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BeforethePanel:* Pursuant to PanelRule7.1, plaintiffina DistrictofNevadaaction moves
to vacate our order thatconditionally transferredher action to MDL No. 2385. Defendants
BoehringerIngelheimPharmaceuticals,Inc., andCarlaJ.Longopposethemotion.

Afterconsideringall argumentofcounsel,wefind thatthisactioninvolvescommonquestions
of fact with theactionspreviouslytransferredto MDL No. 2385,andthattransferwill servethe
convenienceof thepartiesandwitnessesandpromotethejustandefficientconductof thelitigation.
In our ordercentralizingthis litigation, we held that theSouthernDistrict of Illinois was an
appropriateSection1407forum for actionssharingfactualquestionsarisingout ofallegationsthat
plaintiffs sufferedseverebleedingorotherinjuriesasaresultoftakingthedrugPradaxa(dabigatran
etexilate),thatdefendantsdidnotadequatelywarnprescribingphysiciansof therisksassociatedwith
Pradaxa,includingthepotentialforsevereor fatal bleeding,andthatthereisno reversalagentto
counteractPradaxa'santicoagulationeffects. Thisactioninvolvesvirtually identicalallegationsthat
decedentsufferedseverebleedingasaresultof ingestingPradaxaandthusfalls squarelywithin the
subject matterof the MDL.

Plaintiffbasesherargumentsagainsttransferprimarilyonthependencyofamotiontoremand
theactiontostatecourt,suggestingthatthetransferorcourtshouldfirst decidethismotion. Wehave
repeatedlyheld,however,thatamotionfor remandaloneisgenerallyaninsufficientbasistovacate
aconditionaltransferorder.'Plaintiffcanpresenthermotionfor remandtothetransfereejudge.See,
e.g., In re Ivy, 901 F.2d7,9(2dCir. 1990);In re Prudential Ins. Co. ofAm. Sales Practices Litig.,
170 F. Supp. 2d 1346, 1347-48 (J.P.M.L. 2001).

*JudgeKathrynH. Vratil took no part in thedecisionofthismatter.

1PanelRule2.1(d)expresslyprovidesthatthependencyofaconditionaltransferorderdoes
notlimit thepretrialjurisdictionofthecourtin whichthesubjectactionis pending.Betweenthedate
a remandmotion is filed andthe datethat transferof the actionto the MDL is finalized, acourt
wishingto ruleupontheremandmotiongenerallyhasadequatetime inwhich to do so.
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IT IS THEREFOREORDEREDthatpursuantto28U.S.C.§1407,thisactionis transferred
to theSouthernDistrict of Illinois and,with the consentof that court,assignedto theHonorable
David R.Herndonfor inclusionin thecoordinatedor consolidatedpretrialproceedings.
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