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

PHILADELPHIA DIVISION 

THE CITY OF NEW CASTLE; CITY OF  ) 
ALIQUIPPA; and UNION TOWNSHIP, on behalf ) 
of themselves and all others similarly situated, )    

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
v. ) Case No. ________________ 

 ) Action Filed: March 16, 2018 
 ) Action Served: April 4, 2018 
 ) 

PURDUE PHARMA L.P.; PURDUE PHARMA, ) 
INC.; THE PURDUE FREDERICK COMPANY,  ) 
INC.; TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, INC.;  ) 
CEPHALON, INC.; JOHNSON & JOHNSON;  ) 
JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS, INC.; ) 
ORTHO-MCNEIL-JANSSEN  ) 
PHARMACEUTICALS, INC. N/K/A JANSSEN  ) 
PHARMACEUTICALS, INC.; JANSSEN ) 
PHARMACEUTICA, INC. N/K/A JANSSEN  ) 
PHARMACEUTICALS, INC.; ENDO ) 
HEALTH SOLUTIONS INC.; ALLERGAN PLC, ) 

) 
Defendants.   ) 

DEFENDANTS TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, INC. AND CEPHALON, INC.’S 
NOTICE OF REMOVAL 
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1332, 1441, 1446, and 1453, defendants Teva 

Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc. and Cephalon, Inc. (“Teva”) hereby give notice of removal of this 

action, captioned The City of New Castle et al. v. Purdue Pharma L.P. et al., bearing Case ID 

180301961, from the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania, to the 

United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania.  Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1446(a), Teva provides the following statement of the grounds for removal:1

BACKGROUND

1. On March 16, 2018, Plaintiffs, the City of New Castle, the City of Aliquippa, and 

Union Township, filed a putative class action Complaint (attached hereto, with process papers 

served upon Teva, as Exhibit 1) in the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County, 

Pennsylvania.  The Complaint asserts claims against the following defendants:  Purdue 

Pharma L.P.; Purdue Pharma Inc.; The Purdue Frederick Company, Inc.; Teva Pharmaceuticals 

USA, Inc.; Cephalon, Inc.; Johnson & Johnson; Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc.; Ortho-McNeil-

Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc. n/k/a Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc.; Janssen Pharmaceutica Inc. 

n/k/a Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc.; Endo Health Solutions Inc.; and Allergan PLC.2

1 On February 13, the City of New Castle filed a substantially similar lawsuit against the same 
defendants named in this action which was removed to this Court.  See City of New Castle v. 
Purdue Pharma L.P. et al., No. 2:18-cv-00952-TJS (E.D. Pa.), Doc. 1 (Not. of Removal).  The 
plaintiff voluntarily dismissed that lawsuit after removal (id., Doc. 9) and then filed this action in 
state court.  This action, like the prior one, is removable under the Class Action Fairness Act. 

2 The body of the Complaint references an entity, Endo Pharmaceuticals Inc., that does not 
appear in the caption as created by Plaintiffs and is not listed as a defendant in the state court 
action.  (See Compl. at 1 (referencing Endo Pharmaceuticals Inc.).)  Plaintiffs have not 
requested a summons for Endo Pharmaceuticals Inc., nor have Plaintiffs served it with the 
Complaint.  Teva takes no position on whether Endo Pharmaceuticals Inc. is a proper party to 
this action, but in any event its presence or absence in this action does not affect removal under 
the Class Action Fairness Act. 
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2. This action is just one of hundreds of opioid-related lawsuits filed across the 

country against Defendants (and others) alleging harms stemming from abuse of opioid 

medications.  On December 5, 2017, the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (“JPML”) 

created a Multidistrict Litigation (“MDL”) in the Northern District of Ohio that would include 

this case and the many others like it, i.e., cases in which “cities, counties and states . . . allege 

that . . . manufacturers of prescription opioid medications overstated the benefits and 

downplayed the risks of the use of their opioids and aggressively marketed . . . these drugs to 

physicians . . . .”  In re Nat’l Prescription Opiate Litig., MDL No. 2804, Doc. 328 (Dec. 5, 2017 

Transfer Order) (attached hereto as Exhibit 2).  As the JPML found in centralizing these cases, 

“centralization will substantially reduce the risk of duplicative discovery, minimize the 

possibility of inconsistent pretrial obligations, and prevent conflicting rulings on pretrial 

motions.  Centralization will also allow a single transferee judge to coordinate with numerous 

cases pending in state courts.”  Id. at 3.  To date, more than 450 actions have been transferred 

to the MDL, with more cases (including this one) surely to follow.  Id., Doc. 1123 (Apr. 4, 2018 

Finalized CTO-18). 

3. The Complaint purports to assert claims on behalf of a class of “[a]ll political 

subdivisions, municipalities, cities, townships and counties in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania who incurred damages as a result [of] Defendants’ marketing of prescription 

opioids.”  (Compl. ¶ 67.)  

4. The Complaint asserts three causes of action against all Defendants: (1) consumer 

fraud-deceptive practices, 73 P.S. § 201-1–201-9.3 et seq.; (2) public nuisance; and (3) unjust 

enrichment.  (Id. ¶¶ 79-99.)  

5. Teva received the Complaint through service on April 4, 2018.  Pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 1446(a), a copy of all process, pleadings, and orders served on Teva is attached hereto 
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as Exhibit 1.  A copy of the state court docket and all documents filed in the state court action 

(other than the Complaint) is attached hereto as Exhibit 3.   

VENUE AND JURISDICTION 

6. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 118, 1391, 1441(a), 

1446(a), and 1453(b) because the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania, 

where the Complaint was filed, is a state court within the Eastern District of Pennsylvania.  

7. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction under the Class Action Fairness Act 

(“CAFA”), 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d), because (1) there is minimal diversity between the parties; (2) 

there are at least 100 class members; and (3) the amount in controversy exceeds $5,000,000, 

exclusive of interest and costs.   

I. THIS COURT HAS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION UNDER CAFA 

8. CAFA provides for broad federal jurisdiction with a strong preference that 

interstate class actions be heard in federal court if properly removed.  Dart Cherokee Basin 

Operating Co., LLC v. Owens, 135 S. Ct. 547, 554 (2014) (holding that “no antiremoval 

presumption attends cases invoking CAFA”); Portillo v. Nat'l Freight, Inc., 169 F. Supp. 3d 585, 

592 n.9 (D.N.J. 2016) (quoting Dart Cherokee and explaining that “CAFA should be read 

broadly, with a strong preference that interstate class actions be heard in a federal court” 

(quotation marks omitted)).  

9. Under CAFA, federal courts have jurisdiction over class actions where the 

amount in controversy “exceeds the sum or value of $5,000,000, the aggregate number of 

proposed class members is 100 or more, and any class member is a citizen of a state different 

from any defendant.”  Vodenichar v. Halcón Energy Props., Inc., 733 F.3d 497, 503 (3d Cir. 

2013) (quoting 28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2), (d)(2)(A), (d)(5)(B)).    

10. Evidentiary proof that these requirements are met need not be submitted with the 
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notice of removal.  The notice is sufficient if it constitutes a “short and plain statement of the 

grounds for removal.”  Dart Cherokee, 135 S. Ct. at 553 (quoting 28 U.S.C. § 1446(a)); 

Skywark v. Healthbridge Mgmt., LLC, No. 15-00058-BJR, 2015 WL 13621058, at *2 (W.D. Pa. 

July 22, 2015).        

A. The Parties are Minimally Diverse 

11. Plaintiffs’ lawsuit satisfies CAFA’s minimal diversity requirement.  Unlike 

traditional diversity jurisdiction, which requires complete diversity of citizenship between the 

parties, CAFA requires only minimal diversity.  28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(2)(A).  This requirement 

is met where any member of the putative class is a citizen of a state different from any defendant.  

Vodenichar, 733 F.3d at 503.   

12. For diversity purposes, political subdivisions (such as Plaintiffs) are citizens of 

the state in which they are located.  See Moor v. Alameda Cty., 411 U.S. 693, 721 (1973) 

(holding that Alameda County is a California citizen for purposes of diversity jurisdiction).  A 

corporation is “a citizen of every State and foreign state by which it has been incorporated and of 

the State or foreign state where it has its principal place of business . . . .”  28 U.S.C. 

§ 1332(c)(1).   

13. Plaintiff City of New Castle is a city in Lawrence County, Pennsylvania.  

(Compl. ¶ 23.) 

14. Plaintiff City of Aliquippa is a city in Beaver County, Pennsylvania.  (Id. ¶ 24.) 

15. Plaintiff Union Township is a township in Washington County, Pennsylvania.  

(Id. ¶ 25.) 

16. Defendant Purdue Pharma Inc. is a New York corporation with its principal place 

of business in Stamford, Connecticut.  (Id. ¶ 31.)  

17. Defendant The Purdue Frederick Company, Inc. is a New York corporation with 
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its principal place of business in Stamford, Connecticut.  (Id. ¶ 32.)   

18. Defendant Johnson & Johnson is a New Jersey corporation with its principal place 

of business in New Brunswick, New Jersey.  (Id. ¶ 38.) 

19. Because Plaintiffs are citizens of Pennsylvania, and Defendants Purdue Pharma 

Inc., The Purdue Frederick Company, Inc., and Johnson & Johnson are citizens of states other 

than Pennsylvania, CAFA’s minimal diversity requirement is satisfied.  28 U.S.C. § 

1332(d)(2)(A).    

B. Plaintiffs’ Proposed Class Includes At Least 100 Members 

20. Plaintiffs seek to represent a putative class consisting of “[a]ll political 

subdivisions, municipalities, cities, townships and counties in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania who incurred damages as a result [of] Defendants’ marketing of prescription 

opioids.”  (Compl. ¶ 67.)  Plaintiffs allege that the class consists of “hundreds of entities.”  (Id.

¶ 69.)  Thus, the proposed class includes at least 100 members. 

C. The Amount in Controversy Exceeds $5,000,000  

21. Under CAFA, jurisdiction exists when the amount in controversy—calculated by 

aggregating the claims of all class members—exceeds $5,000,000, exclusive of interest and 

costs.  28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(6). 

22. “[A] defendant’s notice of removal need include only a plausible allegation that 

the amount in controversy exceeds the jurisdictional threshold.”  Dart Cherokee, 135 S. Ct. at 

554.  “[W]hen a defendant seeks federal-court adjudication, the defendant’s amount-in-

controversy allegation should be accepted when not contested by the plaintiff or questioned by 

the court.”  Id. at 553.  Thus, federal jurisdiction exists “unless it appears, to a legal certainty, 

that the plaintiff was never entitled to recover the jurisdictional amount.”  Kaufman v. Allstate 

New Jersey Ins. Co., 561 F.3d 144, 151 (3d Cir. 2009).  In determining whether the amount in 
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controversy is satisfied, the Court may consider compensatory and statutory damages, as well as 

punitive damages.  Frederico v. Home Depot, 507 F.3d 188, 198-99 (3d Cir. 2007).

23. Plaintiffs bring this action on behalf of a putative class of “hundreds of entities” 

(Compl. ¶ 69) and seek compensatory, treble, and punitive damages, as well as statutory 

penalties (id. Prayer for Relief).  The Complaint alleges that Plaintiffs and the putative class 

incurred damages that include “costs of reimbursement of prescription opioids for long-term 

daily use and the cost of treatment of opioid addiction and other adverse medical conditions 

associated with long-term use incurred by the Class members’ health plans and/or paid directly 

by them.”  (Id. ¶ 17.)  Plaintiffs also seek damages for “costs of increased medical services 

directly associated with opioids including increased emergency response costs, increased costs of 

Plaintiffs’ law enforcement authorities, its criminal justice system and social and health 

agencies[.]”  (Id. ¶ 18.)  Finally, Plaintiffs demand judgment on their own behalf “in excess of” 

$50,000 “on each Cause of Action,” totaling a minimum of $150,000.  (Id. Prayer for Relief.) 

24. Given that there are allegedly hundreds of putative class members, if each class 

member allegedly sustained damages in an amount that on average equals the amount Plaintiffs 

seek, the amount in controversy is easily satisfied.  28 U.S.C. § 1332(d)(6).     

III. ALL OTHER REMOVAL REQUIREMENTS ARE SATISFIED 

A. This Notice of Removal Is Timely 

25. This Notice of Removal is timely filed.  Teva received the Complaint through 

service on April 4, 2018.  Because Teva filed the Notice of Removal on April 9, 2018, removal 

is timely.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b)(1). 

B. Consent to Removal Is Not Required Under CAFA 

26. CAFA eliminates the need for the removing party to obtain the consent of other 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing is being served upon the 

following by regular United States mail, postage prepaid: 

Arnold Levin 
Daniel C. Levin 
Charles E. Schaffer 
LEVIN SEDRAN & BERMAN LLP 
510 Walnut Street, Ste. 500 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

Mark S. Cheffo 
Hayden A. Coleman 
QUINN EMANUEL URQUHART & 
SULLIVAN, LLP 
51 Madison Avenue, 22nd Floor 
New York, NY 10010 

Patrick J. Fitzgerald 
R. Ryan Stoll 
SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE, MEAGHER &  
FLOM LLP 
4 Times Square 
New York, NY 10036 

Attorneys for Defendants Purdue Pharma L.P.; Purdue Pharma Inc.; and The Purdue Frederick 
Company Inc.

Charles C. Lifland  
O’MELVENY & MYERS LLP 
400 S. Hope Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Attorneys for Defendants Johnson & Johnson; Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc.; Ortho-McNeil-
Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc. n/k/a Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc.; and Janssen Pharmaceutica, 
Inc. n/k/a Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 
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UNITED STATES JUDICIAL PANEL 
on 

MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION

IN RE: NATIONAL PRESCRIPTION 
OPIATE LITIGATION  MDL No. 2804

TRANSFER ORDER

Before the Panel:  Plaintiffs in 46 actions move under 28 U.S.C. § 1407 to centralize pretrial*

proceedings in the Southern District of Ohio or the Southern District of Illinois, but plaintiffs do not
oppose centralization in the Southern District of West Virginia.  These cases concern the alleged improper
marketing of and inappropriate distribution of various prescription opiate medications into cities, states
and towns across the country.  Plaintiffs’ motion includes the 64 actions listed on Schedule A,  which are1

pending in nine districts.  Since plaintiffs filed this motion, the parties have notified the Panel of 115
potentially related actions.   2

Responding plaintiffs’ positions on centralization vary considerably.  Plaintiffs in over 40 actions
or potential tag-along actions support centralization.  Plaintiffs in fifteen actions or potential tag-along
actions oppose centralization altogether or oppose transfer of their action.  In addition to opposing transfer,
the State of West Virginia suggests that we delay transferring its case until the Southern District of West
Virginia court decides its motion to remand to state court.  Third party payor plaintiffs in an Eastern
District of Pennsylvania potential tag-along action (Philadelphia Teachers Health and Welfare Fund)
oppose centralization of third party payor actions.  Western District of Washington plaintiff City of Everett
opposes centralization and, alternatively, requests exclusion of its case.  Northern District of Illinois tag-
along plaintiff City of Chicago asks the Panel to defer transfer of its action until document discovery is
completed. 

Defendants’ positions on centralization also vary considerably. The “Big Three” distributor
defendants,  which reportedly distribute over 80% of the drugs at issue and are defendants in most cases,3

  Judges Lewis A. Kaplan and Ellen Segal Huvelle did not participate in the decision of this matter.*

  Two actions included on plaintiffs’ motion to centralize were remanded to state court during the1

pendency of the motion.

 These actions, and any other related actions, are potential tag-along actions.  See Panel Rules2

1.1(h), 7.1 and 7.2. 

   AmerisourceBergen Drug Corp., AmerisourceBergen Corp., McKesson Corp., Cardinal Health3

110, LLC, Cardinal Health, Inc., Cardinal Health 105, Inc., Cardinal Health 108, LLC, Cardinal
Health 112, LLC, Cardinal Health 414, LLC, and Cardinal Health subsidiary The Harvard Drug
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support centralization in the Southern District of West Virginia.  These defendants request that the Panel
either delay issuing its transfer order or delay transfer of their cases until their motions to dismiss are
decided.  Defendant distributor Miami-Luken also supports centralization in the Southern District of West
Virginia.  Multiple manufacturer defendants  support centralization in the Southern District of New York4

or the Northern District of Illinois; defendant Malinckrodt, LLC, takes no position on centralization but
supports the same districts.  Teva defendants  suggest centralization in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania5

or the manufacturers’ preferred districts.  Physician defendants  in three Ohio actions, who are alleged to6

be “key opinion leaders” paid by manufacturing defendants, do not oppose centralization in the Southern
District of Ohio.  

Defendants in several Southern District of West Virginia cases oppose centralization.  These
defendants include several smaller distributor defendants or “closed” distributors that supply only their
own stores.   Many of these defendants specifically request exclusion of the claims against them from the7

MDL.  Also, manufacturer Pfizer, Inc., opposes centralization and requests that we exclude any claims
against it from this MDL.8

The responding parties suggest a wide range of potential transferee districts, including: the Southern
District of West Virginia, the Southern District of Illinois, the Northern District of Illinois, the Eastern
District of Missouri (in a brief submitted after the Panel’s hearing), the District of New Jersey, the

Group, L.L.C.

     Actavis LLC, Actavis Pharma, Inc., Allergan PLC, Allergan Finance, LLC, Allergan plc f/k/a4

Actavis plc, Actavis Pharma Inc. f/k/a Watson Pharma Inc., Watson Pharmaceuticals, Inc. n/k/a
Actavis, Inc., and Allergan PLC f/k/a Actavis PLS, Cephalon, Inc., Endo Health Solutions, Inc.,
Endo Pharmaceuticals, Inc., Janssen Pharmaceutica Inc., Johnson & Johnson, Ortho-McNeil-Janssen
Pharmaceuticals, Inc., Purdue Frederick Company Inc., Purdue Pharma Inc., Purdue Pharma L.P.,
Teva Pharmaceuticals Industries Ltd., Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc., Watson Laboratories, Inc.,
Watson Pharmaceuticals, Inc., Janssen Pharmaceutica Inc. n/k/a Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 

    Teva Pharmaceutical Industries, Ltd., Teva Pharmaceuticals U.S.A, Inc., Cephalon, Inc., Watson5

Laboratories, Inc., Actavis LLC, and Actavis Pharma, Inc.

    Scott Fishman, M.D., Perry Fine, M.D., Lynn Webster, M.D., and Russell Portenoy, M.D. 6

  JM Smith Corp.; CVS Indiana, LLC and Omnicare Distribution Center, LLC; TopRx; Kroger7

Limited Partnership I, Kroger Limited Partnership II, SAJ Distributors (a Walgreens distributor for
two months in 2012), Walgreen Eastern Co., Inc., and Rite Aid of Maryland, Inc.; Masters
Pharmaceuticals and KeySource Medical; WalMart Stores East, LP.

  Pfizer specifically requests that we exclude any potential future claims against it because of its8

minimal involvement in the opioid market.  At oral argument, counsel stated that Pfizer was not
named as a defendant in any pending case.  In the absence of a case before us, the Panel will not
address Pfizer’s argument. 
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Southern District of New York, the Southern District of Ohio, the Northern District of Ohio, the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania, the Eastern District of Texas, the Western District of Washington and the Eastern
District of Wisconsin.

After considering the argument of counsel, we find that the actions in this litigation involve
common questions of fact, and that centralization in the Northern District of Ohio will serve the
convenience of the parties and witnesses and promote the just and efficient conduct of the litigation. 
Plaintiffs in the actions before us are cities, counties and states that allege that: (1) manufacturers of
prescription opioid medications overstated the benefits and downplayed the risks of the use of their opioids
and aggressively marketed  (directly and through key opinion leaders) these drugs to physicians, and/or (2)
distributors failed to monitor, detect, investigate, refuse and report suspicious orders of prescription
opiates.  All actions involve common factual questions about, inter alia, the manufacturing and distributor
defendants’ knowledge of and conduct regarding the alleged diversion of these prescription opiates, as well
as the manufacturers’ alleged improper marketing of such drugs.  Both manufacturers and distributors are
under an obligation under the Controlled Substances Act and similar state laws to prevent diversion of
opiates and other controlled substances into illicit channels.  Plaintiffs assert that defendants have failed
to adhere to those standards, which caused the diversion of opiates into their communities.  Plaintiffs
variously bring claims for violation of RICO statutes, consumer protection laws, state analogues to the
Controlled Substances Act, as well as common law claims such as public nuisance, negligence, negligent
misrepresentation, fraud and unjust enrichment.  

The parties opposing transfer stress the uniqueness of the claims they bring (or the claims that are
brought against them), and they argue that centralization of so many diverse claims against manufacturers
and distributors will lead to inefficiencies that could slow the progress of all cases.  While we appreciate
these arguments, we are not persuaded by them.  All of the actions can be expected to implicate common
fact questions as to the allegedly improper marketing and widespread diversion of prescription opiates into
states, counties and cities across the nation, and discovery likely will be voluminous.  Although
individualized factual issues may arise in each action, such issues do not – especially at this early stage of
litigation – negate the efficiencies to be gained by centralization.  The transferee judge might find it useful,
for example, to establish different tracks for the different types of parties or claims.  The alternative of
allowing the various cases to proceed independently across myriad districts raises a significant risk of
inconsistent rulings and inefficient pretrial proceedings.  In our opinion, centralization will substantially
reduce the risk of duplicative discovery, minimize the possibility of inconsistent pretrial obligations, and
prevent conflicting rulings on pretrial motions.  Centralization will also allow a single transferee judge to
coordinate with numerous cases pending in state courts.  Finally, we deny the requests to delay transfer
pending rulings on various pretrial motions (e.g., motions to dismiss or to remand to state court) or until
the completion of document discovery in City of Chicago.  

Although all of the cases on the motion before us involve claims brought by political subdivisions,
we have been notified of potential tag-along actions brought by individuals, consumers, hospitals and third
party payors.  As reflected in our questions at oral argument, this litigation might evolve to include
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additional categories of plaintiffs and defendants, as well as different types of claims.  We will address
whether to include specific actions or claims through the conditional transfer order process.  9

As this litigation progresses, it may become apparent that certain types of actions or claims could
be more efficiently handled in the actions’ respective transferor courts.  Should the transferee judge deem
remand of any claims or actions appropriate (or, relatedly, the subsequent exclusion of similar types of
claims or actions from the centralized proceedings), then he may accomplish this by filing a suggestion of
remand to the Panel.  See Panel Rule 10.1.  As always, we trust such matters to the sound judgment of the
transferee judge.

Most parties acknowledge that any number of the proposed transferee districts would be suitable
for this litigation that is nationwide in scope.  We are persuaded that the Northern District of Ohio is the
appropriate transferee district for this litigation.  Ohio has a strong factual connection to this litigation,
given that it has experienced a significant rise in the number of opioid-related overdoses in the past several
years and expended significant sums in dealing with the effects of the opioid epidemic.  The Northern
District of Ohio presents a geographically central and accessible forum that is relatively close to
defendants’ various headquarters in New York, Connecticut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania.  Indeed, one
of the Big Three distributor defendants, Cardinal Health, is based in Ohio.  Judge Dan A. Polster is an
experienced transferee judge who presides over several opiate cases.  Judge Polster’s previous MDL
experience, particularly MDL No. 1909 – In re: Gadolinium Contrast Dyes Products Liability Litigation,
which involved several hundred cases, has provided him valuable insight into the management of complex,
multidistrict litigation.  We have no doubt that Judge Polster will steer this litigation on a prudent course. 
 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the actions listed on Schedule A and pending outside of the
Northern District of Ohio are transferred to the Northern District of Ohio and, with the consent of that
court, assigned to the Honorable Dan A. Polster for coordinated or consolidated  pretrial proceedings.

 PANEL ON MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION

                                                                                      
    Sarah S. Vance
             Chair

Charles R. Breyer Marjorie O. Rendell
R. David Proctor Catherine D. Perry

  Eastern District of Pennsylvania Philadelphia Teachers Health and Welfare Fund third party payor9

plaintiff opposed centralization of such claims, stating that it intends to file a motion for
centralization of third party payor claims.  We will address that motion, if it is filed, in due course. 
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IN RE: NATIONAL PRESCRIPTION 
OPIATE LITIGATION MDL No. 2804

SCHEDULE A 

Northern District of Alabama

CITY OF BIRMINGHAM v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., 
C.A. No. 2:17-01360

Eastern District of California

COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN, ET AL. v. PURDUE PHARMA, L.P., ET AL., 
C.A. No. 2:17-01485

Southern District of Illinois

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, ET AL. v. PURDUE PHARMA LP, ET AL.,
C.A. No. 3:17-00616

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, ET AL. v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN
DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00856

PEOPLE OF STATE OF ILLINOIS, ET AL. v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00876

Eastern District of Kentucky

BOONE COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00157

PENDLETON COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00161

CAMPBELL COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00167

ANDERSON COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00070

FRANKLIN COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00071

SHELBY COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00072

HENRY COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00073

BOYLE COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00367

FLEMING COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00368
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Eastern District of Kentucky (cont.)

GARRARD COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00369

LINCOLN COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00370

MADISON COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00371

NICHOLAS COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00373

BELL COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:17-00246

HARLAN COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:17-00247

KNOX COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:17-00248

LESLIE COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:17-00249

WHITLEY COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:17-00250

CLAY COUNTY FISCAL COURT v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 6:17-00255

Western District of Kentucky

THE FISCAL COURT OF CUMBERLAND COUNTY v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN
DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 1:17-00163

LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT v.
AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00508

THE FISCAL COURT OF SPENCER COUNTY v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00557

THE FISCAL COURT OF UNION COUNTY v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 4:17-00120

THE FISCAL COURT OF CARLISLE COUNTY v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-00136

Northern District of Ohio

CITY OF LORAIN v. PURDUE PHARMA L.P., ET AL., C.A. No. 1:17-01639
CITY OF PARMA v. PURDUE PHARMA L.P., ET AL., C.A. No. 1:17-01872
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Southern District of Ohio

CLERMONT COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v.
AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00662

BELMONT COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v.
AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00663

BROWN COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN
DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00664

VINTON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00665

JACKSON COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN
DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00680

SCIOTO COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN
DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00682

PIKE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN
DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00696

ROSS COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN 
DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00704

CITY OF CINCINNATI v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., 
C.A. No. 2:17-00713

CITY OF PORTSMOUTH v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL., 
C.A. No. 2:17-00723

GALLIA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00768

HOCKING COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00769

LAWRENCE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG
CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00770

DAYTON v. PURDUE PHARMA LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-00229

Western District of Washington

CITY OF EVERETT v. PURDUE PHARMA LP, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-00209
CITY OF TACOMA v. PURDUE PHARMA, L.P., ET AL., C.A. No. 3:17-05737

Southern District of West Virginia

THE COUNTY COMMISSION OF MCDOWELL COUNTY v. MCKESSON CORPORATION,
ET AL., C.A. No. 1:17-00946

HONAKER v. WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF PHARMACY, ET AL., C.A. No. 1:17-03364
THE COUNTY COMMISSION OF MERCER COUNTY v. WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF

PHARMACY, C.A. No. 1:17-03716
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Southern District of West Virginia (cont.)

KANAWHA COUNTY COMMISSION v. RITE AID OF MARYLAND, INC., ET AL.,
C.A. No. 2:17-01666

FAYETTE COUNTY COMMISSION v. CARDINAL HEALTH, INC., ET AL., 
C.A. No. 2:17-01957

BOONE COUNTY COMMISSION v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, 
ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-02028

LOGAN COUNTY COMMISSION v. CARDINAL HEALTH, INC., ET AL., 
C.A. No. 2:17-02296

THE COUNTY COMMISSION OF LINCOLN COUNTY v. WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF
PHARMACY, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03366

LIVINGGOOD v. WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF PHARMACY, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03369
SPARKS v. WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF PHARMACY, C.A. No. 2:17-03372
CARLTON, ET AL. v. WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF PHARMACY, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 2:17-03532
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, ET AL. v. MCKESSON CORPORATION, C.A. No. 2:17-03555
BARKER v. WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF PHARMACY, ET AL., C.A. No. 2:17-03715
THE CITY OF HUNTINGTON v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET AL.,

C.A. No. 3:17-01362
CABELL COUNTY COMMISSION v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG CORPORATION, ET

AL., C.A. No. 3:17-01665
WAYNE COUNTY COMMISSION v. RITE AID OF MARYLAND, INC., ET AL.,

C.A. No. 3:17-01962
WYOMING COUNTY COMMISSION v. AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG

CORPORATION, ET AL., C.A. No. 5:17-02311
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No Items in Cart 

Civil Docket Report  

A $5 Convenience fee will be added to the transaction at checkout.  

Case Description

Case ID:  180301961 

Case Caption:  THE CITY OF NEW CASTLE ETAL VS PURDUE PHARMA L.P. 

Filing Date:  Friday , March 16th, 2018 

Court:  CLASS ACTION 

Location:  City Hall 

Jury:  JURY

Case Type:  CLASS ACTION 

Status:  ACTIVE CASE 

Related Cases

No related cases were found.

Case Event Schedule

No case events were found.

Case motions 

No case motions were found.

Case Parties

Seq # Assoc
Expn 
Date

Type Name 

1 ATTORNEY 
FOR 
PLAINTIFF

LEVIN, DANIEL C

Address: 510 WALNUT 
STREET, STE. 500 
LEVIN SEDRAN & 
BERMAN 
PHILADELPHIA 
PA 19106 
(215)592-1500

 Aliases: none

2 TEAM LEADER PADILLA, NINA W. 

none
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Address: 505 CITY HALL 
PHILADELPHIA 
PA 19107 
(215)686-2892

 Aliases:

3 1 PLAINTIFF CITY OF NEW CASTLE 

Address: 230 N 
JEFFERSON ST 
MUNICIPAL 
BUILDING 
NEW CASTLE PA 
16101 

 Aliases: none

4 17 DEFENDANT JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICALS INC 

Address: 1125 TRENTON 
HARBOUTON RD 
TITUSVILLE NJ 
08560 

 Aliases: none

5 17 DEFENDANT ORTHO-MCNEIL-
JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICALS INC 

Address: 1125 TRENTON 
HARBOUTON RD 
TITUSVILLE NJ 
08560 

 Aliases: JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC NKA 

6 17 DEFENDANT JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICA INC 

Address: 1125 TRENTON 
HARBOUTON RD 
TITUSVILLE NJ 
08560 

 Aliases: JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC NKA 

7 DEFENDANT ENDO HEALTH 
SOLUTIONS INC 

Address: 1400 ATWATER 
DR 
MALVERN PA 
19355 

 Aliases: none
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8 DEFENDANT ALLERGAN PLC 

Address: MORRIS 
CORPORATE 
CENTER III 
400 INTERPACE 
PKWY 
PARSIPPANY NJ 
07054 

 Aliases: none

9 1 PLAINTIFF CITY OF ALIQUIPPA 

Address: 581 FRANKLIN 
AVE 
ALIQUIPPA PA 
15001 

 Aliases: none

10 1 PLAINTIFF UNION TOWNSHIP 

Address: 3904 
FINLEYVILLE-
ELRAMA RD 
FINLEYVILLE PA 
15332 

 Aliases: none

11 DEFENDANT PURDUE PHARMA LP 

Address: ONE STAMFORD 
FORUM 
201 TRESSER 
BLVD 
STAMFORD CT 
06901 

 Aliases: none

12 DEFENDANT PURDUE PHARMA INC 

Address: ONE STAMFORD 
FORUM 
201 TRESSER 
BLVD 
STAMFORD PA 
06901 

 Aliases: none

13 DEFENDANT
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PURDUE FREDERICK 
COMPANY INC 

Address: ONE STAMFORD 
FORUM 
201 TRESSER 
BLVD 
STAMFORD PA 
06901 

 Aliases: none

14 DEFENDANT TEVA 
PHARMACEUTICALS 
USA INC 

Address: 1090 HORSHAM 
RD 
NORTH WHALES 
PA 19454 

 Aliases: none

15 DEFENDANT CEPHALON INC 

Address: 1090 HORSHAM 
RD 
NORTH WHALES 
PA 19454 

 Aliases: none

16 17 DEFENDANT JOHNSON & JOHNSON 

Address: 1 JOHNSON & 
JOHNSON PLAZA 
NEW 
BRUNSWICK NJ 
08933 

 Aliases: none

17 ATTORNEY 
FOR 
DEFENDANT

ABERNETHY, DAVID F

Address: ONE LOGAN 
SQUARE, STE. 
2000 
PHILADELPHIA 
PA 19103 
(215)988-2503

 Aliases: none

18 17 TRELA, REBECCA 
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ATTORNEY 
FOR 
DEFENDANT

Address: DRINKER, BIDDLE 
& REATH LLP 
ONE LOGAN 
SQUARE 
PHILADELPHIA 
PA 19103 
(215)988-2570

 Aliases: none

Docket Entries

Filing 
Date/Time

Docket Type Filing Party
Disposition 

Amount
Approval/
Entry Date

16-MAR-2018 
11:56 AM 

ACTIVE CASE 16-MAR-2018 
03:38 PM 

Docket 
Entry:

E-Filing Number: 1803039020 

16-MAR-2018 
11:56 AM 

COMMENCEMENT 
CIVIL ACTION JURY

LEVIN, DANIEL 
C

16-MAR-2018 
03:38 PM 

Documents:  Click link(s) to preview/purchase the 
documents 
Final Cover

Docket 
Entry:

none.

16-MAR-2018 
11:56 AM 

COMPLAINT FILED 
NOTICE GIVEN

LEVIN, DANIEL 
C

16-MAR-2018 
03:38 PM 

Documents:  Click link(s) to preview/purchase the 
documents 
class action complaint.pdf

Docket 
Entry:

COMPLAINT WITH NOTICE TO DEFEND WITHIN TWENTY (20) DAYS 
AFTER SERVICE IN ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 1018.1 FILED. 

16-MAR-2018 
11:56 AM 

JURY TRIAL 
PERFECTED

LEVIN, DANIEL 
C

16-MAR-2018 
03:38 PM 

Docket 
Entry:

12 JURORS REQUESTED. 
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28-MAR-2018 
11:12 AM 

ATTEMPTED 
SERVICE - NOT 
FOUND

28-MAR-2018 
12:26 PM 

Documents:  Click link(s) to preview/purchase the 
documents 
Scan_2018-03-28-105155636-10.pdf

Docket 
Entry:

ALLERGAN PLC NOT FOUND ON 03/20/2018. 

28-MAR-2018 
11:42 AM 

AFFIDAVIT OF 
SERVICE FILED

28-MAR-2018 
12:27 PM 

Documents:  Click link(s) to preview/purchase the 
documents 
Scan_2018-03-28-113330396-1.pdf
Scan_2018-03-28-113330396-2.pdf
Scan_2018-03-28-113330396-3.pdf

Docket 
Entry:

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT UPON 
PURDUE FREDERICK COMPANY INC, PURDUE PHARMA INC AND 
PURDUE PHARMA LP BY PERSONAL SERVICE ON 03/21/2018 FILED. 

31-MAR-2018 
08:23 PM 

AFFIDAVIT OF 
SERVICE FILED

31-MAR-2018 
08:23 PM 

Documents:  Click link(s) to preview/purchase the 
documents 
Affidavit of Service

Docket 
Entry:

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE OF PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT UPON 
JOHNSON & JOHNSON, JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICA INC, ORTHO-
MCNEIL-JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC AND JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICALS INC BY PERSONAL SERVICE ON 03/20/2018 
FILED. 

03-APR-2018 
12:40 PM 

ENTRY OF 
APPEARANCE

ABERNETHY, 
DAVID F

03-APR-2018 
03:56 PM 

Documents:  Click link(s) to preview/purchase the 
documents 
2018.04.03 City of New Castle - EOA 
(Abernethy).PDF

Docket 
Entry:

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF DAVID F ABERNETHY FILED. (FILED 
ON BEHALF OF JOHNSON & JOHNSON, JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICA 
INC, ORTHO-MCNEIL-JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC AND 
JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC) 
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03-APR-2018 
12:40 PM 

JURY TRIAL 
PERFECTED

ABERNETHY, 
DAVID F

03-APR-2018 
03:56 PM 

Docket 
Entry:

12 JURORS REQUESTED. 

03-APR-2018 
12:40 PM 

ENTRY OF 
APPEARANCE-CO 
COUNSEL

TRELA, 
REBECCA 

03-APR-2018 
03:56 PM 

Documents:  Click link(s) to preview/purchase the 
documents 
2018.04.03 City of New Castle - EOA 
(Trela).PDF

Docket 
Entry:

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF REBECCA TRELA AS CO-COUNSEL 
FILED. (FILED ON BEHALF OF JOHNSON & JOHNSON, JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICA INC, ORTHO-MCNEIL-JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICALS INC AND JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC) 

Search Home
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Case ID: 180301961

Filed and Attested by the
Office of Judicial Records 

28 MAR 2018 11:12 am
A. SILIGRINI
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Case ID: 180301961

Filed and Attested by the
Office of Judicial Records 

28 MAR 2018 11:42 am
A. SILIGRINI
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Case ID: 180301961

Filed and Attested by the
Office of Judicial Records 

28 MAR 2018 11:42 am
A. SILIGRINI
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\\zdrafsrv 12/8/11

Affidavit / Return of Service

180301961Plaintiff:

Defendant:

Serve at:

Court Term & No.:

Document Served:

Company Reference/Control No.:

Served and Made Known to JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICA INC, JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC, 
JOHN... on 03/20/2018 at 01:10 PM, in the manner described below:

Name of Server: THOMAS J. CREAN, JR.

Being duly sworn according to law, 
deposes and says that he/she is process 
server herein names; and that the facts 
herein set forth above are true and 
correct to the best of their knowledge, 
information and belief.

Deputy Sheriff: 

Company Profile:

CITY OF ALIQUIPPA

CITY OF NEW CASTLE

UNION TOWNSHIP

JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICA INC

JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS INC

JOHNSON & JOHNSON

ORTHO-MCNEIL-JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS I

Plaintiff's Complaint

ONE JOHNSON & JOHNSON PLAZA  

Description

Age: Height: Weight: Race: Sex:

Other:

E-File# 1803071580

154251, 52, 53, 54

DENNIS RICHMAN SERVICES FOR THE 
PROFESSIONAL, INC.
1500 J.F.K. BOULEVARD
SUITE 1706
PHILADELPHIA PA 19102
PHONE: (215)977-9393

FILED AND ATTESTED PRO-PROTHY 31 MAR 2018 08:23 PM

 Agent or person in charge of Party's office or usual place of business. NAME: 
ELIZABETH CAREW
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David F. Abernethy (Atty. ID No. 36666) 
  david.abernethy@dbr.com 
Rebecca L. Trela (Atty. ID No. 313555) 
  rebecca.trela@dbr.com 
DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP 
One Logan Square, Suite 2000 
Philadelphia, PA  19103-6996 
Telephone:  (215) 988-2700 
Facsimile:  (215) 988-2757 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Johnson & Johnson and 
Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 
 

 

 
CITY OF NEW CASTLE, CITY OF 
ALIQUIPPA and UNION TOWNSHIP,  
et al., 
 
    Plaintiffs, 
 
  v. 
 
PURDUE PHARMA L.P., et al., 
 
    Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
OF PHILADELPHIA 
 
MARCH TERM, 2018 
NO.:  001961 

 
PRAECIPE FOR ENTRY OF APPEARANCE 

 
TO THE OFFICE OF JUDICIAL RECORDS: 
 
 Kindly enter the appearance of David F. Abernethy as counsel in the above-captioned matter on 

behalf of the Defendants Johnson & Johnson and Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc., and for the following 

misnamed defendants to the extent now existing under the same or other name: Ortho-McNEIL-Janssen 

Pharmaceuticals, Inc. and Janssen Pharmaceutica, Inc.  

Dated:  April 3, 2018     Respectfully Submitted, 
 

/s/ David F. Abernethy   
David F. Abernethy 
Rebecca L. Trela 
DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP 
One Logan Square, Suite 2000 
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Telephone:  (215) 988-2700 
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rebecca.trela@dbr.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I hereby certify that, on April 3, 2018, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing Praecipe 

for Entry of Appearance to be served on counsel of record via First Class Mail and electronic filing: 

Daniel C. Levin 
Arnold Levin 
Charles E. Schaffer 
LEVIN SEDRAN & BERMAN LLP 
510 Walnut Street, Ste. 500 
Philadelphia, PA  19106 
Tel: (215) 592-1500 

Counsel for Plaintiffs 

Purdue Pharma L.P. 
Purdue Pharma Inc. 
The Purdue Frederick Company, Inc. 
One Stamford Forum 
20l Tresser Boulevard 
Stamford, CT  06901 

Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc. 
Cephalon, Inc. 
1090 Horsham Road 
North Wales, PA  19454 

Endo Health Solutions, Inc. 
Endo Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 
1400 Atwater Drive 
Malvern, PA  19355 

Allergan, PLC 
Morris Corporate Center III 
400 Interpace Parkway 
Parsippany, NJ  07054 

 

 

 

       /s/ Rebecca L. Trela   
Rebecca L. Trela 
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DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP 
One Logan Square, Suite 2000 
Philadelphia, PA  19103-6996 
Telephone:  (215) 988-2700 
Facsimile:  (215) 988-2757 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Johnson & Johnson and 
Janssen Pharmaceuticals, Inc. 
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ClassAction.org
This complaint is part of ClassAction.org's searchable class action lawsuit database and can be found in this 
post: PA Municipalities Sue Pharma Companies Over Alleged Participation in Opioid Crisis

https://www.classaction.org/news/pa-municipalities-sue-pharma-companies-over-alleged-participation-in-opioid-crisis

