:17-00409

Middle District of Florida

LEAR v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00240

District of Idaho

BUZBEEv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ETAL., C.A. No. 3:17-00174

CentralDistrict of illinois

MULLEN v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 1:17-01220

NorthernDistrict of Illinois

WEITERv. TAKEDA PHARMACEUTICALSUSA, NC., ETAL., C.A. No. 1:16-11199
PARKERv. TAKEDA PHARMACEUTICAL COMPANY LIMITED, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 1:17-03764

SouthernDistrict of Illinois

COLEMAN, ET AL. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 3:17-00130

ROSENSTEEL,ET AL. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 3:17-00131

DRAVLAND, JR. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 3:17-00133



-A2-

MDL No. 2789ScheduleA (Continued)

RICHARDSONv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 3:17-00406

MCGILL, El AL. v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL.,
C.A. No. 3:17-00461

WINTERS, SR. v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS, LP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 3:17-00535

District of Kansas

KOON v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:16-02605
DONECKERv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 6:17-01082

EasternDistrict of Kentucky

CARPENTERv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 0:16-00159

ROBERTSv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No.5:17-00117
LOCKARD, ET AL. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 6:17-00125
THACKER, ET AL. v. THE PROCTER& GAMBLE COMPANY, El AL.,

C.A. No. 7:17-00078

Western Districtof Kentucky

LOWE v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00078

EasternDistrict of Louisiana

LABICHE, El AL. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 2:16-15893

JOHNSON,El AL. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL.,
C.A. No. 2:16-16424

TILLMAN v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No.2:16-17742
BALES v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:16-17744
SELF v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:16-17746
LEBLANC v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No.2:16-17748
EDWARDSv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL., C.A. No.2:16-17750
DONALD v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:16-17753
MCCOY v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALS,LP, El AL., C.A. No.2:16-17903
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MDL No. 2789ScheduleA (Continued)

ELLIS v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL, C.A. No. 2:16-17904
ROGERSv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL., CA. No.2:16-17906
HARTS, ET AL. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-02298
WILLIAMS v. PROCTOR& GAMBLE COMPANY, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03972
MORRIS v. ASTRAZENECALP, ET AL, C.A. No. 2:17-04804
BRUNET v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-05114

Middle District of Louisiana

DAVIS v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:16-00686
SMITH v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS, LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:16-00696

WesternDistrict of Louisiana

CAESARv.ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ETAL., C.A. No.2:17-00198
MODICUE v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL., C.A. No. 6:16-01444
MILLER v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:16-01455
CRANDELL v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 6:16-01460
BUSH v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:17-00669

District of Maine

MCGARRv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL., C.A. No. 1:17-00183

District of Maryland

BURCH v. WYETH PHARMACEUTICALS, INC., ET AL., C.A. No. 8:17-00970

EasternDistrict of Missouri

MILLIGAN v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP,El AL., C.A. No. 4:17-01546

WesternDistrict of Missouri

GREGGv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL, CA. No. 6:17-03101
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MDL No. 2789ScheduleA (Continued)

District of New Jersey

GOODSTEINv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL,
C.A. No. 2:16-05143

SPRATTv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL, C.A. No. 2:16-05523
BOYD v. ASTRAZENECALP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:16-08121
HUNTERv. ASTRAZENECALP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:16-08895
ADKINS v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00194
SAVAGE v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00196
PIERREv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00198
AUBREY v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00201
GThYARD v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No.2:17-00202
TONEY v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00203
WATKiNS v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP,ETAL., C.A. No.2:17-00204
STEWARTv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00206
GRAVES v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00207
SCOTTv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00208
CARRUTHERSv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-00211
LEE v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00212
WILBURN v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL, C.A. No.2:17-00213
WILKERSON v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-00215
LAYTONv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL., C.A. No.2:17-00216
GUTIERREZv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-00217
HAWKINS v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP,ETAL., C.A. No.2:17-0021$
HUDSONv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00219
LLOYD v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00500
MASSENGThLv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-00761
GARRISONv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-01207
ELLIOTT v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No.2:17-01413
JAY, ET AL. v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-01606
MUSE v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-01870
JONESv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02098
DEVITO v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02465
FOSTERv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02475
LUZZO v. ASTRAZENECALP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02567
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STARKS v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS,LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02597
PETTIESv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02700
ROBERTSONv. ASTRAZENECA LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02744
PETERSONv.ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP,El AL., C.A. No.2:17-02999
HENDERSONv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-03056
BOOTHEv. ASIRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL, C.A. No. 2:17-03191
HOLLOWAY v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-03192
VALENTINE v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-03193
ALLEN v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03197
MORRIS v. ASIRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03200
KELLEY v. ASIRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03204
HOUZERv. ASIRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03207
BOULERv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03209
CARROLLv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03210
HUNTER-MALONE v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-03211
KILIAN v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03265
LANE v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03302
BOWENSv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL., C.A. No.2:17-03316
STUKESv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03343
LAURENT v. ASIRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03346
ZELLARS v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No.2:17-03364
BREWINGTONv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-03365
CHISLEY v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03366
BERNARDv. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No.2:17-03461
MITCHELL v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP,El AL., C.A. No.2:17-03467
LYITLE, El AL. v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-03562
IACNEAU v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, ETAL., C.A. No.2:17-03591
HOWARD v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No.2:17-03594
JONES,JR.v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP,El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03606

EasternDistrict of New York

GAGLIO v. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICAL LP, El AL., C.A. No. 1:17-02383
HOLBECKv. ASTRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP,El AL., C.A. No.1:17-03192
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NorthernDistrict ofNew York

HORNFECKv. ASIRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALS LP, El AL,
C.A. No. 5:16-01243

WesternDistrict ofNorth Carolina

MOOREv. TAKEDA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, INC., ET AL., C.A. No. 1:16-00364

Southern Districtof Ohio

GOMEZ, El AL. v. PROCTER& GAMBLE MANUFACTURING COMPANY,
El AL., C.A. No. 1:17-00340

BURNETTv. ASIRAZENECAPHARMACEUTICALSLP,El AL., C.A. No.2:16-00894
BUTLER v. ASTRAZENECA PHARMACEUTICALSLP, El AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00183

NorthernDistrict of Oklahoma

BELLAMY v. TAKEDA PHARMACEUTICAL COMPANY LID., El AL,
C.A. No. 4:17-00289

WesternDistrict of Oklahoma
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