. A:kansas, Central Dtstnct of Cahfonna, Nerthm Dlstnct of Geoxgm, Disu'mt ofNevada, Eas

. cenuahzauon, as do all responding defendants 2

: ;Phannaceutzcals USA; Ine; and Wyeth
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MULT IDISTRICT LITIGATIDN

-‘INRE, REGLAN/METOCLOPRAWDE SN

PRODUCTS LIABILITY LITIGATION . U

Bcfore the enﬁre Panel Plamtxffs in ten acnons pendmg in the Westem D;smc; of -

Cof Tennessee, and Northem D1str10t of Texas (two agtions) have moved pursuant te 28 U S C. §, SR
P 1407 to centmlwe thls lmga’non in the D1smct cf Nevada TN O LS e TR RS , '

TI;us htlganon cuxrently conmsts of‘ tbose ten actlons and an actxon pendmg in the Dlstnctz o
of Vermont, as listed on Schedule A Plamtxff mn 1:115 Dlstrwt of Verment actlon 0pposes_‘ S

On the basm of the papers ﬁled and heanng sessmn heId w& are{not P ' sﬁaded thaf Sec }' ni Lt

- 1407 centralization would serve the convenience of the parties and witriesses or fuither the justand -

efficient conduct of this lmgat:on atthe present time. The eleven actions at issue'do share factual’ - *

_issues as fo, whether the ‘drug metoclopramide causes: neurological ‘injuties (principally, tardive :;~ ; et
. dyskinesia). But therc is no single common defendant, and some entities, suéh as Baxter Healthcare SRR

Corp., are named in Only one or two actions. Moreover, several of the actioris appear to’ be:

~_ substantially advanced (five were commenced in either 2006 or 2007) Metooloprannde litigation, -
- has a lengthy history, and the re;cord mdwates that 2 mgmﬁcant amount of the common d:swvery_ £
- +has already taken place. ' The proponents of centrahzanon ‘have failed” to convmqe us that any{_ N

remaining common questions of fact amongthese actions:are sufﬁclemly complex and/ornumcrous S
o Jusnfy Secﬂon 1407 tra.nsfer at thls tlme Altematwu. to‘tmn;sfer emst that may mmmnzej TR T

. Judge Heybum took 10 part in the dlsposmon of thxs matter

The Panel has been nonﬁa& of ten addxtxonal related actmns

2‘; ActaVls, Ine.; Actavm-Ehzabcth LL. C Barr Pharmaceutmals, Inc Baxtcr Healthcare Col'p 3

Duramed Pharmaceuticals, Inc.; Pliva, Inc tha USA, Inc Schwarz Pharma, Inc Teva.

OFFICIAL FILE copx ; -

= IMAGED Jun 03 2009



Ho whatever pOSSIblhtles there rmght be of duphcatwe dxscuvery andfor mconsmtent pretnal mlmgs L
L See, eg. InreEli Lily and Co. (Cephalexm Manohydrate) Patentl,ztzgaﬁon, 446'F. Supp 242 244
_ (J P M.L. 1978), see also Manual for C’omplex thzgatzon Fourth § 20 14 (2004) L ,

ITIS ‘THEREFORE ORDERED that the motwn, pmsuant to 23 U S C § 14@7 far i U

‘ cenn'ahzanon of these Bleven acnons i demed

. ?AN,E; ON MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION

L e / :rFredenckMotz }"’,

- John G Heybum]l Chaxrman Robeth Mxllar J_r o
KaﬂuynH Veadl. o ‘»DawdR, Hﬂ.nsen ;
W Roya.l Furge:son, .Ir RS PR FrankC Damrell I

o 3 o WenptevthathStofthépiaii:tiffscunénﬂyinvbl\fedizithis'liﬁgaﬁonhavev éo:ﬁnﬁon ébm:{sel.. :
; : o : x ’ : ‘\ .”};%.) ‘5. Loar

gt




IN RE: REGLAN!METOCLQPRANHDE B T I L EPIIEES DO

f PRODUCTS LIABILITY LITIG'AT!ON

H

Mg SCHEDULEA R

Western Dlstnct of Arkansas o .

e Bettye erldsv Wyeth Tt etaI CA. No 2 03-2079
Central Dlstnct of Cahfomla - o
N Patrick J. Proulx, etal'v. Wyeth,AInc., etal, CA No. 508613

Notthern District of Georgia, .

. Susan Swwegoodv tha, lnc etai CA No 1 0’7-1671
Dlsmct of Nevada o B v
MaryKaxenMorevayem,xnc.,etal CA No. 208-396 ERELY
EastelestnctoflﬂorthCarolma o o
| L Gary.loseph Stodda:d ctal v thaUSA Inc etal CA No 408«173 S

: Westem Dnstnct of Oklaht)ma | -
' Susan Schrock etal. v. Wyeth, Inc etal C.A, No. 5:08: 453
[ sttnctofSouthCarohna . -

- Willam R, Fisher, ot ol.v. Mark . Pclstrmg,MD etal, CA No. 4:09- 22 .

Eastem Dlstrlct of Tennessee '

Ja.mes Carden, et al. v. Wyeth, Inc., et al,, C.A. No, 3:08-346




A7
MDL No. 2049 SchgduleA(Continugd)~_ o

Northern District of Texas A

- Wanda Ruth Cousins v, Wyeth Phannaceutmal Tne., etal, C A No 3 08-310
Martha PusteJovskyv Wyeth, Inc, ct al,, C.A. No 4 0‘7-103 :

Dlstnct of Vermont o

Ethe] Kelloggv Wyeth ‘ot al CA No 207-82




