Gordon & Rees LLP
Embarcadero Center West

275 Battery Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94111

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

STUART M. GORDON (SBN: 037477) . 303

JAMES R. REILLY (SBN: 127804) o T
FLETCHER C. ALFORD (SBN: 152314) P y “ ’
GORDON & REES LLP e 3/6 (=3
Embarcadero Center West 5 fral=3
275 Battery Street, Suite 2000 §/2(e37 S
San Francisco, CA 94111 Slles” @f

Telephone: (415) 986-5900/Facsimile: (415) 986-8054

TIMOTHY B. BRADFORD (SBN: 085978)
MARILYN A. MOBERG (SBN: 126895)
RAYMOND M. WILLIAMS (SBN: 164068)

REED SMITH CROSBY HEAFEY LLP

355 South Grand Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90071

Telephone: (213) 457-8000/Facsimile: (213) 457-8080

DANIEL J. THOMASCH*

RICHARD W. MARK

LAURENJ. ELLIOT

ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE, LLP

666 Fifth Avenuc

New York, NY 10103

Telephone: (212) 506-5000/Facsimile: (212) 506-5151
(*Mr. Thomasch, Mr. Mark, and Ms. Elliot are national counsel for Wyeth.

Their pro hac vice applications are currently pending before this Court.)

Attorneys for Defendant

WYETH (formerly known as AMERICAN HOME PRODUCTS CORPORATION) and on behalf of
defendants Abbott Laboratories; Aventis Pasteur Inc., individually and as successor-in-interest to Connaught Laboratories, Inc.,
Pasteur Merieux, and Pasteur Merieux Connaught; Bergen Brunswig Corporation; Eli Lilly and Company; King Pharmaceuticals,
Inc., dba Parkedale Pharmaceuticals,Inc.; Merck & Co., Inc.; Priority Healthcare Corp.; Sigma-Aldrich Corp.; SmithKline
Beecham Corporation, dba GlaxoSmithKline; and Spectrum Laboratory Products, Inc., erroneously sued herein as Spectrum
Manufacturing Corp.

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA - COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Coordination Proceeding CASE NO. JCCP 4246
Special Title (Rule 1550(b))
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES SUBMITTED BY
DEFENDANTS IN SUPPORT OF THEIR
DEMURRER TO MASTER COMPLAINT NO.

3

THE VACCINE CASES

Accompanying Papers: Notice of Hearing;
Demurrer; Declaration; Compendium of Non-Cal.
Authorities; Request for Judicial Notice; and
Proposed Order

Date: May 12, 2003

Time: 1:30 p.m.

Dept.: 324

Judge: Hon. Victoria G. Chaney
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