
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 

 

IN RE: GENERIC PHARMACEUTICALS  

PRICING ANTITRUST LITIGATION  

 

MDL 2724 

16-MD-2724 

 

 

THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO: 

 

ALL ACTIONS 

 

HON. CYNTHIA M. RUFE 

 

 

 

 

ORDER 

 AND NOW, this 4th day of January 2019, upon consideration of Defendants’ Motion for 

Order Limiting Extrajudicial Statements and for Compliance with this Court’s Orders and the 

Supplemental Submission [MDL Doc. Nos. 805 and 806] and the opposition thereto, and after 

oral argument held this date, it is hereby ORDERED that the Motion is DENIED without 

prejudice.1 

It is so ORDERED. 

BY THE COURT: 

/s/ Cynthia M. Rufe  

 ____________________ 

CYNTHIA M. RUFE, J. 

                                                                    
1 In the wake of several recent interviews and news articles, Defendants seek an order requiring that Plaintiffs’ 

counsel and representatives of the State Attorneys General comply with the rules of professional conduct when 

issuing extrajudicial statements, comply with applicable state laws governing antitrust investigations, and comply 

with all rules of professional conduct and the Court’s orders. Defendants do not precisely seek a “gag order,” and 

one would not be appropriate, especially when no trial is imminent, as the Court is not convinced “that there is a 

substantial likelihood that extrajudicial statements by counsel, in light of the circumstances of the case, will 

materially prejudice the pending proceedings.”  Constand v. Cosby, 229 F.R.D. 472, 475 (E.D. Pa. 2005) (citing 

Gentile v. State Bar of Nev., 501 U.S. 1030, 1075 (1991)).  Nor does the Court see a basis to admonish counsel or 

the parties, as it should be obvious that they must comply with ethical rules, applicable state laws, and the orders of 

this Court.  The Court does not take lightly any potential violation of its orders, including Pretrial Order No. 50, 

which specifically provided that the unredacted copy if the State Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint was to “remain 

under seal and protected from individuals and entities not party to the MDL,” and the Court would issue appropriate 

sanctions against a party or attorney known to have contravened the Court’s authority. 
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