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

MDL No. 3060
Case No. 23 C 818
Judge Mary M. Rowland

IN RE: HAIR RELAXER MARKETING
SALES PRACTICES AND PRODUCTS

LIABILITY LITIGATION This document relates to:

All Cases

JOINT STATUS REPORT FOR THE JUNE 18, 2026
DISCOVERY STATUS CONFERENCE

Co-Lead Counsel for Plaintiffs and counsel for Defendants provide this Joint Status Report in
advance of the discovery status conference scheduled for June 18, 2026 before the Honorable

Magistrate Judge Beth W. Jantz.

1. Defendant Specific Discovery Status

Avlon Industries, Inc.:

a. Net worth
Plaintiffs’ Position:

On December 20, 2024, in Dkt. Entry 1095, Magistrate Jantz addressed discovery of
Defendants’ Net worth. The order states: “The Court rules that all Defendants must
produce the relevant discovery for the years 2022 and 2023, by 2/28/25. The Court
understands that net worth and other financial records for 2024 may not be available
by 2/28/25 but orders the Defendants to produce that information as soon as it is
available, and to supplement this discovery for every year through trial, again as it is
available.”

Plaintiffs have requested that Avlon supplement Interrogatory responses consistent
with this order. Avlon has stated it will supplement its interrogatory response by June
18, 2026, with the currently available final net worth information for 2024 and 2025, if
complete.

Avlon’s Position:

Avlon has notified Plaintiff that it is gathering the information to supplement its
response to Interrogatory No. 2 of Interrogatory Set 8 regarding Avlon’s Net Worth for
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2024 and 2025 and will provide the final net worth calculations available on June 18,
2026.

Sally Beauty:

a. Joint Update re Special Master Grossman
Joint Statement:

The parties participated in a conference with Special Master Grossman on May 12,
2026, to discuss the discontinuation of Sally Beauty hair relaxer products and the
parties’ dispute regarding Sally Beauty’s search for responsive documents. During the
conference, the parties agreed to proceed with an informal process. On May 20, 2026,
Sally Beauty provided Special Master Grossman with an ex parte written submission
regarding the steps it took to comply with the Court’s prior order requiring Sally Beauty
to search for post-May 4, 2023 documents responsive to Plaintiffs’ Third Set of
Requests for Production, Request No. 4. After reviewing that submission, Special
Master Grossman directed Sally Beauty to conduct supplemental, targeted searches,
which are currently underway.

AFAM:
a. Joint ESI Protocol Update
Joint Statement:

AFAM began its ESI collection and production through use of the search terms used in
state court. The parties have exchanged proposed additional search terms to be run
against the AFAM document database. After de-duplicating the terms from those
already searched on the database, the parties agreed to run all terms except a few
outliners which they continue to negotiate. AFAM requested from its vendor and, on
June 4, 2026, provided hit reports from all terms searched on the AFAM document
database.

b. Joint Discovery Update
Joint Statement:

AFAM has continued to make weekly productions every Monday as required by the
Court’s Order. As of date, AFAM has exchanged 7 document productions and produced
a total of 14,354 documents (63,348 pages). AFAM has also provided supplemental
responses to its written discovery as new information is gathered. The parties have
continued to meet and confer every Friday to discuss the prior weeks’ document
production and any outstanding issues between the parties.
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During the meet and confers since the last JSR, the parties have discussed AFAM
revenue data and sales data that was requested in the written discovery. AFAM is in
process of gathering this information and will produce it as soon as it is
available. Plaintiffs requested AFAM provide the names of custodial files that AFAM
had gathered within its document database. AFAM provided that list on May 29, 2026.
Plaintiff requested information regarding the positions the custodians hold/held within
AFAM, which AFAM has agreed to provide and is currently working on collecting this
information for plaintiffs. After review of AFAM’s list of custodians, Plaintiffs
requested that AFAM include some additional custodians in its ESI search. AFAM is
evaluating those custodians at this time.

In discovery responses, AFAM produced an “Exhibit A” which is intended to reveal
the products at issue and the relevant dates on the market for those products. AFAM
has continued to update Exhibit A as it learns more information about its own products.
Plaintiffs have noted that certain products and information still appear to be missing
and have requested that AFAM further supplement this chart to provide these
foundational details. AFAM counsel is willing to continue such supplementations.

There were some problems with AFAM’s production numbers 4-6, where families of
documents and/or attachments were not properly linked. The parties have discussed
this issue. AFAM was informed by its vendor, Nextpoint, that this is a platform issue
dealing with the creation of the production load files, and that Nextpoint can correct
the platform load file issue for past productions and that the platform load file issue
will not persist with future productions.

The parties have also started discussions of schedules for upcoming depositions for
AFAM fact witnesses and corporate designee witnesses. The parties are working
together well throughout this process. Plaintiffs do have some concern, however, that
there are probably tens of thousands of documents still to be produced and they want
to ensure sufficient time to review and evaluate these documents in time to begin taking
depositions. The parties will be in a better position to discuss this issue with the Court
at the June 18, 2026 hearing.

c. Initial Disclosures and Insurance Information
Joint Statement:

On June 3, 2026, Plaintiffs requested AFAM supplement its Rule 26 Disclosures to
provide insurance information. AFAM is in the process of compiling this information.
On June 5, 2026, AFAM’s counsel provided Plaintiffs with a letter containing some
insurance information but stated that additional information is still being compiled.
AFAM plans to supplement its Initial Disclosures with more fulsome information by

June 15, 2026.
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RNA:
a. Status of Discovery
Joint Statement:
i. RNA ESI Collection and Review

The Court entered the Parties stipulated EAIDA Protocol on April 22, 2026. (Dkt. 1811).
As part of the EAIDA training process, RNA produced 385 documents from the LLM-
Coded Set pursuant to Paragraph 14 of the Protocol on May 22, 2026. The Parties
conferred on June 1, 2026 regarding document categories RNA designated as
nonresponsive. RNA is collecting data from its identified structured data sources. RNA
will produce responsive documents from the seed set by June 26, 2026.

ii. ESI Interrogatories and ESI Rule 30(b)(6) Deposition

Pursuant to the Court's May 18, 2026 Order (Dkt. 1850), the Parties met and conferred
on May 22, 2026, regarding the sufficiency of RNA's responses to Plaintiffs' Second
Set of Interrogatories, which addressed ESI-related topics. Those discussions are
ongoing. Based on the Parties' discussion, RNA is providing additional information,
and the Parties continue to work cooperatively toward resolution. As such, the Parties
did not refer the matter to Special Master Grossman. Plaintiffs reserve the right to seek
an ESI 30(b)(6) deposition should further questions arise regarding the scope or
completeness of RNA's ESI collection or the sufficiency of its supplemental responses.

b. Parties’ Positions on the Discovery Schedule
Plaintiffs’ Position:
Plaintiffs propose the following discovery schedule:

e September 1, 2026: Substantial Completion of Document Production
e November 1, 2026: Close of General Discovery

Plaintiffs received RNA’s JSR draft and maintain that it is appropriate and necessary
to set a discovery schedule at this stage. Several defendants have asserted the
affirmative defense of Failure to Name a Necessary Party. The Court has required
substantive responses to interrogatories on that defense by June 30, after the close of
case-specific fact discovery. At that time, Plaintiffs anticipate that certain defendants
may assert that RNA is a necessary party in specific bellwether cases. Plaintiffs will
require discovery into RNA to evaluate that defense and frame the relevant legal and
factual issues. A schedule is necessary to ensure that the parties can meet the deadlines
governing the currently scheduled bellwether cases.
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RNA’s own representations support the feasibility of Plaintiffs’ proposed schedule.
RNA estimates that model training and validation will require up to 60 to 90 days
following its June 26 seed set production, placing EAIDA validation no earlier than
late September 2026, leaving approximately five weeks before Plaintiffs’ proposed
November 1 close of discovery. RNA has provided no hit volume estimate, no linear
review projection, and no basis for concluding that five weeks is insufficient. At the
June 10 meet and confer, RNA counsel further confirmed that the approximately one
million documents falling outside the EAIDA Protocol, including non-text files,
would be easy to review manually, and raised no issues suggesting that workstream
would be infeasible within Plaintiffs’ proposed schedule.

RNA’s compliance with interim deadlines does not resolve the question before the
Court. The issue is not past performance but whether, absent a firm schedule,
discovery will be completed in time to serve the bellwether cases. RNA has not
addressed that question.

RNA’s proposal to defer scheduling until after validation is open-ended deferral, not
a counterproposal. RNA has identified no concrete obstacle to Plaintiffs’ proposed
dates and has not demonstrated that the schedule is infeasible, only that some
uncertainty remains. The existence of uncertainty is not a basis for indefinite deferral.

RNA'’s Position:

Deadlines for substantial completion of document production and close of general
discovery are neither necessary nor feasible at this time. Since the discovery stay as to
RNA was lifted on March 5, 2026, RNA has consistently met every interim deadline
and will continue to do so. Imposing an arbitrary end date is unnecessary; the Court
should continue setting agreed interim deadlines to ensure progress continues.

Plaintiffs frame the issue as “whether, absent a firm schedule, discovery will be
completed in time to serve the bellwether cases.” But RNA is not a defendant in any
bellwether case. RNA is a second wave defendant. Plaintiffs could have named RNA
in time to be a first wave defendant or dismissed RNA from individual cases in early
2024 and pursued it as a subpoena recipient, but Plaintiffs did neither.! Instead,
Plaintiffs have pursued extraordinarily broad discovery against RNA—the kind that
took first wave defendants three years to complete. The answer is simple: unless
Plaintiffs substantially reduce their discovery demands, RNA cannot meet a schedule
tied to the first wave bellwethers. The Court has recognized as much, which is why
Judge Rowland made clear prior to bellwether selection that second wave defendants
would not be included in the first wave bellwethers. Plaintiffs’ speculation that “certain
defendants may assert that RNA is a necessary party” does not alter RNA’s posture as
a second wave defendant or the enormous discovery burden it still faces.

"'In fact, the PLC issued a subpoena for records to RNA on March 14, 2024, which they later withdrew when they
chose to pursue RNA as a second wave defendant.
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I1.

Plaintiffs’ proposed deadlines are unattainable given the volume of material that
Plaintiffs demanded RNA collect (including millions of electronic files, over 250,000
paper batch records, and additional data still being collected) and the multi-step process
required by the court-ordered EAIDA Protocol (Dkt. 1811). Any production deadline
would be complete guesswork until RNA is further along in that process, as each step
depends on the success of the prior one.> Below is an explanation of the steps required
under the EAIDA Protocol and the numerous variables affecting RNA’s production
timeline of that document set alone. In addition to those documents, RNA is also
reviewing batch records, paper documents, and approximately 1 million electronic
documents unsuitable for the EAIDA model.?

RNA completed the first step of the EAIDA process by producing responsive
documents from the LLM-Coded Set by May 22, 2026. RNA has agreed that it will
complete the next step of the EAIDA process and produce responsive documents from
the Seed Set by June 26, 2026. Once that has been completed, the example documents
will be ingested into the EAIDA model and then RNA will need to evaluate the initial
results and conduct further training through additional document review. Until RNA
has those initial results, it has no way of knowing for sure how long the training process
will take, but it estimates it could be up to 60-90 days after the Seed Set production
before the model is fully trained and ready for validation. The parties will need to meet
and confer regarding the scope of the training documents and, if the parties reach a
resolution on that meet and confer, RNA will then need to conduct the validation
process; if no resolution is reached, the parties will need to submit any remaining
disputes to Special Master Grossman. Even after successful validation, the EAIDA
Protocol requires RNA to run search terms through the unproduced documents and
linearly review all hits to determine if there are additional responsive documents to be
produced. The scope of this additional review remains entirely unknown until RNA
reaches this step of the EAIDA Protocol. Plaintiffs criticize RNA for providing “no hit
volume estimate, no linear review projection, and no basis for concluding that five
weeks is insufficient,” but that is precisely the point: RNA cannot provide such
estimates until validation is complete and the universe of unproduced documents is
determined. Five weeks may be sufficient or may be only a fraction of the time required
to complete all steps required by the EAIDA Protocol. RNA has no way of estimating
either outcome at this time.

Class Action Discovery Update

a. Discovery Update

2 Plaintiffs’ position even acknowledges that EAIDA validation will likely occur “no earlier than late September
2026,” making Plaintiffs’ proposed deadline for substantial completion of document production by September 1, 2026

impossible.

3 RNA’s counsel stated that review of this document population is straightforward and in progress, but Plaintiffs
misconstrue that as implying that linear review of over one million documents can be completed in a matter of weeks
while RNA simultaneously completes its other discovery obligations. This review will take several months, as RNA
is concurrently working through the EAIDA process, paper documents, and supplementing its responses to Plaintiffs’
second set of interrogatories with requested ESI information.

6
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Joint Statement:

In accordance with the Court’s March 5, 2026, Minute Entry, Plaintiffs filed their
Motion for Class Certification on March 26, 2026 (Dkts. 1767-70). On May 6, 2026,
this Court modified the class certification briefing schedule (Dkt. 1834). Under the
revised schedule, Defendants filed their oppositions to Plaintiffs’ motion for class
certification and supporting expert reports on June 2, 2026 (Dkts. 1894 and 1901).
Plaintiffs’ replies in support of their motion, and any rebuttal expert reports are due to
be filed by August 3, 2026.

b. New Expert Reports in Opposition to Class Certification
Joint Statement:

On June 2, 2026, Defendants also filed a Daubert motion to exclude the Plaintiffs’
medical monitoring experts, Dr. Atul Shinagare and Dr. Amer Karam. (Dkt. 1899).
Plaintiffs' response to Defendants' motion is also due to be filed by August 3, 2026
(Dkt. 1908). Further, Defendants submitted two new expert reports from Dr. Lee
Shulman and Dr. Julie Diebol in support of their opposition to class
certification. Plaintiffs intend to seek document production and depositions from each
newly disclosed expert and will consider further dispositive motions relating to those
experts at that time.

Plaintiffs reached out to Defendants on June 9, 2026 asking for Drs. Shulman and
Diebol’s availability for deposition. Defendants have reached out to these experts
regarding their availability and will work with Plaintiffs to get these depositions
scheduled.

Dated: June 11, 2026.

FOR PLAINTIFFS:
Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Edward A. Wallace

Edward A. Wallace

WALLACE MILLER

200 W. Madison Street, Suite 3400
Chicago, Illinois 60606

T: (312) 261-6193

Email: eaw@wallacemiller.com

Plaintiffs’ Liaison Counsel

Diandra “Fu” Debrosse Zimmermann
DICELLO LEVITT LLC

FOR DEFENDANTS:
Respectfully Submitted,

/s/ Heidi Levine

Heidi Levine

SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
787 Seventh Avenue

New York, New York 10019
T: (212) 839-5300
hlevine@sidley.com

Defense Liaison Counsel and Counsel for
Defendant Namasté Laboratories, LLC
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505 20th Street North, Suite 1500
Birmingham, Alabama 35203

T: (312) 214-7900

Email: 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

Email: ffitzpatrick@motleyrice.com

Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel

Michael A. London

DOUGLAS & LONDON, P.C.

One State Street, 35th Floor

New York, New York 10004

T: (212) 566-7500

Email: 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

Email: ben@bencrump.com

Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel

Daniel A. Spira
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
One South Dearborn
Chicago, Illinois 60603
T: (312) 853-7274
dspira@sidley.com

Lisa M. Gilford
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
350 South Grand Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90071
T: (213) 896-6044
lgilford@sidley.com

Amanda M. Blau

SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
787 Seventh Avenue

New York, New York 10019
T: (212) 839-5441
ablau@sidley.com

Caitlin P. Strauss

SAUL EWING LLP

1735 Market Street

Suite 3400

Philadelphia, PA 19103-7504
T: (215) 972-7153
caitlin.strauss@saul.com

Michael A. Jacobson

SAUL EWING LLP

161 North Clark Street

Suite 4200

Chicago, IL 60601

T: (312) 876-7121
michael.jacobson@saul.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
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Los Angeles, CA 90067
T: (310) 274-7100

F: (310) 275-5967
dellis@egctirm.com
kmurray@egcfirm.com
spolatoglu@egctirm.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
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
psiachos@grsm.com

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
Lori.leskin@arnoldporter.com
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
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F: (213) 243-4199
Rhonda.trotter@arnoldporter.com

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
rtaylor@mcguirewoods.com

Patrick P. Clyder
MCGUIREWOODS LLP

77 West Wacker Drive, Suite 4100
Chicago, IL 60601-1818

T: (312) 849-8100

F: (312) 849-3690
pclyder@mcguirewoods.com

Counsel for Defendant House of Cheatham
LLC

Kevin A. Titus
LITCHFIELD CAVO LLP
303 W. Madison, Suite 300
Chicago, IL 60606
T:312-781-6677

F: 312-781-6630
sullivanj@litchfieldcavo.com
titus@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
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T: (312) 855-1105
rjleamy@wmlaw.com
kaschank@wmlaw.com
amricordati@wmlaw.com

Counsel for Defendant Avion 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
mfallah@maronmarvel.com
rpetti@maronmarvel.com
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
New York, NY 10019

T: (212) 373-3000
ratkins@paulweiss.com
dlevi@paulweiss.com
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

rluskey@paulweiss.com

David E. Cole

PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON &
GARRISON LLP

2001 K Street, NW

Washington, DC 20006

T: (202) 223-7348
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dcole@paulweiss.com

Edward P. Abbot

ECKERT SEAMANS CHERIN &
MELLOT, LLC

275 Madison Avenue, 10th Floor
New York, NY 10016

T: (646) 513-2358
eabbot@eckertseamans.com

Counsel for Defendants Revlon, Inc., Revion
Consumer Products Corporation, and
Revilon Group Holdings LLC

Yvette Ostolaza

Amanda Crawford-Steger
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP

2323 Cedar Springs, Ste. 2600
Dallas, TX 75201

T: (214)981-3496
yostolaza@sidley.com
asteger@sidley.com

Heidi Levine

SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
787 7th Ave

New York, NY 10019
T: (212) 839-5300
hlevine@sidley.com

Lisa M. Gilford
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP
555 W 5th St.

Los Angeles, CA 90013
T: (213) 896-6000
lgilford@sidley.com

Lauren E. Gumerove
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP

830 Brickell Plaza, Suite 4300
Miami, FL 33131

T: (305) 391-5219
lgumerove@sidley.com

Counsel for Defendant Sally Beauty Supply
LLC

12



Case: 1:23-cv-00818 Document #: 1929 Filed: 06/11/26 Page 13 of 15 PagelD #:98258

Joseph J. Welter

Ryan M. Frierott
GOLDBERG SEGALLIA
665 Main Street

Buffalo, NY 14203

T: (716) 566-5457
jwelter@goldbergsegalla.com
rfrierott@goldbergsegalla.com

Counsel for AFAM Concept, Inc.

Seth V. Alhadeff

Ravika Rameshwar

Matthew C. Wasserman
DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP
Southeast Financial Center

200 S. Biscayne Blvd.

Miami, FL 33131

T: (786) 957-1157
Seth.Alhadeff@dinsmore.com
Ravika.Rameshwar@dinsmore.com
Matthew.Wasserman@dinsmore.com

Matthew C. Wasserman
DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP

222 W. Adams Street

Suite 3400

Chicago, IL 60606

T:(312) 837-4316

Matthew. Wasserman@dinsmore.com

Adam Fox

DINSMORE & SHOHL LLP

801 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W., Suite 610
Washington, D.C. 20004

T: (202) 559-3615

F: (202) 372-9141
Adam.Fox@dinsmore.com

Counsel for Defendant, McBride Research
Laboratories, Inc.

Ashley C. Webber

Emily D. Robinson
MARSH ATKINSON & BRANTLEY, LL.C
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271 17th Street NW, Suite 1600
Atlanta, GA 30363

T: (404) 282-5050
ashley.webber@mablawfirm.com
emily.robinson@mablawfirm.com

Counsel for Defendant, Dudley Beauty Corp,
LLC

Daniel L. Stanner

Ashley Crettol Insalaco

Megan E. Ryan

TABET DIVITO & ROTHSTEIN LLC
209 S. LaSalle Street, 7th floor

Chicago, IL 60604

T: (312) 762-9450

dstanner@tdrlaw.com
ainsalaco@tdrlaw.com
mryan@tdrlaw.com

Counsel for Defendant RNA Corporation

Nancy L. Patterson

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
1000 Louisiana Street

Suite 4000

Houston, TX 77002

T: (713) 890-5000

F: (713) 890-5001
nancy.patterson@morganlewis.com

Mark A. Fiore

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP
502 Carnegie Center

Princeton, NJ 08540-6241

T: (609) 919-6600

F: (877) 432-9652
mark.fiore@morganlewis.com

Counsel for Defendant John Paul Mitchell
Systems, Inc.

Leslie A. Federer, ARDC #6325614
MARON MARVEL BRADLEY
ANDERSON & TARDY LLC

191 N. Wacker Drive, Suite 2950
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Chicago, Illinois 60606
T: (312) 767-1314
Ifederer@maronmarvel.com

Robert E. Dille (pro hac vice)
MARON MARVEL BRADLEY
ANDERSON & TARDY LLC
201 St. Charles Ave., Suite 2411
New Orleans, Louisiana 70170

T: (504) 321-9331
rdille@maronmarvel.com

Counsel for Defendant Murray’s Worldwide,
Inc.
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