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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

 

IN RE: HAIR RELAXER MARKETING 
SALES PRACTICES AND PRODUCTS 
LIABILITY LITIGATION 

MDL No. 3060 
Case No. 23 C 818 
Judge Mary M. Rowland 
 
This document relates to: 
All Cases 

 
PARTIES’ STATUS REPORT FOR THE JANUARY 9, 2025 

CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
 

Pursuant to the Court’s Minute Order (ECF No. 952) following the November 14, 2024 

status conference, the Parties submit this Joint Status Report “identifying the issues related to the 

bellwether process the parties will brief and propose a briefing schedule.”  Following the Court’s 

direction at the November 14 status conference, the Parties again met and conferred on some of 

the bellwether process-related issues on Tuesday, November 26, 2024, and Sunday, December 8, 

2024, and continued discussions via email until the filing of this Status Report.  The Parties were 

unable to reach agreement on the issues set forth herein and were unable to agree to a briefing 

schedule, but the Parties are agreeable to continue their meet and confer efforts as certain issues 

are becoming more crystalized. 

Defendants’ Position: 

As Defendants discussed with the Court at the November 15, 2024 Case Management 

Conference, this litigation has evolved significantly since the bellwether issues were initially 

briefed in January 2024. The current status of the litigation, the information that the plaintiffs have 

provided to date, and the stated intentions of the Court all have demonstrated the need for certain 

modifications to the proposal the Parties submitted almost a year ago.  Defendants raised many of 

these issues with the plaintiffs during the meet-and-confer process.  Contrary to the plaintiffs’ 

characterization below, Defendants did not provide firm positions during meet and confer on any 
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of the identified issues and, thus, object to the mischaracterization of the issues in the plaintiffs’ 

submission. Instead, during the meet and confer process, Defendants provided concepts to attempt 

to foster discussion of potential areas of agreement. When the plaintiffs rejected many of these 

concepts outright, and did not offer any counterproposal, no agreement could be reached on the 

issues and Defendants will, therefore, provide a more complete proposal for the Court’s 

consideration at the time of briefing.  What is evident, however, is that no one aspect of the 

bellwether process can be decided in isolation; the timing and substance of the selection process 

and any subsequent discovery are intertwined.  For that reason, Defendants object to the plaintiffs’ 

continuing efforts to force an immediate selection of bellwether cases for trial before discovery of 

the potential pool is complete and Defendants have had a reasonable opportunity to review and 

process the totality of the information that has been provided. 

December 8 was the first time the plaintiffs’ leadership shared any information as to the 

position of the various plaintiffs following the dismissal order regarding non-reproductive cancer 

claims (ECF No. 946), which Defendants have not yet been able to analyze in terms of its impact 

on the eligible bellwether pool.  In addition, as has been discussed repeatedly during the Court call 

process (the “Cattle call”), many plaintiffs have not yet provided basic information about their 

claims and the Court  very recently ordered Defendants to finalize review of 400 Plaintiff Fact 

Sheets (“PFS”)  by December 20, 2024 and set February 28, 2025 as the PFS discovery deadline 

for that process for all bellwether eligible plaintiffs.  The selection of bellwether cases cannot occur 

at least until the February PFS discovery deadline has passed so that Defendants have a fair and 

reasonable opportunity to review and respond to the expected hundreds of amended fact sheets, 

and the plaintiffs cure all Fed. R. Civ. P 26(g) compliance issues as ordered by the 

Court.  Defendants are entitled to final discovery responses before selecting the cases to be 
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included in a trial pool, as discovery of facts regarding the claims for ultimate trial selection was 

one of the primary goals of the CMO 9 PFS process.  Plaintiffs have filed thousands of cases 

against Defendants.  Each defendant is entitled to discovery about the alleged claims, injuries and 

damages in those cases.  Fairness dictates that Defendants have sufficient time to evaluate 

preliminary discovery to determine what constitutes a representative case that should be included 

in the bellwether pool.   Thus, there remains time for the Parties and the Court to engage in a 

thoughtful discussion on the best way to frame this litigation going forward.   

Plaintiffs seek to cut off the selection of cases prematurely, and limit the pool to the cases 

for which PFS are currently -- more than two months before the PFS discovery deadline -- 

“substantially complete.”  Given the expedited PFS reviews that are underway by both Plaintiffs 

and Defendants and the February 28, 2025 deadline for all PFS discovery responses for the 

bellwether eligible pool of cases, there is no longer any reason to use the “substantially complete” 

standard, especially when the Court has recognized that a trial of these cases cannot occur until 

2027 in any event.    

In addition, there are other gateway issues (e.g., which defendants are in which cases, 

which eligible plaintiffs will be dismissed, the injuries to be included in the bellwether pool, the 

timing of expert discovery and the scheduling of Science Day) that need to be addressed before 

the Parties and the Court can meaningfully address the remaining issues relating to the bellwether 

selection process.  Plaintiffs continue to claim that all of those issues were already decided by the 

Court, which is simply not true, a dispute that is more appropriately addressed in the briefing that 

the Court is contemplating.  While the Parties have not reached agreement on the scope of disputes 

for bellwether briefing, Defendants have identified the following issues on which they request 

briefing: 
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1. The process by which a more limited pool of cases will be selected for expedited, 

additional CMO9 written discovery (e.g, ~300 cases);   

2. The timing of and process for the selection of the 16 cases for the bellwether pool; 

3. The types of alleged injuries to be included in the bellwether pool; 

4. The timing of “Science Day”; and 

5. The schedule for expert discovery, as to both general and specific causation.   

While the parties have not agreed on the schedule for bellwether discovery once the initial 

selection of 16 cases is made, they are close enough to an agreement that Defendants anticipate a 

decision can be reached once the above issues are addressed.   

Defendants request that the Court enter a briefing schedule that takes into account the 

December-January holidays.  The Parties are already working through the end of December with 

ongoing dual joint status reports, the Court call PFS process, the deficiency reviews for 400+ PFS 

and preparation for the early January 2025 status conferences.  No prejudice occurs by a robust 

briefing schedule that permits briefing after holiday celebrations.  Thus, Defendants propose filing 

simultaneous briefs no earlier than January 23, 2025, allowing the Parties to be prepared to address 

any questions posed by the Court at the February 13, 2025, case management conference. 

Defendants recognize the fulsome briefing below already undertaken by Plaintiffs and 

submitted herewith, briefing that was not requested by the Court.  Given the Court’s instructions, 

Defendants have not responded in kind and are awaiting a briefing schedule after identifying the 

issues in dispute, as the Court requested.  Should the Court require additional information now, 

Defendants respectfully request additional time to provide their position. 
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Plaintiffs’ Leadership Committee Position Regarding Disputes Relating to the Bellwether 
Process. 

As an initial matter, the PLC disputes the five purported bellwether issues enumerated by 

the Defendants, as well as the characterizations above that Defendants’ positions on these issues 

might not be set; if their stated positions are not set now, when will they be set?  What else can the 

PLC rely on? How can the PLC even brief Defendants’ new or additional proposals if Defendants 

will not commit to them? 

Nevertheless, the bellwether selection process has effectively been in limbo since the 

parties’ prior briefing and the status conference regarding same on January 25, 2024. The 11-

month delay has, in large part, been due to Defendants’ representations that they needed to receive 

and review a significant percentage of “substantially complete” PFSs before they could select their 

8 bellwether pool cases (of the agreed to 16 cases). 

During the November 14, 2024, status hearing the parties represented that they would 

attempt to meet and confer to try to resolve the remaining disputes relating to the bellwether 

selection process, and report to the Court (in this December Joint Status Report) whether briefing 

would be required on these issues. It clearly will be. 

Plaintiffs’ position on the bellwether selection process has not changed since their prior 

briefing and arguments on the issues in January 2024 and intermittently at other hearings. Namely, 

the PSC still propose that:  

1. By a date certain, the parties will each select any 8 cases (for a total of 16 bellwether pool 
cases) from the cases filed and served in this MDL before February 1, 2024; 

 
2. The parties will take additional, case-specific discovery (“Phase II” discovery) on those 

bellwether pool cases over a period of 4 months (or 8 months which is what the defense 
originally requested);  

 
3. Those cases will then be winnowed down to 5 trial cases, either by agreement or with input 

from the Court; and  
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4. The parties will take part in expert discovery and dispositive motion practice on those 5 
trial cases (in a non-bifurcated manner).  
 

That simple, straight-forward process is how bellwethers are conducted in the vast majority of 

mass tort MDLs.  

Defendants’ positions, however, have drastically changed since this issue was last 

addressed and each party’s positions set forth in briefing and at various times in open court. 

Defendants’ current proposal contradicts their prior agreements with the PLC and representations 

to the Court, raises long-dead disputes, and their new concepts would result in unnecessary 

additional delays, and ultimately, the work up and possible trial of potentially non-representative 

cases.  

Plaintiffs do not agree that all of Defendants’ newly-created issues need to be briefed before 

bellwether cases can be selected.  The pertinent question at this point is simply: from what pool of 

cases should each side select their 8 cases for the 16 bellwethers?  The parties need to walk before 

they run, and issues related to when Science Day and expert discovery and Daubert, including 

Defendants re-request to have general causation first, should not be used as a way to further delay 

the bellwether process, no matter how Defendants conflate the relevance of the issues. The PSC 

submits that the Court should front load and only hear argument on the issues that are pertinent to 

bellwether case selection.  

Specifically, the Court should reject Defendants’ new proposals relating to the following 

issues: 

 Limiting the cases eligible for bellwether selection to 320 randomly-selected cases. But 
the Court has already acknowledged that the bellwether eligible cases would be chosen 
from the entire pool of Plaintiffs who filed and served before February 1, 2024—and 
specifically warned against the parties trying to artificially limit which cases were eligible 
for selection. Tr. of 3/7/24 at 53:5-11 (“THE COURT: Let me just say this. I started off by 
saying we are going to have plenty of cases in the bellwether. This is – they’re not trying 
to manipulate who is in the bellwether; you're not trying to manipulate who is in the 
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bellwether. We’re going to have plenty. We’re going to have riches. We’re going to have 
7,000 cases in the bellwether.”) (emphasis added). And Defendants themselves have 
repeatedly agreed that the pool of cases eligible for bellwether selection is comprised of all 
cases filed prior to February 1, 2024, where a substantially complete PFS has been 
provided—and have never suggested any sort of random selection of cases within that pool. 
E.g. Tr. of 1/25/24 at 27:3-22 (MR. GOODMAN: “We're willing to give on that. We can 
do filed and served by February 1. . ..”); [ECF 415] (“The parties agree that only cases filed 
and served by 2/1/24 will be eligible as bellwether cases.”). Finally, numerous courts have 
held that this sort of random selection results in cases that are not representative of the 
litigation as a whole. E.g., In re: Testosterone Replacement Therapy Prod. Liab. Litig. 
(MDL 2545) (Tr. of 11/30/2017 case management conference) (where Judge Kennelly 
recognized: “Random doesn’t mean representative. Random means random. Coin can 
come up heads six times in a row. That’s random. It’s not representative.”).1 
 

 Taking an additional 90 days of (unspecified) discovery on those randomly-selected 
cases prior to selecting bellwether cases. Defendants argue that they do not have “basic 
information” about many Plaintiffs’ claims.  But the PFS in this case is extremely detailed 
(over 100 pages long), and, as of today, Defendants agree that—even by Defendants’ own 
standards—there are 1,859 PFSs that qualify as “substantially complete.”  And that statistic 
only reflects the number of PFSs Defendants have chosen to review and confirm to be 
“substantially complete.” There are more than 2000 other Plaintiffs who have responded 
to Defendants’ PFS deficiency letters and attempted to cure any perceived deficiencies. 
Defendants have just not yet confirmed that those additional PFSs are complete. Moreover, 
the PFS allows “Phase II” discovery only “if [a plaintiff’s] case has been designated for 
Phase II Discovery (e.g., [the plaintiff’s] case is included in a bellwether selection pool).” 
Under the guise that it constitutes permissible “Phase II” discovery, Defendants now 
propose that they be given 90 days to take “additional discovery” on the (proposed) 320 
randomly selected cases before bellwether selection. The record is clear, however, that no 
case-specific discovery—beyond what is required by the PFS—should be taken prior to 
bellwether selection. Moreover, Defendants have repeatedly acknowledged that pre-
bellwether selection discovery is limited to the PFS. E.g. Tr. of 11/13/24 at 84:25-85:10 
(MS. LEVINE: “[Non-bellwether cases] are never going to likely have discovery at all 
beyond the plaintiff fact sheets.”). And it was previously agreed that “Phase II” discovery 
does not occur until bellwether cases have already been selected by the parties. Tr. of 
11/17/23 at 10:9-12 (MS. LEVINE: “And there will be a Phase II that will be part of the 
bellwether process where additional discovery, typically including depositions and 
potentially other documents and issues, will come up. And that was negotiated.”). In fact, 
Defendants admitted that the entire purpose of the PFS was to be “in lieu of” other case-
specific discovery. Tr. of 1/25/24 at 43:7-12 (“MR. GOODMAN: This is in lieu of our 
interrogatories are these plaintiff fact sheets.”). But now defendants seek a second layer of 
discovery before the bellwether cases are even selected. 
 

 
1 There is a significant body of caselaw from judges presiding over MDLs (past and present) about the 
fallacy and flaws of using any random nature towards the selection of cases into a bellwether process. If 
necessary, the PSC will provide citations to those opinions in any briefing on this issue. 
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 Including any outlier cases, with non-representative injuries, in the bellwether pool 
simply because they are part of the 320 randomly-selected cases. The PSC believes that 
the bellwether process should be laser-focused on the injury types that exist in the vast 
majority of cases in this MDL; namely: uterine, endometrial, and ovarian cancer. 
Defendants now seek to include cases in the bellwether process that allege “other injuries” 
beyond the cancer cases at the core of this litigation. There is simply no reason to include 
outlier injury cases in the 16 bellwether cases, as there is nothing “representative” about 
them and they do not serve as a “bellwether” to the thousands of remaining cases. Working 
up those cases for trial creates an unnecessary burden on the litigants and the Court. Indeed, 
Defendants previously represented to the Court that they would not argue that a (non-
cancer) injury would qualify as a bellwether case unless more than 10% of the cases filed 
had that same specific injury.2 Tr. of 1/25/24 at 46:3-23 (MR. GOODMAN: “If there are 
no injuries that meet that threshold of 10 percent other -- then the cancers will be the only 
cases that qualify for the 16.”). Defendants should, at the very least, be held to their promise 
to adhere to a threshold; and should not be permitted to select non-representative, outlier 
injuries for bellwether treatment. 
 

 Allowing the parties to strike a third of the other side’s bellwether selections (with 
each side selecting 12 cases, and then striking 4 of the other side’s cases). Defendants’ 
previously agreed (see ECF 395 at 2) that the parties would each select 8 of the 16 cases. 
Now, Defendants propose that each side should select 12 cases so the other side can strike 
4 of the 12. The parties should not be permitted to strike the other side’s bellwether picks. 
Simply put, the parties select cases that they believe are most representative of the 
thousands of other cases in this MDL. Allowing the opposing party to strike picks does 
nothing but take representative cases out of consideration. If a party selects a case that has 
no right to be in the bellwether pool, opposing counsel is free to raise it with the Court. 
 

Defendants suggest that they have not made their positions official (see FN 1), but given their 

suggestion of positions, it has made the efforts of agreement through meeting and conferring very 

challenging with certain defendant and why their positions should be rejected. None of these 

propositions were ever previously discussed by the parties—and they directly contradict 

representations Defendants have made to the Court. [ECF No. 395] (Defendants’ Joint Submission 

Regarding Bellwether Selection) at 1-3, 6; see, generally, Defendants’ Proposed CMO [ECF No. 

395-1].  

 
2 Defendants also agreed that this threshold is for a “particular injury”—not just that 10% of the total cases 
are non-cancer cases. Tr. of 1/25/24 at 49:5-19. 
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Moreover, as part of their new bellwether proposal, Defendants’ re-raise several arguments 

already rejected (on numerous occasions) by the Court.  To the extent there is any doubt as to the 

Court’s resolution of those issues—and Plaintiffs contend there is not--those arguments should not 

be used to derail the bellwether selection process and should not be included in the Parties’ briefing 

on the bellwether selection process.  Specifically, the Court need not address Defendants’ attempts 

to: 

 Insert a preliminary and advanced round of general causation briefing prior to the 
selection of the 5 trial cases. The Court has rejected this argument on several occasions.3  
 

 Require plaintiffs to serve expert reports prior to the close of fact discovery on the 
issue of general causation. Plaintiffs oppose Defendants’ attempt to require expert 
disclosures prior to the completion of fact discovery and the selection of trial cases. 
Requiring general causation expert reports this Summer or Fall is not proper and would 
likely result in the multiple rounds of Daubert and summary judgment briefing that the 
Court has explicitly rejected multiple times.4 
 

 Address issues relating to Science Day. Defendants request that Science Day occur in 
May 2025. While the Court previously ruled that Science Day will occur “at the end of fact 
discovery,” [ECF 415], the PSC is prepared to meet and confer over the scope of Science 
Day and come to an agreed to date and time to conduct it the Summer or early Fall, of 
2025.  As such, Plaintiffs believe a workable schedule can be addressed, but this should 
not be part of a bellwether briefing and can be dealt with separate and apart from bellwether 
selection. 
 
Plaintiffs could not, and do not, agree to these 11th-hour changes to the bellwether selection 

process. That is especially true for Defendants’ about-face on issues that Plaintiffs believed were—

at least in broad strokes—agreed to almost a year ago. 

The PSC submits that the issues needing briefing are limited and straightforward, namely: 

(1) a process to select the 16 cases (ECF No. 395 at 1-3, 6; Plaintiffs’ Proposed CMO [ECF 396-

 
3 Tr. of 1/25/2024 at 9:17-10:2; 28:1-4; 29:11-22.  
4 ECF 415. 
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1] at Sect. III; Defendants’ Proposed CMO [ECF 395-1] at 3-4) and (2) the timing to conduct this 

discovery ([ECF 395] at 6; [ECF 396] (Plaintiffs’ Bellwether Submission) at 13-14).  

To the extent the new disputes raised by Defendants need to be briefed—and are not 

summarily rejected by this Court—that should be done separately, and on an extended timeline. 

The PSC submits that briefing on the open bellwether issues (items Nos. 1 & 2, above) should be 

done via simultaneous submissions of briefing on December 17, 2024 at 5:00pm Central.   

Dated:  December 9, 2024 
 

FOR PLAINTIFFS: 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 

/s/Edward A. Wallace   
Edward A. Wallace  
Edward A. Wallace  
WALLACE MILLER  
150 N. Wacker Dr., Suite 1100  
Chicago, Illinois 60606  
T: (312) 261-6193  
E: eaw@wallacemiller.com  
 
Plaintiffs’ Liaison Counsel  

 
Diandra “Fu” Debrosse Zimmermann  
DICELLO LEVITT LLC  
505 20th Street North, Suite 1500  
Birmingham, Alabama 35203  
T: (312) 214-7900  
E: fu@dicellolevitt.com  
 
Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel  
 
Fidelma L. Fitzpatrick  
MOTLEY RICE LLC  
40 Westminster Street, Fifth Floor  
Providence, Rhode Island 02903  
T: (401) 457-7700  
E: ffitzpatrick@motleyrice.com  
 
Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel  
 
 
 

FOR DEFENDANTS: 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 

/s/Mark C. Goodman   
Mark C. Goodman 
BAKER & MCKENZIE LLP 
Two Embarcadero Center, Suite 1100  
San Francisco, California 94111 
T: (415) 576-3080 
E: mark.goodman@bakermckenzie.com 
 
Defense Liaison Counsel and Counsel for Defendant 
Namasté Laboratories, LLC 
 
Mark D. Taylor 
BAKER & MCKENZIE LLP  
1900 North Pearl Street, Suite 1500 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
T: (214) 978-3000 
E: mark.taylor@bakermckenzie.com  
 
Maurice Bellan 
Teisha C. Johnson 
BAKER & MCKENZIE LLP  
815 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Washington DC 20006 
T: (202) 452-7057 
E: maurice.bellan@bakermckenzie.com 
E: teisha.johnson@bakermckenzie.com 
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Michael A. London  
DOUGLAS & LONDON, P.C.  
59 Maiden Lane, Sixth Floor  
New York, New York 10038  
T: (212) 566-7500  
E: mlondon@douglasandlondon.com  
 
Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel  
 
Benjamin L. Crump  
BEN CRUMP LAW FIRM  
122 South Calhoun Street  
Tallahassee, Florida 32301  
T: (850) 224-2020  
E: ben@bencrump.com  
 
Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel 
 
 

 

Barry Thompson 
BAKER & MCKENZIE LLP 
10250 Constellation Boulevard, Suite 1850  
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
T: (310) 201-4703 
E: barry.thompson@bakermckenzie.com 
 
Colleen Baime 
Laura Kelly 
BAKER & MCKENZIE LLP 
300 East Randolph Street, Suite 5000 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
T: (312) 861-2510 
E: colleen.baime@bakermckenzie.com 
E: laura.kelly@bakermckenzie.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant Namasté Laboratories, LLC 

 
Dennis S. Ellis 
Katherine F. Murray 
Serli Polatoglu 
ELLIS GEORGE LLP  
2121 Avenue of the Stars 
Suite 3000, 30th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
T: (310) 274-7100 
F: (310) 275-5697 
E: dellis@ellisgeorge.com 
E: kmurray@ellisgeorge.com  
E: spolatoglu@ellisgeorge.com 
 
Jonathan Blakley 
GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI LLP 
1 N. Franklin St., Suite 800 
Chicago, IL 60606 
T: (312) 565-1400 
F: (312) 565-6511 
E: jblakley@grsm.com 
 
Peter Siachos 
GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI LLP 
18 Columbia Turnpike, Suite 220 
Florham Park, NJ 07932 
T: (973) 549-2500 
F: (973) 377-1911 
E: psiachos@grsm.com 
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Counsel for Defendants L’Oréal USA, Inc., L’Oréal USA 
Products, Inc. and SoftSheen-Carson LLC 
 
Lori B. Leskin 
E. Dean Harris Porter 
ARNOLD & PORTER KAYE SCHOLER, LLP 
250 West 55th Street  
New York, NY 10019 
T: (212) 836-8641 
F: (212) 836-8689 
E: lori.leskin@arnoldporter.com 
E: dean.Porter@arnoldporter.com 
 
Rhonda R. Trotter 
ARNOLD & PORTER KAYE SCHOLER, LLP  
777 South Figueroa Street, 44th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
T: (213) 243-4000 
F: (213) 243-4199 
 
Counsel for Defendants Strength of Nature LLC; Strength of 
Nature Global LLC; and Godrej SON Holdings 
 
R. Trent Taylor  
MCGUIREWOODS LLP  
Gateway Plaza 
800 East Canal Street 
Richmond, VA 23219-3916 
T: (804) 775-1182 
F: (804) 225-5409 
E: rtaylor@mcguirewoods.com 
 
Patrick P. Clyder 
Royce B. DuBiner 
MCGUIREWOODS LLP 
77 West Wacker Drive, Suite 4100 
Chicago, IL 60601-1818 
T: (312) 849-8100 
F: (312) 849-3690 
E: pclyder@mcguirewoods.com 
rdubiner@mcguirewoods.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant House of Cheatham LLC 
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Joseph P. Sullivan 
Kevin A. Titus 
Bryan E. Curry 
LITCHFIELD CAVO LLP 
303 W. Madison, Suite 300 
Chicago, IL 60606 
T: 312-781-6677 
F: 312-781-6630 
E: sullivanj@litchfieldcavo.com  
E: titus@litchfieldcavo.com  
E: curry@litchfieldcavo.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant Beauty Bell Enterprises, LLC f/k/a 
House of Cheatham, Inc. 
 
Richard J. Leamy, Jr. 
Kristen A. Schank 
Anna Morrison Ricordati  
WIEDNER & MCAULIFFE, LTD. 
1 N. Franklin St., Suite 1900 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
T: (312) 855-1105 
E: rjleamy@wmlaw.com  
E: kaschank@wmlaw.com 
E: amricordati@wmlaw.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant Avlon Industries, Inc. 
 
Melissa Fallah 
Robert W. Petti 
Alyssa P. Fleischman 
MARON MARVEL 
191 N. Wacker Drive – Suite 2950 Chicago, Illinois 60606 
T: (312) 579-2018 (ofc) 
E: mfallah@maronmarvel.com  
E: rpetti@maronmarvel.com 
E: afleischman@maronmarvel.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant Luster Products, Inc. 
 
Robert A. Atkins 
Daniel H. Levi 
Shimeng (Simona) Xu 
PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON 
LLP 
1285 Avenue of the Americas 
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New York, NY 10019 
T: (212) 373-3000 
E: ratkins@paulweiss.com 
E: dlevi@paulweiss.com 
E: sxu@paulweiss.com 
 
Randy S. Luskey 
PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON 
LLP 
535 Mission Street, 24th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
T: (628) 432-5112 
E: rluskey@paulweiss.com 
 
David E. Cole 
PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON 
LLP 
2001 K Street, NW  
Washington, DC 20006 
T: (202) 223-7348 
E: dcole@paulweiss.com 
 
Edward P. Abbot 
Erich J. Gleber  
HAWKINS PARNELL & YOUNG LLP  
275 Madison Avenue, 10th Floor  
New York, NY 10016  
E: eabbot@hpylaw.com 
E: egleber@hpylaw.com 
 
Counsel for Defendants Revlon, Inc., Revlon Consumer 
Products Corporation, and Revlon Group Holdings LLC 
 
Heidi Levine  
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP  
787 7th Ave 
New York, NY 10019 
T: (212) 839-5300 
E: hlevine@sidley.com 
 
Lisa M. Gilford 
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP 
555 W 5th St,  
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
T: (213) 896-6000 
E: lgilford@sidley.com 
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Colleen M. Kenney 
Kara L. McCall  
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP 
One South Dearborn  
Chicago, IL 60603  
T: (312) 853-2666  
E: ckenney@sidley.com 
E: kmccall@sidley.com  
 
Amanda Crawford-Steger 
Imani Maatuka 
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP 
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