
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
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CORPORATION, ) 
 ) 
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 )  
HOSPIRA, INC. and ORION CORP.,  ) 
 ) 
 Defendants. ) 

 

 

DEFENDANTS’ BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF THEIR 
MOTION TO DISMISS OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO STAY 
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Of Counsel:  
 
Bradford P. Lyerla  
Sara T. Horton  
Yusuf Esat  
Ren-How Harn  
JENNER &BLOCK LLP  
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yesat@jenner.com  
rharn@jenner.com 
 
Dated: November 14, 2018 
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Arthur G. Connolly, III (#2667)  
Ryan P. Newell (#4744) 
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Wilmington, DE 19801 
(302) 757-7300 
aconnolly@connollygallagher.com  
rnewell@connollygallagher.com  
 
Attorneys for Defendants Hospira, Inc. and 
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