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TO: ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Court-appointed Class Representative AMF 

Tjänstepension AB (“Plaintiff”), by and through its undersigned counsel, 

respectfully moves this Court, pursuant to Rule 23(e)(1) of the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure, for orders which will: (i) grant final approval of the proposed settlement 

of the above-captioned securities class action (“Settlement”) on the terms set forth 

in the Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement dated as of November 4, 2025 (ECF 

479-2); and (ii) approve the proposed plan for allocating the net proceeds of the 

Settlement to the Class. 

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that, in support of the Motion, the 

undersigned intend to rely on the accompanying Memorandum of Law and the 

Declaration of Margaret E. Mazzeo and exhibits attached thereto, all papers and 

pleadings filed in the Action, including the previously-filed Supplemental 

Declaration of Matthew L. Mustokoff in Support of Plaintiff’s Unopposed Motion 

for Preliminary Approval of Settlement and Authorization to Disseminate Notice of 

Settlement dated November 24, 2025 (ECF 484-1), the arguments of counsel, and 

any other matters properly before the Court.  

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that, proposed orders granting the relief 

requested herein will be submitted in connection with Plaintiff’s reply submission 

to be filed on April 27, 2026. 
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Court-appointed Lead Plaintiff and Class Representative AMF 

Tjänstepension AB (“AMF” or “Plaintiff”), on behalf of itself and the Court-certified 

Class, respectfully submits this Memorandum of Law in support of its Motion, 

pursuant to Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (“Rules”), for (i) final 

approval of the proposed settlement of this class action (“Action”) on the terms set 

forth in the Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement dated as of November 4, 2025 

(ECF 479-2) (“Stipulation”), and (ii) approval of the proposed plan for allocating 

the net proceeds of the Settlement to the Class (“Plan of Allocation” or “Plan”).1 

I. INTRODUCTION  

Subject to Court approval, Plaintiff has agreed to settle all claims asserted in 

this Action against Celgene Corporation (“Celgene” or the “Company”) and two of 

its former officers, Terrie Curran and Philippe Martin (“Individual Defendants” and 

together with Celgene, “Defendants”), in exchange for a $239 million cash payment 

 
1 All capitalized terms not defined herein have the meanings ascribed to them in the 
Stipulation and in the previously-filed Supplemental Declaration of Matthew L. 
Mustokoff (“Mustokoff Declaration” or “Mustokoff Decl.”) dated November 24, 
2025 (ECF 484-1). The Mustokoff Declaration is an integral part of this submission 
and, for the sake of brevity, Plaintiff respectfully refers the Court to the Mustokoff 
Declaration for a full description of the history of the Action and Plaintiff’s 
Counsel’s extensive litigation efforts (¶¶ 5, 36-137); the settlement negotiations  
(¶¶ 138-44); and the risks of continued litigation (¶¶ 145-90, 194-95). Unless 
otherwise noted, citations to “Mustokoff Decl. ¶ _” are to the Mustokoff Declaration. 
Citations to “Mazzeo Decl. Ex. _” and “Mazzeo Decl. ¶ _” are to the Declaration of 
Margaret E. Mazzeo dated March 30, 2026, submitted herewith. All internal 
citations are omitted and emphasis added unless otherwise indicated. 
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(“Settlement Amount”). If approved by the Court, the Settlement will rank among 

the top ten largest securities class action settlements in the Third Circuit since the 

passage of the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 (“PSLRA”). See 

Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 6 (Top 100 U.S. Class Action Settlements of All-Time (2025)). 

As detailed in the Mustokoff Declaration and summarized below, the 

Settlement is the culmination of seven years of vigorous litigation efforts and 

extensive settlement negotiations facilitated by three mediators, including a former 

federal district judge (The Honorable Layn R. Phillips (Ret.)). Mustokoff Decl.  

¶¶ 5, 138-42. At the time of Settlement, Plaintiff’s Counsel were preparing in earnest 

for trial. By that time, Plaintiff’s Counsel had already prosecuted the case through 

every phase of litigation—full fact and expert discovery; class certification and a 

Rule 23(f) petition for interlocutory review; briefing and argument on two motions 

for summary judgment; and the preparation of a full pretrial order and a battery of 

in limine and Daubert motions. Id. ¶¶ 48-133. As a result of these efforts (and 

others), Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel had a deep understanding of the strengths 

and weaknesses of the Class’s claims when they agreed to resolve the Action.   

Plaintiff maintains that the Class’s claims are meritorious and supported by 

the copious evidence developed during discovery, but Plaintiff also recognized that 

there were substantial risks to further litigation. Adverse determinations at trial, or 

in likely appeals, could have precluded any recovery for the Class, let alone a 
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recovery greater than the Settlement Amount. In contrast, the Settlement represents 

a significant percentage of the Class’s potential recoverable damages and provides 

Class Members with the certainty of a recovery in the face of meaningful trial risks 

as to both liability and damages. Plaintiff respectfully submits that the Settlement 

provides an outstanding result for the Class and readily satisfies the standards for 

final approval under Rule 23(e)(2). 

In December 2025, the Court preliminarily approved the Settlement. ECF 493, 

¶ 1. The Settlement has the full support of AMF—a sophisticated investor that took 

an active role in supervising the litigation—and the reaction of the Class to date has 

been positive. While the deadline for objecting to the Settlement and Plan of 

Allocation has not yet passed, following an extensive notice campaign, just two 

objections have been received. As discussed below, both objections are without 

merit and should be rejected by the Court. 

Given the foregoing considerations and the factors addressed below, Plaintiff 

respectfully submits that (i) the Settlement meets the standards for final approval 

under Rule 23, and is a fair, reasonable, and adequate result for the Class, and (ii) the 

Plan is a fair and reasonable method for equitably allocating the Net Settlement Fund 

to Class Members who submit valid Claims based on losses they suffered as a result 

of the alleged fraud. 
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II. THE SETTLEMENT WARRANTS FINAL APPROVAL  

Rule 23(e)(2) requires judicial approval of any class action settlement. 

Whether to grant such approval lies within the district court’s discretion. See In re 

Warfarin Sodium Antitrust Litig., 391 F.3d 516, 535 (3d Cir. 2004). This discretion 

should be guided by this Circuit’s strong judicial policy favoring settlement, which 

“is especially strong in class actions and other complex cases where substantial 

judicial resources can be conserved by avoiding formal litigation.” Ehrheart v. 

Verizon Wireless, 609 F.3d 590, 595 (3d Cir. 2010); see also McDonough v. Horizon 

Blue Cross Blue Shield of N.J., 641 F. App’x 146, 150 (3d Cir. 2015) (noting 

“overriding public interest in settling class action litigation”); Fernandez v. DouYu 

Int’l Hldgs. Ltd., 2025 WL 3564643, at *4 (D.N.J Dec. 15, 2025) (“In this Circuit, 

settlements, particularly in the context of large class actions, are favored.”).  

Under Rule 23(e)(2), the Court should approve a proposed class action 

settlement if it finds it to be “fair, reasonable, and adequate.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e)(2); 

see also In re NFL Players Concussion Injury Litig., 821 F.3d 410, 436 (3d Cir. 

2016). In making this determination, Rule 23(e)(2) provides that a court should 

consider whether:  

(A) the class representatives and class counsel have adequately 
represented the class;  

(B)  the proposal was negotiated at arm’s length;  
(C)  the relief provided for the class is adequate, taking into account:  

(i)  the costs, risks, and delay of trial and appeal; 
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(ii)   the effectiveness of any proposed method of distributing 
relief to the class, including the method of processing 
class-member claims;  

(iii)   the terms of any proposed award of attorney’s fees, 
including timing of payment; and 

(iv)   any agreement required to be identified under Rule 
23(e)(3); and 

(D)  the proposal treats class members equitably relative to each other. 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e)(2).   

Consistent with this guidance, courts in this Circuit have long considered the 

factors enumerated in Girsh v. Jepson in deciding whether to approve a class action 

settlement:   

(1) the complexity, expense and likely duration of the litigation  
. . . ; (2) the reaction of the class to the settlement . . . ; (3) the stage of 
the proceedings and the amount of discovery completed . . . ; (4) the 
risks of establishing liability . . .; (5) the risks of establishing damages 
. . . ; (6) the risks of maintaining the class action through the trial . . . ; 
(7) the ability of the defendants to withstand a greater judgment; (8) the 
range of reasonableness of the settlement fund in light of the best 
possible recovery . . . ; [and] (9) the range of reasonableness of the 
settlement fund to a possible recovery in light of all the attendant risks 
of litigation . . . .    

521 F.2d 153, 157 (3d Cir. 1975) (ellipses in original); In re Wilmington Tr. Sec. 

Litig., 2018 WL 6046452, at *4 (D. Del. Nov. 19, 2018).2 The Third Circuit also 

advises courts to consider, where applicable, the additional factors set forth in In re 

Prudential Insurance Co. America Sales Practice Litigation Agent Actions, 148 F.3d 

 
2 “These factors are a guide and the absence of one or more does not automatically 
render the settlement unfair.” In re Valeant Pharms. Int’l, Inc. Sec. Litig., 2020 WL 
3166456, at *7 (D.N.J. June 15, 2020). 
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283 (3d Cir. 1998). See infra § II.C.7.3   

At the preliminary approval stage, this Court considered the Rule 23(e)(2) 

factors in assessing the Settlement, and found that it will likely be able to finally 

approve the Settlement as fair, reasonable, and adequate, subject to further 

consideration at the Settlement Hearing. ECF 493, ¶ 1. Nothing has changed to alter 

the Court’s previous findings, and the factors supporting its determination to 

preliminarily approve the Settlement apply equally now. Plaintiff respectfully 

submits that the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate, and warrants final 

approval under the Rule 23(e)(2) factors and Third Circuit law. 

 Plaintiff and Class Counsel Have Adequately Represented the 
Class in this Action  

The first Rule 23(e)(2) factor—whether Plaintiff and Class Counsel “have 

adequately represented the class”—favors approval of the Settlement. The 

determination of adequacy “primarily examines two matters: the interests and 

incentives of the class representatives, and the experience and performance of class 

 
3 The Advisory Committee Notes to the 2018 amendments to Rule 23 explain that 
the four Rule 23(e)(2) factors are not intended to “displace” any factor previously 
adopted by the courts, but “rather to focus the court and the lawyers on the core 
concerns of procedure and substance that should guide the decision whether to 
approve the proposal.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e)(2) advisory committee’s note. 
Accordingly, Plaintiff discusses below the fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy 
of the Settlement principally in relation to the four Rule 23(e)(2) factors, but also 
discusses the application of the non-duplicative factors articulated by the Third 
Circuit in Girsh and Prudential. 
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counsel.” In re Cmty. Bank of N. Va. Mortg. Lending Pracs. Litig., 795 F.3d 380, 

392 (3d Cir. 2015). 

The Court has expressed confidence in the abilities of AMF and Class Counsel 

to pursue this litigation, first by appointing each to their respective positions (ECF 

36 at 4, 5), and then by certifying the Class on November 29, 2020 and finding that 

AMF and Class Counsel had satisfied Rule 23(a)(4)’s adequacy requirement. ECF 

114 at 10, 14. The Court’s confidence was well placed as AMF and Class Counsel, 

along with the other Plaintiff’s Counsel firms, zealously pursued this litigation on 

behalf of the Class—up to the precipice of trial. 

AMF diligently supervised and participated in the Action and, through its 

efforts, provided meaningful direction and assistance to Class Counsel. AMF’s 

efforts included, among other things, communicating regularly with Class Counsel 

about case developments and strategy; reviewing and commenting on pleadings and 

briefs; responding to Defendants’ extensive discovery requests, including by 

searching for, collecting and producing documents and responding to written 

discovery; consulting with Class Counsel regarding counsel’s review and 

assessment of document discovery; preparing for and providing testimony at a 

deposition; and consulting with counsel during the Parties’ settlement negotiations 

and ultimately approving the Settlement. See Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 1 (Declaration of 

Anders Grefberg submitted on behalf of AMF), ¶ 7. In addition, AMF has no 
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interests antagonistic to the Class, and shares claims in common with its members. 

See Utah Ret. Sys. v. Healthcare Servs. Grp., Inc., 2022 WL 118104, at *4 (E.D. Pa. 

Jan 12, 2022) (“Plaintiff’s interests are coextensive with, and not antagonistic to, the 

interests of the class since they all raise the same claims and seek the same relief: 

they share the same interest in holding Defendants accountable for their alleged 

misconduct.”).  

AMF also retained counsel who is highly experienced in securities litigation 

(see Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 1, ¶ 3), and Plaintiff’s Counsel extensively litigated the 

Class’s claims and negotiated the Settlement. See Alves v. Main, 2012 WL 6043272, 

at *22 (D.N.J. Dec. 4, 2012) (“[C]ourts in this Circuit traditionally attribute 

significant weight to the belief of experienced counsel that settlement is in the best 

interest of the class.”), aff’d, 559 F. App’x 151 (3d Cir. 2014). 

By the time of settlement, Plaintiff’s Counsel had: (i) exhaustively 

investigated the Class’s claims and prepared four detailed complaints based on that 

investigation (Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 40-45, 87, 134-37); (ii) successfully opposed 

Defendants’ motion to dismiss (id. ¶¶ 46-47); (iii) completed fact discovery, 

including the review of over 4.8 million pages of documents from Defendants (and 

an additional 3,300 pages from the FDA) and taking or defending 24 fact depositions 

(id. ¶¶ 48-86); (iv) successfully moved for class certification, defeated Defendants’ 

Rule 23(f) petition to the Third Circuit for interlocutory review, defeated 
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Defendants’ subsequent motion to modify the Court-certified Class Period, and 

oversaw an extensive Class Notice campaign (id. ¶¶ 92-101); (v) completed expert 

discovery, which involved ten expert reports and depositions (five per side) (id.   

¶¶ 111-16); (vi) briefed and argued two motions for summary judgment (id. ¶¶ 102-

10); (vii) prepared a full pretrial order (id. ¶¶ 119-21); and (viii) prepared and filed 

twelve motions in limine and Daubert motions, and opposed seven such motions 

filed by Defendants. Id. ¶¶ 122-33. 

In short, Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel respectfully submit that the 

prosecutorial record of this Action—fully set forth in the Mustokoff Declaration—

demonstrates the adequacy of their representation of the Class in this Action.  

 The Parties Negotiated the Settlement at Arm’s Length with the 
Assistance of Experienced Mediators 

A presumption of fairness attaches where, as here, the Parties engaged in 

arm’s-length negotiations following years of litigation that included extensive 

discovery and consultation with multiple experts. See, e.g., NFL, 821 F.3d at 436; 

Warfarin, 391 F.3d at 535, 537. This presumption is further supported where neutral 

settlement mediators are involved. See Alves, 2012 WL 6043272, at *22 (“The 

participation of an independent mediator in settlement negotiations virtually insures 

that the negotiations were conducted at arm’s length and without collusion between 

the parties.”).  
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Here, the Parties’ settlement negotiations included two mediation sessions:  

(i) an in-person, two-day mediation with Greg Danilow, Esq. of Phillips ADR 

Enterprises, which was conducted in June 2024, while Defendants’ motion for 

partial summary judgment was pending; and (ii) a second mediation with Judge Layn 

Phillips and David Murphy, Esq., both of Phillips ADR Enterprises, which was 

conducted in September 2025, while the Parties were preparing for trial. Mustokoff 

Decl. ¶¶ 138-42. Both mediations involved the exchange of comprehensive opening 

and reply mediation statements (with exhibits) that addressed the Parties’ respective 

views on liability and damages. Id. ¶¶ 140-41. The Parties’ negotiations culminated 

in Judge Phillips and Mr. Murphy issuing a double-blind mediator’s proposal to 

settle the Action for $239 million, which both sides accepted on September 25, 2025. 

Id. ¶ 142. 

Having prosecuted the case well past summary judgment, Plaintiff and 

Plaintiff’s Counsel were fully informed of the strengths and risks of the case at the 

time of settlement. The proceedings had reached a stage where AMF and its counsel 

could make a sound evaluation of the claims and the propriety of settlement. See 4 

Newberg and Rubenstein on Class Actions, Newberg on Class Actions § 13:49 (6th 

ed. 2023) (approval warranted “[w]here a court can conclude that the parties had 

sufficient information to make an informed decision about settlement”). 
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 The Settlement Provides the Class Adequate Relief, Considering 
the Costs, Risks, and Delay of Litigation and Other Relevant 
Factors  

Rule 23(e)(2)(C) overlaps considerably with many of the factors articulated 

in Girsh. All of these factors, which entail “a substantive review of the terms of the 

proposed settlement” and the “relief that the settlement is expected to provide to” 

the Class, weigh in favor of the Settlement. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e)(2)(A) & (B) 

advisory committee’s note to 2018 amendment. 

1. The Complexity, Expense, and Likely Duration of the 
Litigation 

Rule 23(e)(2)(C)(i) and the first Girsh factor look to “the complexity, expense 

and likely duration of the litigation.” Girsh, 521 F.2d at 157. “This factor is intended 

to capture the probable costs, in both time and money, of continued litigation.” In re 

ViroPharma Inc. Sec. Litig., 2016 WL 312108, at *9 (E.D. Pa. Jan. 25, 2016). 

Indeed, settlement is favored where “continuing litigation through trial would have 

required additional discovery, extensive pretrial motions addressing complex factual 

and legal questions, and ultimately a complicated, lengthy trial.” Talone v. Am. 

Osteopathic Ass’n, 2018 WL 6318371, at *14 (D.N.J. Dec. 3, 2018); see also In re 

LinkedIn User Privacy Litig., 309 F.R.D. 573, 587 (N.D. Cal. 2015) (“Generally, 

unless the settlement is clearly inadequate, its acceptance and approval are preferable 

to lengthy and expensive litigation with uncertain results.”).  
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Courts consistently acknowledge that securities class actions are “notably 

complex, lengthy, and expensive cases to litigate” In re Par Pharm. Sec. Litig., 2013 

WL 3930091, at *4 (D.N.J. July 29, 2013). This seven-year-long case was no 

exception. Continued litigation presented numerous risks to Plaintiff’s ability to 

establish liability and damages. Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 145-90, 194-95. And, continuing 

to prosecute the Action through trial would have required substantial additional time 

and expense.4 In contrast, the Settlement avoids the risk, expense, and delay of 

continued litigation while providing a substantial, near-term recovery for the Class. 

2. The Risks of Continued Litigation   

In assessing a settlement, a court should also consider “the risks of 

establishing liability,” “the risks of establishing damages,” and “the risks of 

maintaining the class action through the trial.” Girsh, 521 F.2d at 157. “These 

[Girsh] factors balance the likelihood of success and the potential damage award if 

the case were taken to trial against the benefits of immediate settlement.” 

Wilmington Tr., 2018 WL 6046452, at *5.  

 
4 Even if AMF prevailed at trial, Defendants surely would have appealed the verdict. 
Post-trial motions and appellate proceedings would have added significantly to the 
expense of this Action and delayed—potentially for years—any recovery to the 
Class (with no assurance that AMF would ultimately prevail or recover more than 
the Settlement Amount). See, e.g., In re BankAtlantic Bancorp, Inc. Sec. Litig., 2011 
WL 1585605, at *1 (S.D. Fla. Apr. 25, 2011) (granting defendants judgment as a 
matter of law on basis of loss causation, overturning jury verdict and award in 
plaintiff’s favor), aff’d on other grounds sub nom., Hubbard v. BankAtlantic 
Bancorp, Inc., 688 F.3d 713 (11th Cir. 2012). 
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While AMF ultimately prevailed at the motion to dismiss and summary 

judgment stages, it still faced the possibility of a defense verdict. See Nobles v. 

MBNA Corp., 2009 WL 1854965, at *2 (N.D. Cal. June 29, 2009) (although 

“[p]laintiff’s claim has survived a motion to dismiss, [] success is not guaranteed if 

this matter were to proceed to jury trial.”); see also, e.g., In re Apollo Grp., Inc. Sec. 

Litig., 2010 WL 5927988 (9th Cir. June 23, 2010) (granting judgment to defendants 

and nullifying unanimous jury verdict for plaintiff following trial). As set forth 

below, these risks favor approval of the Settlement. 

i. Risks to Establishing Liability 

As detailed in the Mustokoff Declaration and summarized below, Plaintiff 

faced a number of substantial risks to proving liability.  

First, Plaintiff faced challenges in proving that the statements at issue were 

materially false or misleading. See Oran v. Stafford, 226 F.3d 275, 282 (3d Cir. 

2000) (“To state a valid securities fraud claim . . . . a plaintiff must first establish 

that defendant . . . . made a materially false or misleading statement . . . .”). 

At trial, Defendants would have argued—as they did at the motion to dismiss 

and summary judgment stages—that the alleged misrepresentations at issue were not 

false or misleading at the time Defendants made them and that Defendants sincerely 

believed the truth of their statements. Specifically, Defendant Curran would likely 

have testified that she honestly believed that her April and July 2017 statements 
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regarding Otezla were true at the time she made them and that her statements were 

consistent with data and other information reflected in various internal Company 

documents. Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 149-60. Similarly, Defendants would have argued 

that their statements regarding Ozanimod were literally true and that they had a 

reasonable, good-faith belief that the FDA would accept the December 2017 

Ozanimod new drug application (“NDA”) for filing based on the advice they 

received from their consultants—former FDA officials—and based on regulatory 

precedent. Id. ¶¶ 161-62. 

Second, Plaintiff faced challenges in proving Defendants’ scienter, one of the 

most difficult elements for a securities fraud plaintiff to prove. See ViroPharma, 

2016 WL 312108, at *12 (“Since stockholders normally have little more than 

circumstantial and accretive evidence to establish the requisite scienter, proving 

scienter is an uncertain and difficult necessity for plaintiffs.”). For example, 

Defendants contended that Plaintiff would have never succeeded in establishing 

scienter for the fraud claim based on Celgene’s deficient NDA for Ozanimod 

because, they argued, they had a good-faith belief that the NDA would pass muster 

with the FDA, and the FDA ultimately approved the drug. Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 164-

65. As the Court noted in its Preliminary Approval Order, “there is contemporaneous 

evidence on each side of the ledger” and, therefore, “the answers to these [scienter] 

questions would likely turn at trial on the jury’s evaluation of witness credibility.” 
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ECF 488 at 5 (citing the Parties’ dueling evidence). 

Defendants also contended that Plaintiff’s fraud claim based on the alleged 

misrepresentation of the sales environment for Otezla was doomed at trial because, 

again, Plaintiff would be unable to prove scienter given Defendants’ reasonable basis 

to tell investors that Otezla’s market share and prescription levels were growing (not 

static, as Plaintiff claimed). Mustokoff Decl. ¶ 152. This issue too would have turned 

on “how particular witnesses come through on the particular day they are examined 

and cross-examined, and on how the particular jury that is seated takes the measure 

of them” (ECF 488 at 5)—things that are not within the control of the trial lawyer.   

Another related risk was the issue of proving corporate scienter—and 

defending a favorable verdict on appeal. Although there is some limited 

jurisprudence in this Circuit regarding what is required to impute scienter to a 

corporate defendant at the pleading stage (see, e.g., In re Cognizant Tech. Sols. Corp. 

Sec. Litig., 2018 WL 3772675 (D.N.J. Aug. 8, 2018)), this Court recognized there is 

a dearth of Circuit authority addressing the issue at summary judgment and at trial. 

See ECF 310 at 50-51 (“Relatively few cases explain the circumstances under 

which an employer (here, a corporation) can be liable under 10b-5 based on the 

knowledge (‘scienter’) of one or more of its employees.”). Even if AMF prevailed 

at trial, post-trial motions and appeals on the corporate scienter issue would have 

surely followed, and could have included issues of first impression in the Third 
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Circuit regarding corporate scienter and imputation. Mustokoff Decl. ¶ 195. The 

complexity and uncertainty of this issue was among the primary litigation risks 

Plaintiff faced. 

ii. Risks to Establishing Loss Causation and Damages   

Plaintiff also faced challenges in establishing loss causation and damages. See 

Dura Pharms., Inc. v. Broudo, 544 U.S. 336, 345-46 (2005) (plaintiffs bear the 

burden of proving “that the defendant’s misrepresentations caused the loss for which 

the plaintiff seeks to recover”).  

As the Court noted in its Preliminary Approval Order, had the case proceeded 

to trial, “[o]ut of the gate, the Plaintiff would face meaningful challenges in seeking 

to establish” the maximum alleged damages of $2.78 billion—“in part because 

Defendants’ damages expert would be a small shade more likely to get the better of 

certain arguments than the Plaintiff’s damages expert.” ECF 488 at 4-5 (discussing 

challenges to proving full damages).  

As detailed in the Mustokoff Declaration, one particular challenge was related 

to Defendants’ argument that the April 29, 2018 Morgan Stanley report predicting 

a one-to-three year delay in the FDA approval timeline for Ozanimod due to the 

deficiencies with the NDA was not a corrective disclosure because (1) Morgan 

Stanley simply repeated other analysts’ earlier estimates of a multi-year-delay in 

resubmitting the NDA, and (2) the FDA did not ultimately require the toxicology 
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studies discussed in the report. Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 189-90. Although Plaintiff’s 

Counsel were successful in fending off Defendants’ summary judgment arguments 

on this point, it would have remained a challenge before the jury.   

As to the Otezla claims, Defendants asserted that Plaintiff’s damages expert, 

Dr. David Tabak, failed to disaggregate the effects of certain confounding 

information, rendering his damages calculations unreliable. Id. ¶ 184. The Court 

highlighted this litigation risk in its Preliminary Approval Order, describing it as a 

“tough task” to fully disentangle “(a) the impact of cascading damage to Celgene 

management’s credibility, from (b) the impact of the October 26, 2017 corrective 

disclosure” because the October 26 corrective disclosure came a week after another 

disclosure that did not concern the drugs at issue here. ECF 488 at 4.  

Resolution of these complicated loss causation issues—and ultimately, the 

Class’s damages—would have hinged upon extensive expert discovery and 

testimony. Thus, “establishing damages at trial would lead to a battle of experts . . . 

with no guarantee whom the jury would believe.” In re Cendant Corp. Litig., 264 

F.3d 201, 239 (3d Cir. 2001); see also Lazy Oil, Co. v. Witco Corp., 95 F. Supp. 2d 

290, 337 (W.D. Pa. 1997) (“[C]ourts have recognized the need for compromise 

where divergent testimony would render the litigation an expensive and complicated 

battle of experts.”), aff’d, 166 F.3d 581 (3d Cir. 1999). 
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iii. Risks to Maintaining the Class Action Through Trial 

The Court certified the Class in November 2020. ECF 115. In light of the 

strong arguments supporting the appropriateness of class certification in this Action, 

Plaintiff believes the risk of decertification was minimal. Nevertheless, there is 

always a risk that the Action, or particular claims in the Action, might not be 

maintained as a class through trial. See Sullivan v. DB Invs., Inc., 667 F.3d 273, 322 

(3d Cir. 2011) (a “district court retains the authority to decertify or modify a class at 

any time during the litigation”). 

iv. Additional Trial Risks   

Plaintiff faced additional risks at trial with respect to the presentation of 

evidence for the Ozanimod claims given that most of the principal fact witnesses 

reside outside of the jurisdiction, beyond the Court’s subpoena power. Mustokoff 

Decl. ¶ 172. Plaintiff, therefore, would have had to rely largely on video deposition 

testimony to put on its Ozanimod case. Plaintiff’s inability to cross-examine live fact 

witnesses at trial could have been an impediment to its ultimate success. In addition, 

many of the witnesses who would appear live with respect to both Ozanimod and 

Otezla were adverse, making Plaintiff’s presentation of evidence even more 

challenging. Id. 
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3. The Reasonableness of the Settlement Amount in Light of 
the Best Possible Recovery and the Risks of Litigation 

The eighth and ninth Girsh factors, typically considered in tandem, examine 

“whether the settlement is reasonable in light of the best possible recovery and the 

risks the parties would face if the case went to trial.” Prudential, 148 F.3d at 322. 

“In making this assessment, the Court compares the present value of the damages 

plaintiffs would likely recover if successful, appropriately discounted for the risk of 

not prevailing, with the amount of the proposed settlement.” Par Pharm., 2013 WL 

3930091, at *7; see also In re AT&T Corp. Sec. Litig., 455 F.3d 160, 170 (3d Cir. 

2006) (“the percentage recovery[] must represent a material percentage recovery to 

plaintiff in light of all the risks”). The $239 million Settlement clears this threshold.   

The Settlement provides a favorable recovery when viewed both in the 

aggregate and as a proportion of estimated damages. In absolute terms, the recovery 

is the seventh largest securities class action settlement in this District and the ninth 

largest in the Third Circuit. Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 6. Further, the Settlement represents 

8.6% of the Class’s total claimed damages of $2.78 billion. Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 192-

93. As the Court noted in its Preliminary Approval Order, an 8.6% recovery is within 

the range of approved securities class action recoveries. ECF 488 at 4 (citing 

Wilmington Tr., 2018 WL 6046452, at *7 (citing data accumulated over 9 years); 

Schuler v. Medicines Co., 2016 WL 3457218, at *8 (D.N.J. June 24, 2016) (4% 

recovery “falls squarely within the range of previous settlement approvals”); In re 
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Hemispherx Biopharma, Inc., Sec. Litig., 2011 WL 13380384, at *6 (E.D. Pa. Feb. 

14, 2011) (approving settlement representing 5.2% of maximum damages and 

finding it “falls squarely within the range of reasonableness approved in other 

securities class action settlements”)). 

4. Stage of the Proceedings and Amount of Discovery 
Completed  

The third Girsh factor requires a court to consider “the degree of case 

development that class counsel have accomplished prior to settlement” in order to 

“determine whether counsel had an adequate appreciation of the merits of the case 

before negotiating” the settlement. Cendant, 264 F.3d at 235. A settlement following 

sufficient discovery and arms-length negotiation is “presumptively valid.” Devlin v. 

Ferrandino & Son, Inc., 2016 WL 7178338, at *5 (E.D. Pa. Dec. 9, 2016) (settlement 

“generally recognize[d]” as “presumptively valid where . . .the parties engaged in 

arm’s length negotiations after meaningful discovery”). 

From the commencement of this Action in March 2018 through its resolution 

in September 2025, Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel spent substantial time and 

resources prosecuting the Class’s claims. Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 36-137. As noted 

above (at § II.A), before reaching the Settlement, Plaintiff’s Counsel had completed 

substantial fact and expert discovery, successfully moved for class certification, 

largely defeated Defendants’ summary judgment motions, and completed the pretrial 

order. Id. ¶¶ 48-86, 92-96, 102-10, 119-21. In addition, Plaintiff’s Counsel prepared 
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detailed mediation submissions and participated in contested settlement 

negotiations, including two separate mediation sessions. Id. ¶¶ 138-42. This 

substantial record demonstrates that, when the Parties reached the Settlement, 

Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel had ample information to make an informed 

decision about settlement based on the “strengths and weaknesses of their case.” 

Dartell v. Tibet Pharms., Inc., 2017 WL 2815073, at *5 (D.N.J. June 29, 2017) 

(finding third Girsh factor favored settlement approval where parties had “fully 

briefed motions to dismiss, a motion for class certification, and [had] engaged in 

discovery,” as well as the “engage[ment of] two experts”). This factor strongly 

supports the Settlement. 

5. Ability of Defendants to Withstand a Greater Judgment  

The seventh Girsh factor considers “whether the defendants could withstand 

a judgment for an amount significantly greater than the [s]ettlement.” Cendant, 264 

F.3d at 240. However, even the “fact that [defendants] could afford to pay more does 

not mean that [they are] obligated to pay any more than what the . . . class members 

are entitled to under the theories of liability that existed at the time the settlement 

was reached.” Warfarin, 391 F.3d at 538. Here, while Defendants theoretically could 

afford to pay more, this factor does not render the significant amount recovered 

through the Settlement any less fair, reasonable, or adequate. See In re Schering-
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Plough Corp. Sec. Litig., 2009 WL 5218066, at *5 (D.N.J. Dec. 31, 2009) (“pushing 

for more in the face of risks and delay would not be in the interests of the class”). 

6. The Reaction of the Class to Date  

In assessing a settlement, courts in this Circuit also consider “the reaction of 

the class to the settlement.” Girsh, 521 F.2d at 157. The deadline for Class Members 

to object to the Settlement is April 23, 2026.  

As of this filing, there have been two objections. Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2-D 

(David Lisi objection) and Ex. 2-E (Patrick A. Seamands objection).5 As a threshold 

matter, neither objector has established his membership in the Class—or standing to 

object—by providing their transactions in Celgene common stock during the Class 

Period as required for a valid objection. Mazzeo Decl. ¶ 6; see ECF 493, ¶ 14. Bare 

assertions of class membership do not establish standing. See Feder v. Elec. Data 

Sys. Corp., 248 F. App’x 579, 581 (5th Cir. 2007) (holding that objector who 

produced no evidence of class membership lacked standing to object, and stating 

that “[a]llowing someone to object to settlement in a class action based on this sort 

of weak, unsubstantiated evidence would inject a great deal of unjustified 

uncertainty into the settlement process”).  

Standing issues aside, both objections are unfounded and should be rejected. 

 
5 Attached as Exhibit 2 to the Mazzeo Declaration is the Declaration of Luiggy 
Segura submitted on behalf of the Court-authorized Claims Administrator JND 
Legal Administration, LLC (“JND”). 
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The objection from David Lisi makes several assertions. First, Mr. Lisi asserts 

that the Settlement is “inadequate, unfair, and unreasonable” because “the per-share 

recovery is disproportionately low compared to the alleged harms and potential 

recoverable damages.” Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2-D at 2. The estimated $0.57 per-share 

recovery highlighted by Mr. Lisi is the PSLRA’s required estimated average 

recovery per share and is calculated by dividing the Settlement Amount by the 

estimated total number of damaged shares (in this case, roughly 422 million). As 

stated in the Notice, however: “This does not mean that your actual recovery will be 

$0.57 per share. Your actual recovery, if any, will depend on the aggregate losses of 

eligible Class Members, the date(s) you purchased and sold your Celgene common 

stock, the purchase and sale prices of those shares, and the total number and amount 

of claims filed.” Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2 (Ex. B at 1). Plaintiff’s Counsel cannot provide 

any analysis of Mr. Lisi’s potential recovery as Mr. Lisi did not provide any specifics 

regarding his transactions in Celgene common stock.  

Second, Mr. Lisi asserts that the Settlement “undervalues the claims relative 

to asserted class-wide damages and case strength.” Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2-D at 2. Mr. 

Lisi claims that the $239 million recovery (which represents 8.6% of damages) is “a 

relatively modest recovery percentage given the extensive evidence developed.” Id. 

at 2-3. But Mr. Lisi fails to provide any analysis of the specific risks Plaintiff faced 

if the Action were to proceed to trial (see generally Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 145-90, 194-
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95)—any one of which could have eliminated or drastically reduced any recovery 

for the Class. See Bodnar v. Bank of Am., N.A., 2016 WL 4582084, at *4 (E.D. Pa. 

Aug. 4, 2016) (“[a] complaint that a settlement should have somehow been better is 

not proper grounds for objecting to a settlement”). 

Finally, Mr. Lisi complains that the “[d]eductions for fees, expenses, and costs 

further erode an already limited recovery.” Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2-D at 3. Plaintiff’s 

Counsel litigated this Action for seven years, devoting more than 75,000 hours to its 

prosecution without any guarantee of payment—and they worked the case as long 

as they did to exact the sizeable recovery for the Class. Plaintiff’s Counsel are 

entitled to receive a fee and expense award from the common fund they obtained for 

the Class’s benefit. Mr. Lisi’s unsupported objection should be rejected.  

The objection from Patrick A. Seamands takes aim at the requirement that 

Class Members provide documentation to support their transactions in Celgene 

common stock and asserts that “[t]he burden to determine who owned how many 

stock shares and when they owned them should be on Celgene Corporation and not 

the stockholders.” Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2-E at 1. This statement is incorrect. Celgene, 

like virtually all defendants in securities class actions, does not possess trading data 

for Class Members. Rather, Celgene has only the names and addresses of certain 

record holders of the stock (which were provided to JND in connection with Class 

Notice). The majority of Class Members in securities class actions hold their shares 
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in “street name”—through brokers, banks, or other nominees, and neither Celgene, 

nor the Claims Administrator, knows who these individuals and entities are. All 

Class Members who wish to receive a distribution from the Settlement must submit 

their trading data so that their claimed losses can be verified and their distribution 

amounts can be calculated—a requirement that is standard practice in securities class 

action settlements. The Seamands objection should be rejected.  

7. The Relevant Prudential Factors Also Support the 
Settlement 

In addition to Rule 23(2)(e) and the traditional Girsh factors, the Third Circuit 

also advises courts to address, where applicable, the following factors set forth in 

Prudential:   

[1] the maturity of the underlying substantive issues, as measured by 
experience in adjudicating individual actions, the development of 
scientific knowledge, the extent of discovery on the merits, and other 
factors that bear on the ability to assess the probable outcome of a trial 
on the merits of liability and individual damages; [2] the existence and 
probable outcome of claims by other classes and subclasses; [3] the 
comparison between the results achieved by the settlement for 
individual class or subclass members and the results achieved—or 
likely to be achieved—for other claimants; [4] whether class or subclass 
members are accorded the right to opt out of the settlement; [5] whether 
any provisions for attorneys’ fees are reasonable; and [6] whether the 
procedure for processing individual claims under the settlement is fair 
and reasonable.   

148 F.3d at 323.  

Each of the Prudential factors weighs in favor of the Settlement. 

As to the first Prudential factor, Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel had a well-

Case 2:18-cv-04772-MEF-JBC     Document 494-1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 32 of 42
PageID: 53483



 

26 

developed understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the case based on their 

thorough investigation and prosecution of the Class’s claims, extensive work with 

multiple experts, full fact and expert discovery, summary judgment practice, 

completion of the pretrial order, and mediation efforts. See supra § II.C.4.  

As to the second and third Prudential factors, Plaintiff is not aware of other 

classes or claimants asserting related securities fraud claims.  

As to the fourth Prudential factor, because the Court previously certified the 

Class and afforded Class Members ample opportunity to request exclusion from the 

Class in connection with Class Notice, the Court exercised its discretion under Rule 

23(e)(4) not to provide a second opportunity for Class Members to opt out of the 

Class in connection with the Settlement proceedings. See ECF 493, ¶ 11.  

As to the fifth and sixth Prudential factors, Class Counsel’s request for 

attorneys’ fees is reasonable as set forth below in § II.D and in the accompanying 

Fee and Expense Memorandum. The Plan that will govern the allocation of the Net 

Settlement Fund is also fair and reasonable as set forth below in § III. 

 The Remaining Rule 23(e)(2) Factors Support Final Approval of 
the Settlement 

In evaluating the Settlement, Rule 23(e)(2) instructs courts to also consider: 

(i) “the effectiveness of [the] proposed method of distributing the relief provided to 

the class, including the method of processing class member claims”; (ii) “the terms 

of any proposed award of attorney’s fees, including the timing of payment”; (iii) any 
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other agreement made in connection with the proposed settlement; and (iv) whether 

“class members are treated equitably relative to each other.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 

23(e)(2)(C)(ii)-(iv) & (e)(2)(D). These factors also support final approval.  

First, the proposed method of distribution and claims processing ensures 

equitable treatment of Class Members. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e)(2)(C)(ii) & 

(e)(2)(D). Class Members’ Claims will be processed and the Net Settlement Fund 

will be distributed pursuant to a standard method routinely approved in securities 

class actions. The Court-authorized Claims Administrator, JND, will review and 

process all Claims received, provide each Claimant with an opportunity to cure any 

deficiency in their Claim or request judicial review of the denial of their Claim, if 

applicable, and will ultimately mail or wire Authorized Claimants their pro rata 

share of the Net Settlement Fund, as calculated under the Plan of Allocation. See 

infra § III; Mustokoff Decl. ¶¶ 199-204. Importantly, none of the Settlement 

proceeds will revert to Defendants. See Stipulation, ¶ 13. 

Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s Counsel believe that the claims process will result in 

numerous Class Members receiving payments from the Settlement Fund.6 Following 

the initial distribution to Class Members, JND, under Class Counsel’s supervision, 

will, if economically feasible, conduct redistributions of any funds remaining in the 

 
6 Plaintiff will provide the results of the claims process for the Settlement, including 
the number of Claims received and preliminary losses calculated under the Plan, in 
its reply to be filed on April 27, 2026.  
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Net Settlement Fund to Authorized Claimants in accordance with the Plan. See 

Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2 (Ex. B, ¶ 90). Plaintiff’s Counsel will strive to distribute as much 

of the Net Settlement Fund as possible to Authorized Claimants and if there is any 

money remaining for a cy pres distribution, Plaintiff’s Counsel anticipates that it will 

be small. See In re Baby Prod. Antitrust Litig., 708 F.3d 163, 174 (3d Cir. 2013) 

(considering “degree of direct benefit provided to the class” in assessing proposed 

settlement); Hacker v. Electric Last Mile Sols. Inc., 2024 WL 5102696, at *10 

(D.N.J. Nov. 6, 2024) (settlement approval supported where there was “no concern 

that a large portion of the fund will be unclaimed and or be turned over to a cy 

pres recipient rather to Settlement Class Members”). 

Second, the relief provided by the Settlement remains adequate upon 

consideration of the terms of the proposed award of attorneys’ fees and Litigation 

Expenses incurred in prosecuting this Action, including the timing of any such 

Court-approved payments. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(e)(2)(C)(iii). As discussed in the 

Fee and Expense Memorandum, the requested attorneys’ fees of 22.18% of the 

Settlement Fund, made in accordance with an ex ante retention agreement with AMF 

(see Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 1, ¶ 10), and to be paid upon the Court’s approval, are 

reasonable in light of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s efforts over the past seven years and the 

$239 million recovery, as well as the significant risks shouldered by Plaintiff’s 
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Counsel.7 Additionally, the 22.18% fee request is fully supported by Third Circuit 

case law. See Wilmington Tr., 2018 WL 6046452, at *9 (finding 28% to be a “typical 

fee percentage” in the Third Circuit); see also Beltran v. SOS Ltd., 2023 WL 319895, 

at *8 (D.N.J. Jan. 3, 2023) (“In common fund cases, the fees typically awarded to 

class counsel generally range between 19% to 45% of the Settlement Fund.”), R & 

R adopted, 2023 WL 316294 (Jan. 19, 2023).  

The proposal that any Court-awarded attorneys’ fees be paid upon issuance of 

the ruling granting such fees is also reasonable and consistent with common practice, 

as the Stipulation dictates that if the Settlement is terminated or any fee award 

subsequently modified, Plaintiff’s Counsel must repay the subject amount with 

interest. Stipulation, ¶ 16. 

Finally, as previously disclosed in connection with Plaintiff’s motion for 

preliminary approval of the Settlement, the only agreement the Parties entered into 

beyond the Stipulation was a confidential Supplemental Agreement regarding 

requests for exclusion. See id., ¶ 36. In the event that the Court permitted a second 

opportunity for Class Members to request exclusion from the Class in connection 

with the Settlement, the Supplemental Agreement would have provided Defendants 

 
7 In connection with its fee request, Class Counsel also seeks payment from the 
Settlement Fund of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s expenses in the total amount of 
$4,254,075.91 and a request for reimbursement to AMF in the amount of 
$48,000.00. Mazzeo Decl. ¶ 7. 
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the option to terminate the Settlement if exclusion requests exceeded certain agreed-

upon conditions. Because no second opt-out opportunity was granted (see ECF 493, 

¶ 11), the Supplemental Agreement is moot.  

For the reasons set forth above and in the Mustokoff Declaration, the 

Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate when evaluated under any standard or 

set of factors and, therefore, warrants the Court’s final approval.   

III. THE COURT SHOULD APPROVE THE PLAN OF ALLOCATION  

“Approval of a plan of allocation of a settlement fund in a class action is 

governed by the same standards of review applicable to approval of the settlement 

as a whole: the distribution plan must be fair, reasonable and adequate.” Beltran, 

2023 WL 319895, at *9. An allocation formula recommended by experienced and 

competent class counsel “need only have a reasonable and rational basis.” Par 

Pharm., 2013 WL 3930091, at *8. Moreover, “[a] plan of allocation that reimburses 

class members based on the type and extent of their injuries [relative to strength and 

value of their claims] is generally reasonable.” In re Lucent Techs., Inc., Sec. Litig., 

307 F. Supp. 2d 633, 649 (D.N.J. 2004); see also In re Gen. Instrument Sec. Litig., 

209 F. Supp. 2d 423, 431 (E.D. Pa. 2001) (deeming plan of allocation “even handed” 

where “claimants are to be reimbursed on a pro rata basis for their recognized losses 

based largely on when they bought and sold their shares of [eligible] stock”).  
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Here, the Plan (set forth in Appendix A to the Notice) was developed by Class 

Counsel in consultation with Plaintiff’s damages expert, Dr. Tabak, and his team at 

NERA. Mustokoff Decl. ¶ 201. The Plan is designed to equitably distribute the Net 

Settlement Fund to Class Members who timely submit valid Claims demonstrating 

that they suffered economic losses as a result of Defendants’ alleged violations of 

the federal securities laws, as opposed to economic losses caused by market or 

industry forces or other Company-specific information unrelated to Plaintiff’s 

allegations. Id.   

The Plan is based upon the estimated amount of artificial inflation in the price 

of Celgene common stock during the Class Period. Id. To qualify for a loss under 

the Plan, a Class Member must have held Celgene common stock purchased during 

the Class Period through at least one of the dates when the disclosure of alleged 

corrective information partially removed the alleged inflation from the price of the 

stock. Id. Further, a Claimant’s loss will depend upon several factors, including the 

date(s) when the Claimant purchased and sold their Celgene common stock during 

the Class Period and at what price(s), taking into account the PSLRA’s statutory 

limitation on recoverable damages. Id. Authorized Claimants will recover their 

proportional “pro rata” amount of the Net Settlement Fund based on their calculated 

loss. Id.; see Beneli v. BCA Fin. Servs., Inc., 324 F.R.D. 89, 105 (D.N.J. 2018) 
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(“[P]ro rata distributions are consistently upheld . . . .”). Accordingly, Plaintiff’s 

trading activity is treated in the same manner as that of all other Class Members.  

The Plan will result in a fair and equitable distribution of the Settlement 

proceeds among Class Members who suffered losses as a result of Defendants’ 

alleged conduct. The Notice fully disclosed the Plan and, to date, no objections to 

the Plan have been received. Therefore, the Plan should be approved. 

IV. NOTICE SATISFIED RULE 23, DUE PROCESS, AND THE PSLRA 

Plaintiff has provided the Class with adequate notice of the Settlement. The 

notice satisfied both: (i) Rule 23, as it was “the best notice . . . practicable under the 

circumstances” and directed “in a reasonable manner to all class members who 

would be bound by the” Settlement (Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(c)(2)(B) & (e)(1)(B); see 

also Eisen v. Carlisle & Jacquelin, 417 U.S. 156, 173-75 (1974)); and (ii) due 

process, as it was “reasonably calculated, under all the circumstances, to apprise 

interested parties of the pendency of the action and afford them an opportunity to 

present their objections.” Mullane v. Cent. Hanover Bank & Tr. Co., 339 U.S. 306, 

314 (1950); see also Baby Prods., 708 F.3d at 180 (“Generally speaking, the notice 

should contain sufficient information to enable class members to make informed 

decisions on whether they should take steps to protect their rights, including 

objecting to the settlement or, when relevant, opting out of the class.”). Collectively, 

the notices to the Class provide all information specifically required by Rule 23 and 
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the PSLRA. See ECF 493, ¶ 5; see also Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2 (Exs. 1-3).  

In accordance with the Preliminary Approval Order, JND has disseminated a 

total of 762,913 Postcard Notices and 4,514 Settlement Notice Packets to potential 

Class Members and Nominees through March 26, 2026. See Mazzeo Decl. Ex. 2,  

¶ 11. In addition, JND caused the Summary Notice to be published in The Wall Street 

Journal and transmitted over PR Newswire on January 28, 2026, and updated the 

case website www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com to provide information about 

the Settlement and access to downloadable copies of the Notice and Claim Form and 

other Settlement-related documents. Id., ¶¶ 12, 15-16. Defendants also issued notice 

pursuant to the Class Action Fairness Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1715. ECF 486.   

In sum, the notice campaign provides sufficient information for Class 

Members to make informed decisions regarding the Settlement, fairly apprises them 

of their rights with respect to the Settlement, represents the best notice practicable 

under the circumstances, and complies with the Court’s Preliminary Approval Order, 

Rule 23, the PSLRA, and due process. The notice program for the Settlement was 

the same method used for the Class Notice campaign in this Action, and Courts in 

this Circuit routinely approve comparable notice programs. See, e.g., Electric Last 

Mile, 2024 WL 5102696, at *12; Goodman v. UBS Fin. Servs. Inc., 2023 WL 

8527165, at *2 (D.N.J. Dec. 7, 2023); In re Innocoll Hldgs. Pub. Ltd. Co. Sec. Litig., 

2022 WL 16533571, at *2-4 (E.D. Pa. Oct. 28, 2022); Kanefsky v. Honeywell Int’l 
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Inc., 2022 WL 1320827, at *2-3 (D.N.J. May 3, 2022); In re Horsehead Holding 

Corp. Sec. Litig., 2021 WL 2309689, at *2 (D. Del. June 4, 2021). 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth herein and in the supporting Mustokoff and Mazzeo 

Declarations, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court grant final approval of the 

Settlement and approve the Plan of Allocation.  

Dated:  March 30, 2026 
 
s/ James E. Cecchi   
James E. Cecchi 
Donald A. Ecklund 
CARELLA, BYRNE, CECCHI, 
BRODY & AGNELLO P.C. 
5 Becker Farm Road 
Roseland, NJ 07068 
Telephone: (973) 994-1700 
Facsimile: (973) 994-1744 
 
Court-Appointed Co-Liaison Counsel 
for Class Representative and the Class 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
KESSLER TOPAZ 
MELTZER & CHECK, LLP 
Matthew L. Mustokoff 
Andrew L. Zivitz 
Jamie M. McCall 
Margaret E. Mazzeo 
Nathan A. Hasiuk 
280 King of Prussia Road 
Radnor, PA 19087 
Telephone: (610) 667-7706 
Facsimile: (610) 667-7056 

BERNSTEIN LITOWITZ 
BERGER & GROSSMANN LLP 
 
Salvatore J. Graziano 
Adam H. Wierzbowski 
Robert F. Kravetz 
Aasiya Mirza Glover 
Alexander Noble 
1251 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10020 
Telephone: (212) 554-1400 
Facsimile: (212) 554-1448 
 
Additional Counsel for the Class 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I caused the foregoing to be electronically filed with the 

CM/ECF system. Those attorneys registered with the Electronic Filing System will 

receive notice of this filing by ECF and email. I further certify that a courtesy copy 

of this filing will be served upon the Court. 

Dated:  March 30, 2026    s/ James E. Cecchi   
James E. Cecchi  
CARELLA BYRNE CECCHI 
BRODY & AGNELLO, P.C. 
5 Becker Farm Road 
Roseland, NJ 07068 
Telephone: (973) 994-1700 
Facsimile: (973) 994-1744 
jcecchi@carellabyrne.com 
 
Liaison Counsel for the Class 
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I, Margaret E. Mazzeo, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am a member of the New Jersey Bar and a partner at the law firm of 

Kessler Topaz Meltzer & Check, LLP, counsel for Court-appointed Lead Plaintiff 

and Class Representative AMF Tjänstepension AB (“AMF” or “Plaintiff”) and the 

Class in the above-captioned action (“Action”).1 I have actively participated in and 

managed substantial components of the prosecution and resolution of the Action, 

and I make this Declaration of my personal and firsthand knowledge. If called and 

sworn as a witness, I could and would testify competently hereto.  

2. I respectfully submit this Declaration in support of Plaintiff’s motion 

pursuant to Rule 23(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for final approval of 

the proposed $239,000,000 cash settlement (“Settlement”) with defendants Celgene 

Corporation (“Celgene”), Terrie Curran, and Philippe Martin (collectively, 

“Defendants”). If approved, the Settlement will resolve all claims asserted in the 

Action against Defendants and the other Defendants’ Releasees on behalf of the 

Court-certified Class comprised of: all persons and entities who purchased the 

common stock of Celgene between April 27, 2017 and April 27, 2018, inclusive, and 

 
1  Unless otherwise noted, capitalized terms used herein have the meanings 
ascribed to them in the Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement dated November 4, 
2025. ECF 479-2. 
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were damaged thereby.2 The Court preliminarily approved the Settlement and 

directed notice thereof to the Class by Order dated December 19, 2025 (“Preliminary 

Approval Order”). ECF 493.  

3. I also respectfully submit this Declaration in support of: (i) the proposed 

plan for allocating the net proceeds of the Settlement to eligible Class Members 

(“Plan of Allocation”); and (ii) Class Counsel’s motion, on behalf of Plaintiff’s 

Counsel,3 for an award of attorneys’ fees in the amount of 22.18% of the Settlement 

Fund, payment of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s Litigation Expenses in the total amount of 

$4,254,075.91, and in accordance with the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act 

of 1995 (“PSLRA”), reimbursement to Plaintiff in the amount of $48,000.00 for its 

costs in connection with representing the Class in the Action (“Fee and Expense 

Application”). See infra Section II. 

 
2  Excluded from the Class are: (i) Defendants; (ii) any directors and officers of 
Celgene during the Class Period and members of their Immediate Families; (iii) the 
subsidiaries, parents and affiliates of Celgene; (iv) any firm, trust, corporation or 
other entity in which Celgene has or had a controlling interest; and (v) the legal 
representatives, heirs, successors and assigns of any such excluded party. Also 
excluded from the Class are (i) the persons and entities who excluded themselves 
from the Class pursuant to the Class Notice as listed in Exhibit C to ECF 215; and 
(ii) Judge Michael E. Farbiarz, his current or former chambers staff, and any of his 
family members. 
3  “Plaintiff’s Counsel” refers collectively to: (i) Class Counsel Kessler Topaz; 
(ii) Liaison Counsel Carella, Byrne, Cecchi, Brody & Agnello, P.C. (“Carella 
Byrne”); and (iii) additional counsel for the Class, Bernstein Litowitz Berger & 
Grossmann LLP (“Bernstein Litowitz”). 
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4. In conjunction with this Declaration, Plaintiff and Class Counsel are 

submitting: (i) Plaintiff’s Motion and Memorandum of Law in Support of Plaintiff’s 

Motion for Final Approval of Settlement and Plan of Allocation; and (ii) Class 

Counsel’s Motion and Memorandum of Law in Support of Class Counsel’s Motion 

for Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Expenses.  

I. NOTICE OF THE SETTLEMENT AND THE REACTION OF THE 
CLASS TO DATE 

5. Following entry of the Court’s Preliminary Approval Order, the Court-

authorized Claims Administrator, JND Legal Administration (“JND”), disseminated 

notice of the Settlement to Class Members.4 Defendants also issued notice of the 

Settlement pursuant to the Class Action Fairness Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1715. ECF 486. 

6. The deadline for Class Members to submit an objection to the 

Settlement, the Plan of Allocation, and/or the Fee and Expense Application is April 

23, 2026 at 5:00 p.m. To date, two objections—from David Lisi and Patrick A. 

Seamands—have been received. These objections are attached as Exhibits D and E 

to the Segura Declaration. As a threshold matter, neither objector provided 

documentation of their transactions in Celgene common stock necessary to establish 

Class membership (and standing to object) as required for a valid objection.  

 
4  See Declaration of Luiggy Segura on behalf of JND (“Segura Declaration” or 
“Segura Decl.”) attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 
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II. CLASS COUNSEL’S FEE AND EXPENSE APPLICATION 

7. Class Counsel seeks an award of attorneys’ fees and payment of 

expenses incurred by Plaintiff’s Counsel during the course of the Action. 

Specifically, Class Counsel is applying for attorneys’ fees in the amount of 22.18% 

of the Settlement Fund and for Litigation Expenses in the amount of $4,254,075.91. 

Class Counsel’s Fee and Expense Application also includes a request for 

reimbursement in the amount of $48,000.00 for the costs incurred by Plaintiff in 

representing the Class in the Action, as permitted by 15 U.S.C. § 78u-4(a)(4). 

8. The Fee and Expense Application is consistent with the maximum fee 

and expense amounts set forth in the notices and is supported by Plaintiff AMF.5   

9. The objection from Mr. Lisi is largely an objection to the Settlement 

but it does provide a general complaint with respect to fees and expenses. See Segura 

Decl. Ex. D. Aside from this objection, there have been no other objections to the 

maximum amount of fees and expenses set forth in the notices. 

A. Class Counsel’s Fee Request  

10. For over seven years, Plaintiff’s Counsel devoted substantial time to the 

investigation, prosecution, and resolution of the Action. These efforts are fully 

described in the Supplemental Declaration of Matthew L. Mustokoff in Support of 

 
5  See Declaration of Anders Grefberg on behalf of AMF (“Grefberg 
Declaration” or “Grefberg Decl.”) attached hereto as Exhibit 1, ¶¶ 10-12.  
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Plaintiff’s Unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Settlement and 

Authorization to Disseminate Notice of Settlement dated November 24, 2025 (ECF 

484-1) (at ¶¶ 36-137). 

11. At all times throughout the Action, Plaintiff’s Counsel’s efforts were 

driven and focused on advancing the litigation to achieve the best outcome for the 

Class, whether through settlement or trial, by the most efficient means possible. 

12. Throughout the litigation, Plaintiff’s Counsel maintained an 

appropriate level of staffing that avoided unnecessary duplication of effort and 

ensured the efficient prosecution of this Action. Attorneys at differing levels of 

experience were involved in the drafting of pleadings, motion papers, discovery 

efforts, and in the settlement negotiations. More junior attorneys and paralegals 

worked on matters appropriate to their skill and experience level.  

13. The time devoted to this Action by Plaintiff’s Counsel is set forth in the 

accompanying Fee and Expense Declarations filed in support of the Fee and Expense 

Application.6 Included with the Fee and Expense Declarations are schedules that 

summarize the time expended by the attorneys and professional support staff 

 
6  Attached hereto as Exhibits 3, 4, and 5, respectively, are the lodestar and 
expense submissions of: (i) Matthew Mustokoff, on behalf of Kessler Topaz 
(“Kessler Topaz Fee and Expense Decl.”); (ii) Adam H. Wierzbowski on behalf of 
Bernstein Litowitz (“Bernstein Litowitz Fee and Expense Decl.”); and James E. 
Cecchi, on behalf of Carella Byrne (“Carella Byrne Fee and Expense Decl.”) 
(together, the “Fee and Expense Declarations”). 
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employees at Plaintiff’s Counsel who worked on the Action (and their resulting 

“lodestar”), as well as the firms’ expenses. Also included with the Fee and Expense 

Declarations is a breakdown of each firm’s lodestar by litigation task.  

14. The hourly rates of Plaintiff’s Counsel here range from $805 per hour 

to $1,750 per hour for partners, $300 per hour to $1,000 per hour for other attorneys, 

$225 per hour to $450 per hour for paralegals and case managers, and $250 per hour 

to $650 per hour for in-house investigators. See Kessler Topaz Fee and Expense 

Decl., Ex. A; Bernstein Litowitz Fee and Expense Decl., Ex. A; Carella Byrne Fee 

and Expense Decl., Ex. A. 

15. From the inception of the Action through the Court’s entry of the 

Preliminary Approval Order on December 19, 2025, Plaintiff’s Counsel expended 

more than 76,000 hours on the investigation, prosecution, and resolution of the 

claims asserted for a total lodestar of $49,874,424.50. Pursuant to a lodestar “cross-

check,” Plaintiff’s Counsel’s fee request of 22.18% of the Settlement Fund (or 

$53,010,200 plus interest), if awarded, would yield a lodestar multiplier of 

approximately 1.06 on Plaintiff’s Counsel’s lodestar  

B. Class Counsel’s Request for Litigation Expenses from the 
Settlement Fund 

16. Class Counsel also seeks payment from the Settlement Fund of 

$4,254,075.91 for expenses that were reasonably and necessarily incurred in 

prosecuting and resolving the Action. The notices informed the Class that Class 
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Counsel will apply for expenses in an amount not to exceed $5.75 million, which 

amount may include a request for reimbursement of the reasonable costs incurred by 

Plaintiff directly related to its representation of the Class. The amount of expenses 

requested by Plaintiff’s Counsel ($4,254,075.91), along with the total amount 

requested by Plaintiff ($48,000.00), is well below the $5.75 million expense cap set 

forth in the notices. To date, there have been no objections to Plaintiff’s Counsel’s 

expenses. 

17. From the beginning of the Action, Plaintiff’s Counsel were aware that 

they might not recover any of the expenses they incurred in prosecuting the Class’s 

claims against Defendants and, at the very least, would not recover any of their out-

of-pocket expenses until the Action was successfully resolved. Plaintiff’s Counsel 

also understood that, even assuming the Action was ultimately successful, an award 

of expenses would not compensate counsel for the lost use or opportunity costs of 

funds advanced to litigate the claims against Defendants. Plaintiff’s Counsel were 

motivated to, and did, take significant steps to minimize expenses whenever 

practicable without jeopardizing the prosecution of the Action. 

18. Plaintiff’s Counsel’s expenses are detailed in the Fee and Expense 

Declarations filed concurrently herewith, which identify each category of expense 

and the amount incurred for each category. Plaintiff’s Counsel’s expenses include 

charges for: (i) court filings; (ii) telephone services; (iii) court reporters and 
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transcripts; (iv) messenger services and express mail; (v) internal and external 

document copying/printing; (vi) travel (meals, hotels, and transportation); (vii) 

research (including online research); (viii) local transportation; (ix) working meals; 

(x) experts and consultants; (xi) witness counsel; (xii) document hosting and 

litigation support; (xiii) Class Notice; (xiv) translation services; and (xv) mediation.7 

A summary chart of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s expenses is set forth below. 

Expense Category Amount 
Court Filing Fees $2,672.43  
Telephone $468.11  
Court Reporters & Transcripts  $69,861.06  
Express Mail & Hand Delivery $6,198.16  
Internal Printing & Copying $21,623.20  
External Printing & Copying $36,294.02  
Travel (Meals, Hotels & Transportation) $70,781.43  
Local transportation $2,224.42  
Working Meals $3,192.43  
Online Research $318,175.06  
Factual Research (not online) $10,154.44  
Experts & Consultants $2,660,889.54  
Witness Counsel $65,820.00  
Document Hosting & Litigation Support $194,176.36  
Class Notice Administration Fees $642,148.37  
Translation Services $9,787.76  
Mediation $145,100.00  
Less Interest Earned on Litigation Fund ($5,490.88) 
                                       TOTAL: $4,254,075.91  

 
7  These expenses are reflected in Plaintiff’s Counsel’s books and records, which 
are prepared in the normal course of business and are an accurate record of the 
expenses incurred in the prosecution of this matter. These expense items are billed 
separately and are not duplicated in counsel’s hourly rates. 
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19. The largest component of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s expenses 

($2,660,889.54, or approximately 63% of their total expenses) was incurred for the 

retention of experts and consultants. As set forth in the Mustokoff Declaration, the 

retention of these experts and consultants was necessary and reasonable in order to 

plead and prove Plaintiff’s claims and to meet the considerable challenges posed by 

Defendants’ well-credentialed experts.  

20. Another large component of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s expenses was 

incurred for the Class Notice campaign conducted following the Court’s certification 

of the Class. In total, charges for the Class Notice campaign were $642,148.37, or 

roughly 15% of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s total expenses. Plaintiff’s Counsel also 

incurred the costs of online legal and factual research. This amount represents 

charges for computerized research services such as Lexis+, Westlaw, and PACER. 

It is standard practice for attorneys to use online services to assist them in 

researching legal and factual issues, and courts recognize that these tools create 

efficiencies in litigation and ultimately save money for clients and the class. Here, 

online research was necessary to conduct Plaintiff’s Counsel’s factual investigation 

and identify potential witnesses, prepare the complaints, research the law pertaining 

to the claims asserted in the Action, oppose Defendants’ motions to dismiss and for 

summary judgment, support Plaintiff’s motion for certification of the Class, and 

conduct research in connection with, among other things, certain discovery-related 
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issues and the Parties’ settlement negotiations. The total charges for online research 

amounted to $318,175.06.  

21. Another substantial component of Plaintiff’s Counsel’s expenses 

($194,176.36) was incurred in connection with document hosting and additional 

litigation support services. Plaintiff’s Counsel utilized an internal document 

database established and maintained by Bernstein Litowitz to process, review and 

analyze the more than 4.8 million pages of documents produced by Defendants and 

third parties. See Bernstein Litowitz Fee and Expense Decl. ¶ 9(m). 

22. In addition, Plaintiff’s Counsel incurred $145,100.00 for Plaintiff’s 

portion of the charges related to the mediation sessions and the settlement 

negotiations that followed. Plaintiff’s Counsel also incurred $70,781.43 for work-

related travel (i.e., airline/train tickets, meals, and lodging), and $69,861.06 for 

charges incurred in connection with court reporter, transcript, and video services for 

the 34 depositions as well as hearing/conferences conducted in the Action.  

23. The remaining expenses incurred by Plaintiff’s Counsel during the 

course of the Action are the types of expenses that are necessarily incurred in 

litigation and routinely charged to clients billed by the hour. These expenses include 

charges for, among other things, court filings, copying/printing, and express mail. 
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C. Reimbursement of Costs to Plaintiff from the Settlement Fund

24. Plaintiff also seeks reimbursement of the costs it incurred directly

related to its representation of the Class pursuant to the PSLRA. Specifically, 

Plaintiff seeks reimbursement in the amount of $48,000.00.  

25. The amount of time and effort devoted to this Action by Plaintiff is

detailed in Grefberg Declaration (attached as Exhibit 1 hereto). Plaintiff has been 

fully committed to pursuing the Class’s claims since it first became involved in the 

Action. Plaintiff has vigorously prosecuted its claims on behalf of the Class and also 

has provided valuable assistance to Plaintiff’s Counsel during the prosecution and 

resolution of the Action.  

III. EXHIBITS

26. Attached hereto are true and correct copies of the following documents

cited herein: 

Exhibit 1: Declaration of Anders Grefberg, Legal Counsel for AMF 
Tjӓnstepension AB, in Support of: (I) Plaintiff’s Motion for Final 
Approval of Settlement and Plan of Allocation; and (II) Class 
Counsel’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Expenses 

Exhibit 2: Declaration of Luiggy Segura Regarding: (A) Dissemination of 
Postcard Notice and Settlement Notice; (B) Publication of the 
Summary Settlement Notice; (C) Updates to the Website and 
Call Center Services; and (D) Objections Received to Date 

Exhibit 3: Declaration of Matthew L. Mustokoff on Behalf of Kessler 
Topaz Meltzer & Check, LLP in Support of Motion for 
Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Expenses 
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Exhibit 4: Declaration of Adam H. Wierzbowski on Behalf of Bernstein 
Litowitz Berger & Grossmann LLP in Support of Motion for 
Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Expenses 

Exhibit 5: Declaration of James E. Cecchi on Behalf of Carella Byrne 
Cecchi Brody & Agnello, P.C. in Support of Motion for 
Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Expenses 

Exhibit 6: Top 100 U.S. Class Action Settlements of All-Time (2025) 

IV. CONCLUSION

27. For all the reasons set forth herein and in the accompanying Motions, I

respectfully submit that the Settlement, Plan of Allocation, and Fee and Expense 

Application warrant approval.  

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct.  

Executed in Radnor, Pennsylvania this 30th day of March 2026. 

______________________________ 
    MARGARET E. MAZZEO 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

IN RE CELGENE CORPORATION 
SECURITIES LITIGATION

Case No. 2:18-cv-04772 (MEF) (JBC)

DECLARATION OF ANDERS GREFBERG, LEGAL COUNSEL FOR AMF 
TJÄNSTEPENSION AB, IN SUPPORT OF: (I) PLAINTIFF’S MOTION 

FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF SETTLEMENT AND PLAN OF 
ALLOCATION; AND (II) CLASS COUNSEL’S MOTION FOR 

ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND LITIGATION EXPENSES
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I, Anders Grefberg, hereby declare as follows:

1. I am in-house legal counsel for AMF Tjӓnstepension AB (“AMF”), the 

Court-appointed Class Representative in the above-captioned securities class action 

(“Action”).1 I submit this Declaration in support of: (a) Plaintiff’s motion for final 

approval of the proposed Settlement of the Action for $239 million in cash and 

approval of the proposed Plan of Allocation; (b) Class Counsel’s motion for 

attorneys’ fees and litigation expenses; and (c) AMF’s request to recover its 

reasonable costs incurred in connection with the prosecution of the Action. I have 

personal knowledge of the matters stated herein and, if called upon, I could and 

would competently testify thereto.

I. Background

A. AMF

2. Headquartered in Stockholm, Sweden, AMF is one of the largest 

pension companies in Sweden. AMF manages the AMF family of mutual funds, as 

well as separate pension, private client, and fixed income portfolios. AMF was 

established in 1973 as the asset management branch of the Stockholm-based AMF 

insurance group, and manages approximately $80 billion in assets on behalf of 

approximately 4.5 million pension customers. AMF purchased Celgene common 

1 Unless otherwise defined, all capitalized terms have the meanings set out in the 
Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement dated November 4, 2025. Dkt. No. 479- 2.
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stock during the Class Period and was damaged as a result of the conduct alleged in 

the Action.2

3. On September 26, 2018, AMF Pensionsförsäkring AB (n/k/a AMF 

Tjänstepension AB) was appointed as Lead Plaintiff in the Action pursuant to the 

Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 (“PSLRA”), and AMF’s selection 

of counsel, Kessler Topaz Meltzer & Check, LLP (“Kessler Topaz”), was appointed 

as Lead Counsel for the putative class. Dkt. No. 36. Subsequently, by Opinion dated 

November 29, 2020, the Court certified the Class and, in connection therewith, 

appointed AMF as Class Representative for the Class in the Action. Dkt. Nos. 114, 

115.

4. AMF has monitored the prosecution and settlement of the Action 

through my active and continuous involvement. AMF has had regular 

communications with Class Counsel concerning the prosecution and settlement of 

this case. Since its appointment as Lead Plaintiff, AMF has communicated with 

Class Counsel in connection with each material event in the case and when important 

2 AMF is also the assignee and transferee of “all rights, titles, and interests in the 
claims, demands, or causes of action against any defendant relating to transactions 
by AMF Fonder and its mutual funds, AMF Aktiefond Global, AMF Aktiefond 
Världen, AMF Balansfond and AMF Aktiefond Nordamerika, in any security issued 
by Celgene Corporation.” Dkt. No. 469, ¶ 40. AMF Fonder manages mutual funds 
in which particular investments are made, and has the legal authority to assert legal 
claims on behalf of these mutual funds with respect to the investments they hold. Id.
AMF Fonder purchased Celgene common stock during the Class Period and was 
damaged as a result of the conduct alleged in the Action.
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decisions needed to be made. When necessary, I briefed other representatives of 

AMF on the status of the Action.

5. Based on its active participation in the prosecution of this Action, AMF

has been able to oversee the prosecution of this case as well as the ultimate settlement 

of the Action. AMF directly observed the substantial efforts undertaken by Class 

Counsel over the past seven years to obtain a favorable recovery for the Class, 

notwithstanding the meaningful and multiple risks Plaintiff faced in this litigation.

6. AMF, consistent with its strong interest in the outcome of this litigation 

and the exercise of its fiduciary duties to the Class, worked diligently to ensure that 

the recovery in the Action was maximized to the greatest extent possible in light of 

the risks and circumstances of the case.

B. AMF’s Extensive Participation in the Prosecution and 
Settlement of the Action

7. Throughout the litigation, AMF engaged in frequent discussions with 

Class Counsel concerning case developments and strategy, and received frequent 

status reports from Class Counsel. Among other things, in its role as Lead Plaintiff 

and Class Representative, AMF:

a. analyzed the merits of the case prior to seeking appointment as 

Lead Plaintiff in the Action, including evaluating: (i) the potential alleged 

wrongdoing of and securities claims against Celgene Corporation and the other 
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defendants; and (ii) the critical legal and procedural issues involved in prosecuting 

the Action;

b. reviewed and commented on pleadings filed in the Action, 

including the operative Fourth Amended Consolidated Class Action Complaint;

c. submitted a certification and additional support in connection 

with the motion for appointment as lead plaintiff and the motion for class 

certification and appointment of class representative;

d. reviewed and commented on briefs filed in the Action, including 

the oppositions to Defendants’ motion to dismiss and motions for summary 

judgment and the papers in support of Plaintiff’s motion for class certification;

e. reviewed Court orders and opinions and participated in 

discussions with Class Counsel regarding same;

f. reviewed and responded to written discovery;

g. searched for, collected, reviewed, and provided to Class Counsel 

documents for production in response to Defendants’ discovery requests, and 

consulted with Class Counsel regarding the same;

h. consulted with Class Counsel regarding counsel’s review and 

assessment of the document discovery obtained from Defendants;

i. prepared and sat for a deposition (via videoconference) on June 

10, 2020;
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j. participated in the Parties’ mediation process and consulted with 

Class Counsel concerning the settlement negotiations that ultimately led to the

agreement in principle to settle the Action; and

k. evaluated and approved the mediator’s proposal issued by Judge 

Layn Phillips (Ret.) and David Murphy that the Action be settled for $239 million 

in cash.

II. AMF Strongly Endorses Approval of the Settlement and the Plan 
of Allocation

8. Based on AMF’s oversight of the prosecution and negotiations for the 

proposed Settlement of the Action, AMF strongly endorses the Settlement. AMF

believes it provides a favorable recovery for the Class, especially when measured 

against the substantial risks of prosecuting the Action through trial. 

9. AMF also endorses the proposed Plan of Allocation, and believes that 

it represents a fair and reasonable method for valuing Claims submitted by Class 

Members, and for distributing the Net Settlement Fund to Class Members who 

submit valid and timely Claims.

III. AMF Supports Class Counsel’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and 
Litigation Expenses

10. AMF also strongly supports Class Counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees 

in the amount of 22.18% of the Settlement Fund which request is made pursuant to 

a retainer agreement entered into between AMF and Class Counsel at the outset of 
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AMF’s involvement in the litigation. AMF also reviewed the time spent by 

Plaintiff’s Counsel at the conclusion of the Action. AMF takes seriously its role as 

Class Representative to ensure that the attorneys’ fees are fair in light of the result 

achieved for the Class and reasonably compensate counsel for the work involved 

and the substantial risks they undertook in litigating the Action. AMF believes the 

requested fee is fair and reasonable in light of the outstanding result obtained for the 

Class, the substantial and excellent work performed by Plaintiff’s Counsel over the 

past seven years, and the risks undertaken by counsel.

11. AMF further believes that Plaintiff’s Counsel’s litigation expenses are 

reasonable and represent costs necessary for the prosecution and resolution of this 

securities class action. As a result, AMF has approved the request for payment of 

Plaintiff’s Counsel’s litigation expenses.

12. Based on the foregoing, and consistent with its obligation to the Class 

to obtain the best result at the most efficient cost, AMF supports Class Counsel’s 

motion for attorneys’ fees and expenses.

IV. AMF’s Request for Reimbursement of Costs

13. AMF understands that reimbursement of a representative party’s 

reasonable costs and expenses is authorized under the PSLRA. For this reason, in 

connection with Class Counsel’s request for payment of litigation expenses, AMF
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seeks reimbursement for the time that it dedicated to the representation of the Class 

in the Action.

14. As one of AMF’s in-house legal counsel, my primary responsibility is

providing assistance in connection with legal matters, including any legal matters 

that arise as part of AMF’s normal investment activities. In addition to myself, the 

following AMF personnel also participated in the prosecution of the Action: Anders 

Oscarsson, Head of Equities, Andreas Lundgren, IT professional. The work that we 

performed is summarized in Paragraph 7 above.

15. The time that myself and other AMF personnel devoted to the

representation of the Class in the Action was time that we otherwise would have 

expected to spend on other work for AMF and, thus, represented a cost to AMF. 

AMF seeks reimbursement in the amount of $48,000.00 for the time of the following 

personnel, as set forth in the chart below:

Personnel Hours Hourly Rate3 Total

Anders Grefberg 350 $100.00 $35,000.00
Anders Oscarsson 45 $200.00 $9,000.00
Andreas Lundgren 50 $80.00 $4,000.00

TOTAL $48,000.00

3 The hourly rates used for purposes of this request are based on the annual 
salaries and benefits of the respective personnel who worked on this Action. All 
dollar figures are based on a U.S. dollar/Swedish krona exchange rate of 1 USD/9.16
SEK.
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V. Conclusion

16. In conclusion, AMF was closely involved with and oversaw the

prosecution and settlement of the Action, strongly endorses the proposed Settlement 

as fair, reasonable, and adequate, and believes that it represents a highly favorable 

recovery for the Class in light of the risks of trial. AMF has reviewed and endorses 

the proposed Plan of Allocation as fair and reasonable for the Class. AMF further 

respectfully requests that the Court approve Class Counsel’s motion for attorneys’ 

fees and litigation expenses. And finally, AMF requests reimbursement for its costs 

under the PSLRA as set forth above.

I have reviewed the foregoing with counsel and on the basis of that 

consultation, I declare under the laws of the United States of America that the above 

statements are true and correct, to the best of my knowledge and belief, and that I 

have authority to execute this Declaration on behalf of AMF.

Executed this ____ day of March, 2026.

_____________________________
ANDERS GREFBERG
Legal Counsel
AMF Tjӓnstepension AB

28th
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 

IN RE CELGENE CORPORATION 
SECURITIES LITIGATION 

 

 

Case No. 2:18-cv-04772 (MEF) (JBC) 

 

 CLASS ACTION 

 
DECLARATION OF LUIGGY SEGURA REGARDING: (A) 

DISSEMINATION OF POSTCARD NOTICE AND SETTLEMENT 
NOTICE; (B) PUBLICATION OF THE SUMMARY SETTLMENT 
NOTICE; (C) UPDATES TO THE WEBSITE AND CALL CENTER 

SERVICES; AND (D) OBJECTIONS RECEIVED TO DATE 

I, Luiggy Segura, hereby declare under penalty of perjury as follows: 

1. I am a Vice President of Securities Class Actions at JND Legal 

Administration (“JND”). Pursuant to Paragraph 4 of the Court’s Order Preliminarily 

Approving Settlement and Providing for Notice of Settlement dated December 19, 

2025 (ECF 493) (“Preliminary Approval Order”), Class Counsel was authorized to 

retain JND1 in connection with the proposed Settlement of the above-captioned 

action (“Action”).2 I submit this Declaration in order to provide the Court and the 

 

1 The Court previously authorized Class Counsel to retain JND to supervise and 
administer the dissemination of the notice of pendency of class action (“Class 
Notice”) and to receive and process requests for exclusion from the Class. ECF 199. 

2 All capitalized terms used in this Declaration that are not otherwise defined herein 
shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the Stipulation and Agreement of 
Settlement dated November 4, 2025. ECF 479-2. 

Case 2:18-cv-04772-MEF-JBC     Document 494-4     Filed 03/30/26     Page 2 of 57 PageID:
53518



 

2 

Parties to the Action with information regarding, inter alia: (i) the dissemination of 

the Postcard Notice and/or the Settlement Notice and Claim Form (together, the 

“Settlement Notice Packet”) to potential Class Members and their brokerage firms, 

banks, institutions, and other nominees (“Nominees”), (ii) the publication of the 

Summary Settlement Notice, and (iii) updates made to the Website and toll-free 

telephone helpline previously established in connection with Class Notice.  

2. I am over 21 years of age and am not a party to the Action. I have 

personal knowledge of the facts stated in this Declaration and, if called as a witness, 

could and would testify competently thereto.  

DISSEMINATION OF NOTICE  

3. Pursuant to the Preliminary Approval Order, JND was responsible for 

disseminating the Postcard Notice to potential Class Members who were previously 

sent a copy of the Class Notice and to any other potential Class Members who were 

otherwise identified through further reasonable efforts. The Class consists of all 

persons and entities that purchased the common stock of Celgene Corporation 

between April 27, 2017 and April 27, 2018, inclusive (“Class Period”), and were 

damaged thereby.3 

 

3  Excluded from the Class are: (i) Defendants; (ii) any directors and officers of 
Celgene during the Class Period and members of their Immediate Families; (iii) the 
subsidiaries, parents and affiliates of Celgene; (iv) any firm, trust, corporation or 
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4. As reported in the Declaration of Luiggy Segura Regarding (A) Mailing 

of the Notice and Postcard Notice; (B) Publication of the Summary Notice; and 

(C) Report on Requests for Exclusion Received, dated July 28, 2022 (ECF 215) 

(“Class Notice Declaration”), JND previously conducted the Class Notice campaign, 

beginning on May 11, 2022, in which it mailed 751,520 Postcard Class Notices and 

6,176 copies of the longer Class Notice, to potential Class Members and Nominees.4   

5. As explained in the Class Notice Declaration, to compile the list of 

potential Class Members for the Class Notice campaign, JND: (1) received the 

record holder file containing names and addresses of holders of Celgene common 

stock during the Class Period; (2) researched Celgene’s Form 13-F SEC filings to 

identify additional institutions or entities who may have held Celgene common stock 

 

other entity in which Celgene has or had a controlling interest; and (v) the legal 
representatives, heirs, successors and assigns of any such excluded party. Also 
excluded from the Class are: (i) all persons and entities who previously requested 
exclusion in connection with the Class Notice (see exhibit C of the Declaration of 
Luiggy Segura, dated July 28, 2022); and (ii) Judge Michael E. Farbiarz, his current 
or former chambers staff, and any of his family members.  
4  The Class Notice informed recipients that the Action was pending, provided 
information about the Action, and provided Class Members with the opportunity to 
request exclusion from the Class. As set forth in Paragraph 11 of the Preliminary 
Approval Order, the Court exercised its discretion not to permit a second opportunity 
for Class Members to exclude themselves from the Class in connection with the 
Settlement proceedings. 
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during the Class Period; (3) mailed copies of the Class Notice to the Nominees 

contained in JND’s proprietary Nominee database (“Broker Database”); (4) received 

from those Nominees the names and addresses of their clients who were potential 

Class Members; and (5) received additional names and addresses of potential Class 

Members, including directly from potential Class Members in the Action. 

6. As a result, JND created a master mailing list of potential Class 

Members and their Nominees for use in connection with the Class Notice mailing 

and any future notice mailings in this Action. Accordingly, JND utilized this mailing 

list for the dissemination of notice in connection with the Settlement. 

7. Prior to disseminating notice of the Settlement, JND ran all names and 

addresses contained in the master mailing list through the National Change of 

Address (“NCOA”) database to search for updated addresses. Using this master 

mailing list, JND sent the Postcard Notice to all persons and entities previously 

identified as potential Class Members in connection with the Class Notice mailing, 

as well as a copy of the Settlement Notice Packet to all Nominees included in JND’s 

Broker Database (“Initial Settlement Notice Mailing”). More specifically, on 

January 13, 2026, JND mailed 311,696 and emailed 564 Postcard Notices to 

potential Class Members and Nominees as well as another 442,059 Postcard Notices 

in bulk to Nominees who previously requested copies of the Class Notice (in bulk) 

to forward directly to their clients. In total, on January 13, 2026, JND mailed 753,755 

Case 2:18-cv-04772-MEF-JBC     Document 494-4     Filed 03/30/26     Page 5 of 57 PageID:
53521



 

5 

and emailed 564 Postcard Notices to potential Class Members and Nominees. A 

copy of the Postcard Notice is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

8. In addition, as noted above, JND was also responsible for disseminating 

the Settlement Notice Packet to the Nominees contained in JND’s Broker Database. 

As in most securities class actions, the large majority of potential class members are 

beneficial purchasers whose securities are held in “street name,” i.e., the securities 

are purchased by Nominees in the name of the Nominee, on behalf of the beneficial 

purchasers. At the time of the Initial Settlement Notice Mailing, JND’s Broker 

Database contained 4,066 mailing records.5 On January 13, 2026, JND caused the 

Settlement Notice Packet to be mailed via First-Class mail, postage prepaid, to the 

mailing records contained in JND’s Broker Database. The Settlement Notice Packet 

mailed to Nominees also included an instructional cover letter explaining that if the 

Nominee had previously submitted names and addresses in connection with Class 

Notice, or had previously requested copies of the Postcard Class Notice in bulk, it 

did not need to submit that information again unless it had additional names and 

addresses to provide or needed a different number of Postcard Notices. A copy of 

the Settlement Notice Packet and accompanying instructional cover letter mailed to 

Nominees is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

 

5  JND’s Broker Database is updated from time to time as new Nominees are 
identified, and others merge or cease to exist. 
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9. JND also provided a copy of the Settlement Notice to the Depository 

Trust Company (“DTC”) for posting on its Legal Notice System (“LENS”). The 

LENS may be accessed by any Nominee that is a participant in the DTC’s security 

system. The Settlement Notice was posted on DTC’s LENS on January 12, 2026. 

10. In response to requests received since the Initial Settlement Notice 

Mailing, JND has mailed an additional 8,594 Postcard Notices to potential Class 

Members and Nominees. Further, JND has mailed an additional 368 Settlement 

Notice Packets and has emailed an additional 80 Settlement Notice Packets to 

potential Class Members. All requests for notice received by JND have been 

responded to in a timely manner. JND will continue to disseminate Postcard Notices 

and Settlement Notice Packets upon receipt of additional requests. 

11. As a result of the efforts described above, as of March 26, 2026, an 

aggregate of 762,913 Postcard Notices and 4,514 Settlement Notice Packets have 

been mailed and emailed to potential Class Members and Nominees. In addition, a 

total of 6,001 Postcard Notices have been remailed to persons whose original 

mailings were returned by the U.S. Postal Service (“USPS”) as undeliverable and 

for whom updated addresses were provided to JND by the USPS.6 

 

6   A total of 19,473 Postcard Notices have been returned by the USPS to JND 
as undeliverable as addressed. The USPS informed JND that 3,721 of the 19,473 
undelivered Postcard Notices had an updated address and those Postcard Notices 
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PUBLICATION OF THE SUMMARY SETTLEMENT NOTICE 

12. Pursuant to the Preliminary Approval Order, JND caused the Summary 

Settlement Notice to be published in The Wall Street Journal and transmitted over 

PR Newswire on January 28, 2026. Copies of the proof of publication/transmission 

of the Summary Settlement Notice in The Wall Street Journal and PR Newswire are 

attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

CALL CENTER SERVICES 

13. On or before May 11, 2022, in connection with Class Notice, JND 

established and continues to maintain a case-specific, toll-free telephone helpline, 1-

855-648-0893, with an interactive voice response (“IVR”) system and live operators, 

to accommodate questions about the Action and, now, the Settlement. Prior to the 

Initial Settlement Notice Mailing, JND updated the IVR with information regarding 

the Settlement. The number for the toll-free telephone helpline is set forth in the 

Postcard Notice, Settlement Notice, Claim Form, Summary Settlement Notice, and 

on the case Website. The toll-free telephone helpline is accessible 24 hours a day, 7 

days a week. 

 

were forwarded by the USPS to the updated addresses. JND conducted an advanced 
search on the remaining undeliverable Postcard Notices where an updated address 
had not been provided by the USPS, and as a result, 2,230 new addresses were found. 
JND re-mailed Postcard Notices to the updated addresses identified through the 
advanced search.  
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14. JND has promptly responded to each telephone inquiry requesting to 

speak to a live operator and/or requiring a call back. As of March 26, 2026, there 

have been a total of 2,539 calls to the toll-free telephone hotline. Of these calls, 1,149 

have been handled by a live operator. JND will continue to address inquiries received 

via the toll-free telephone helpline through the completion of the administration.  

WEBSITE 

15. In connection with Class Notice, JND established and continues to 

maintain the Website for the Action (www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com) in 

order to further assist potential Class Members. The Website is accessible 24 hours 

a day, 7 days a week.  

16. On or before January 13, 2026, JND updated the Website to provide 

information about the proposed Settlement. The Website provides a substantial 

amount of information for Class Members, including a summary of Plaintiff’s 

allegations, Class Members’ legal rights and options to participate in the Settlement 

or submit an objection (and the deadlines for doing so), the date and time of the 

Court’s Settlement Hearing, and contact information for JND. The Website also 

contains links to copies of the Settlement Notice and Claim Form (in both English 

and Spanish), as well as copies of the Stipulation, Plaintiff’s motion for preliminary 

approval and supporting documents, the Court’s Preliminary Approval Order and 

related Opinion and Order regarding the Settlement, and other relevant documents. 
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In addition, the Website provides Class Members with the ability to submit a Claim 

online and includes detailed instructions for institutions submitting their Claims 

electronically. The address for the Website is set forth in the Postcard Notice (which 

includes a QR code directing recipients to the Website), Settlement Notice, and 

Summary Settlement Notice. As of March 26, 2026, the Website has received 25,162 

visitors. 

17. JND will continue operating, maintaining and, as appropriate, updating 

the Website until the conclusion of the administration.  

REPORT ON OBJECTIONS RECEIVED TO DATE 

18. Pursuant to Paragraphs 12 and 13 of the Preliminary Approval Order, 

the deadline for Class Members to file a written objection to the Settlement, the Plan 

of Allocation, and/or Class Counsel’s motion for attorneys’ fees and Litigation 

Expenses, is April 23, 2026 at 5:00 p.m. The Settlement Notice provides the 

requirements for submitting an objection. Objections can be submitted directly to 

the Court, or by email to Class Counsel and Defendants’ Counsel or to the case 

dedicated email address, info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  
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THIS POSTCARD PROVIDES ONLY LIMITED INFORMATION ABOUT THE SETTLEMENT.  
Please visit www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com for more information. 

The parties in the securities class action In re Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation, Case No. 2:18-cv-04772 (MEF) 
(JBC) (D.N.J.) (the “Action”) have reached a proposed settlement of all claims asserted in the Action against Celgene 
Corporation (“Celgene”) and former Celgene officers Terrie Curran and Philippe Martin (together, the “Individual Defendants” 
and, with Celgene, “Defendants”). If approved, the Settlement will resolve the Action. In the Action, Class Representative AMF 
Tjänstepension AB alleges that Defendants made materially false and misleading statements between April 27, 2017 and 
April 27, 2018, inclusive (the “Class Period”) concerning certain Celgene products and product candidates, including the 
pharmaceutical drugs and drug candidates known as GED-0301, Otezla, and Ozanimod. Defendants deny any liability or 
wrongdoing. You received this notice because you, or an account for which you serve as a custodian, may be a member of 
the following certified Class: all persons and entities who purchased Celgene common stock during the Class Period and were 
damaged thereby. 

Pursuant to the Settlement, Defendants have agreed to pay $239,000,000 in cash, which, after deducting any Court-awarded 
fees and expenses, notice and administration costs, and taxes, will be allocated among Class Members who submit valid claims, 
in exchange for the Settlement of the Action and the release of all claims asserted in the Action and related claims. For additional 
information regarding the Settlement, please review the full Settlement Notice available at 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. If you are a Class Member, your pro rata share of the Settlement will depend on the 
number of valid claims submitted, and the number, size, and timing of your transactions in Celgene common stock during the 
relevant time period. If all Class Members elect to participate in the Settlement, the estimated average recovery per eligible share 
will be approximately $0.57 before deducting any Court-approved fees, expenses, and costs. Your actual share of the Settlement 
will be determined pursuant to the Plan of Allocation set forth in the full Settlement Notice, or other plan ordered by the Court. 

To be eligible for a  payment, you must submit a valid Claim Form. The Claim Form can be found and submitted on 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, or you can request that one be mailed to you. Claim Forms must be postmarked (if 
mailed), or submitted online, by April 13, 2026. If you want to object to any aspect of the Settlement, you must file, mail or 
email (to counsel or the administrator at info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com) an objection on or before April 23, 2026 at 5:00 
p.m. The full Settlement Notice provides instructions on how to submit a Claim Form and how to object, and you must comply with 
all the instructions in the Settlement Notice. Because Class Members were previously provided the opportunity to request 
exclusion from the Class in connection with class certification, the Court is not permitting a second opportunity to request 
exclusion in connection with the Settlement. 

The Court will hold a hearing on May 4, 2026, at 9:00 a.m., to consider, among other things, whether to approve the 
Settlement and a request by the lawyers representing the Class for up to 22.2% of the Settlement Fund in attorneys’ fees, 
plus expenses of no more than $5.75 million (which equals a cost of approximately $0.14 per eligible share). You may attend 
the hearing and ask to be heard by the Court, but you do not have to. For more information, call 1-855-648-0893, email 
info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, or visit www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. 
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Celgene Corp. Securities Litigation 
c/o JND Legal Administrator 
P.O. Box 91422 
Seattle, WA 98111 
 

COURT-ORDERED LEGAL NOTICE 

In re Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation, 
Case No. 2:18-cv-04772 (MEF) (JBC) (D.N.J.) 

 
Your legal rights may be affected by this securities 

class action. You may be eligible for a cash 
payment from the Settlement. Please read this 

Postcard Notice carefully. 
 

For more information, please visit 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, email 

info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, 
or call 1-855-648-0893. 

Versiones en español del aviso y 

del formulario de reclamación están 

disponibles en la página de red. 

 

 
 

 

 
Name #: 
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NOTICE TO BROKERS AND OTHER NOMINEES 

TIME SENSITIVE COURT-ORDERED ACTION REQUIRED ON YOUR PART 

In re Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation 

Case No. 2:18-cv-04772 (MEF) (JBC) (D.N.J) 

A proposed Settlement of the above-noted securities class action has been reached. Enclosed is the Notice of (I) 
Proposed Class Action Settlement; (II) Settlement Hearing; and (III) Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation 
Expenses and the Proof of Claim and Release Form (together, the “Settlement Notice Packet”). 

The Court has directed that if you purchased or otherwise acquired Celgene Corporation common stock between April 27, 
2017 and April 27, 2018, inclusive, for the beneficial interest of persons or entities other than yourself (“owners”), and have 
additional names and addresses that were not previously submitted to the Claims Administrator during the Notice of 
Pendency phase of the Action which commenced on May 11, 2022 (the “Class Notice”), you must, WITHIN SEVEN (7) 
CALENDAR DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS SETTLEMENT NOTICE PACKET, either: 

(a) Request from the Claims Administrator sufficient copies of the Postcard Notice to forward to all such 
owners of Celgene common stock and within seven (7) calendar days of receipt of those Postcard Notices 
forward them to all such owners; or 

(b) Provide a list of the names, addresses, and e-mail addresses (if available) of all such owners to Celgene 
Corporation Securities Litigation, c/o JND Legal Administration, P.O. Box 91422, Seattle, WA 98111.  

If you choose the second option above, the Claims Administrator will send a copy of the Postcard Notice to the owners you 
identified.   

IMPORTANT: AS STATED ABOVE, IF YOU HAVE ALREADY PROVIDED THIS INFORMATION IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE CLASS NOTICE, UNLESS THAT INFORMATION HAS CHANGED (E.G., OWNER 
HAS CHANGED ADDRESS), IT IS UNNECESSARY TO PROVIDE SUCH INFORMATION AGAIN. If you do not 
have any additional owners that weren’t previously provided, please confirm via email to CGESecurities@JNDLA.com. 

Please Note: If, in connection with Class Notice, you mailed notice directly to owners, the Claims Administrator will 
forward the same number of Postcard Notices to you to send to the owners. If you require more copies of the Postcard Notice 
than you previously requested in connection with Class Notice, please contact the Claims Administrator and let them know 
how many additional Postcard Notices you require. You must mail the Postcard Notice to the owners within seven (7) 
calendar days of your receipt of the Postcard Notices. If you previously provided the Claims Administrator with contact 
information for owners, the Claims Administrator will mail a Postcard Notice to those owners. 

Upon full and timely compliance with these directions, nominees may seek reimbursement of their reasonable expenses 
actually incurred in complying with these directions by providing the Claims Administrator with proper documentation 
supporting the expenses for which reimbursement is sought. Reasonable expenses shall not exceed $0.05 per mailing record 
provided to the Claims Administrator; $0.05 per unit for each Postcard Notice actually mailed, plus postage at the pre-sort 
rate used by the Claims Administrator per Postcard Notice mailed; and $0.05 per Postcard Notice sent via email. Additional 
copies of the Settlement Notice and Claim Form may be obtained from the website, www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, 
by calling the Claims Administrator toll-free at 1-855-648-0893, or by emailing the Claims Administrator at 
CGESecurities@JNDLA.com. 

Mailing Address:      For Express Mail Deliveries, please use: 
Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation 
c/o JND Legal Administration c/o JND Legal Administration 
P.O. Box 91422 1201 2nd Avenue, Suite 3400 
Seattle, WA 98111 Seattle, WA 98101 
 
If you have any questions regarding this notice, you may contact the Claims Administrator by phone at 1-855-648-0893 or 
by email to CGESecurities@JNDLA.com. Thank you for your cooperation. 
 
JND Legal Administration  
Claims Administrator 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
 
IN RE CELGENE CORPORATION 
SECURITIES LITIGATION 
 

 
Case No. 2:18-cv-04772 (MEF) (JBC) 
 
CLASS ACTION  
 

 
 

NOTICE OF (I) PROPOSED CLASS ACTION 
SETTLEMENT; (II) SETTLEMENT HEARING; AND 

(III) MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND LITIGATION EXPENSES 
 

If you purchased the common stock of Celgene Corporation (“Celgene”) between April 
27, 2017 and April 27, 2018, inclusive (“Class Period”), and were damaged thereby, you 
could get a payment from a class action settlement (“Settlement”). 

A Federal Court authorized this Notice. This is not a solicitation from a lawyer. 
 

 This Notice concerns a proposed settlement of a securities class action (“Action”). The Action 
alleges that Celgene and certain of its officers, Terrie Curran and Philippe Martin (together, 
“Defendants”), violated the federal securities laws by making false and misleading statements 
during the Class Period regarding certain Celgene products and product candidates, including 
the pharmaceutical drugs and drug candidates known as GED-0301, Otezla, and Ozanimod.  

 You should read this Notice carefully. It describes your legal rights and options in connection 
with the Settlement and provides instructions on how to submit a Claim Form in order to be 
eligible to receive a payment from the Settlement and how to object to the Settlement. If you 
do not act, you may permanently give up your right to recover from this Settlement.  

 If approved by the Court, the Settlement will provide $239,000,000 in cash (“Settlement 
Fund”), plus interest as it accrues, minus attorneys’ fees, costs, administrative expenses, and 
any taxes on interest, to pay the claims of investors who purchased Celgene common stock 
during the Class Period and were damaged thereby.  

 The Settlement represents an estimated average recovery of $0.57 per share for the roughly 
422 million shares of Celgene common stock damaged during the Class Period as estimated 
by Class Representative’s damages expert. This does not mean that your actual recovery will 
be $0.57 per share. Your actual recovery, if any, will depend on the aggregate losses of eligible 
Class Members, the date(s) you purchased and sold your Celgene common stock, the purchase 
and sale prices of those shares, and the total number and amount of claims filed.  

 Class Counsel will ask the Court to award attorneys’ fees in an amount not to exceed 22.2% 
of the Settlement Fund (or, $53,058,000) and payment of the litigation expenses incurred in 
connection with the Action in an amount not to exceed $5.75 million, which amount may 
include a request for the reimbursement of Class Representative’s reasonable costs and 
expenses pursuant to the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 (“PSLRA”). This 
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maximum request for attorneys’ fees and expenses will result in an estimated average cost of 
$0.14 per affected share of Celgene common stock. 

 The average approximate recovery, after deduction of attorneys’ fees, litigation expenses, and 
Class Representative’s award approved by the Court, is $0.43 per share of Celgene common 
stock damaged during the Class Period. This estimate is based on the assumptions set forth in 
the preceding paragraphs. This is not an estimate of the actual recovery per share of Celgene 
common stock you should expect. As noted above, your actual recovery, if any, will depend 
on the aggregate losses of eligible Class Members, the date(s) you purchased your Celgene 
common stock, the purchase and sale prices of those shares, and the total number and amount 
of claims filed. 

 All questions regarding this Notice, the Settlement, or your eligibility to participate in the 
Settlement should be directed to Class Counsel or the Claims Administrator. The contact 
information for Class Counsel and the Claims Administrator is set forth in ¶ 71 below.1 
Versiones en español del este aviso y del formulario de reclamación están disponibles en 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. 

    

YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN THE SETTLEMENT: 

SUBMIT A CLAIM FORM 
POSTMARKED OR 
SUBMITTED ONLINE NO 
LATER THAN APRIL 13, 
2026. 

This is the only way to be eligible to receive a payment from the 
Settlement Fund.  See Paragraph 40 below for instructions on how 
to submit a Claim Form. 

OBJECT TO THE 
SETTLEMENT BY 
SUBMITTING A WRITTEN 
OBJECTION SO THAT IT 
IS RECEIVED ON OR 
BEFORE APRIL 23, 2026 AT 
5:00 P.M.  

If you do not like the Settlement or any aspect thereof, you may 
submit an objection to the Court and counsel. You can also send 
your objection by email to info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. 
You cannot object unless you are a Class Member. See Paragraphs 
58-59 below for instructions on how to submit an objection. 

GO TO A HEARING ON 
MAY 4, 2026 AT 9:00 A.M. 

You may attend the Settlement Hearing if you wish, but you are not 
required to do so. Whether you attend the hearing has no impact on 
your ability to submit a claim or to object. See Paragraphs 55-64 
below for additional details regarding the Settlement Hearing. 

DO NOTHING. Get no payment AND give up your right to bring your own 
lawsuit relating to the claims asserted in the Action. 

These rights and options—and the deadlines to exercise them—are further explained in this Notice.  

 
1 All capitalized terms used in this Notice that are not otherwise defined herein shall have the 
meanings set forth in the Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement dated November 4, 2025 (the 
“Stipulation”), which is available at www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. 
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Please Note: the date and time of the Settlement Hearing—currently scheduled for May 4, 2026 at 
9:00 a.m. Eastern Time—is subject to change without further notice to the Class.  If you plan to 
attend the hearing, you should check the case website, www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, or 
with Class Counsel as set forth above to confirm that no change to the date and/or time of the 
hearing has been made. 

WHAT THIS NOTICE CONTAINS 

Why Did I Get This Settlement Notice?               Page 3 
What Is This Case About?                   Page 3 
How Do I Know If I Am Affected By The Settlement? 
    Who Is Included In The Class?                Page 6 
What Are Class Representative’s Reasons For The Settlement?            Page 6 
What Might Happen If There Were No Settlement?              Page 7 
How Are Class Members Affected By The Action And The Settlement?           Page 7 
How Do I Participate In The Settlement?  What Do I Need To Do?            Page 9 
How Much Will My Payment Be?                Page 10 
What Payment Are The Attorneys For The Class Seeking? 
    How Will The Lawyers Be Paid?                Page 11 
When And Where Will The Court Decide Whether To Approve The Settlement?  
     Do I Have To Come To The Hearing?  May I Speak At The Hearing If I 
     Don’t Like The Settlement?                Page 11 
What If I Bought or Held Celgene Common Stock On Someone Else’s Behalf?          Page 14 
Can I See The Court File?  Whom Should I Contact If I Have Questions?           Page 15 
Appendix A: Plan of Allocation of the Net Settlement Fund             Page 16 

WHY DID I GET THIS SETTLEMENT NOTICE? 

1. The purpose of this Notice is to inform potential Class Members of the terms of the proposed 
Settlement, and of a hearing to be held by the Court to consider the fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy 
of the Settlement, the proposed Plan of Allocation, and the motion by Class Counsel for attorneys’ fees 
and Litigation Expenses (the “Settlement Hearing”).  See ¶¶ 56-57 below for details about the Settlement 
Hearing, including the date and location of the hearing. 

2. The issuance of this Notice is not an expression of any opinion by the Court concerning the merits 
of any claim in the Action, and the Court still has to decide whether to approve the Settlement.  If the 
Court approves the Settlement and a plan of allocation, then payments to Authorized Claimants will be 
made after any appeals are resolved and after the completion of all claims processing.  Please be patient, 
as this process can take some time to complete. 

WHAT IS THIS CASE ABOUT?   

3. The initial complaint in this Action was filed on March 29, 2018. 

4. On September 26, 2018 the Court appointed: AMF Tjänstepension AB (then known as AMF 
Pensionsförsäkring AB) as Lead Plaintiff and Kessler Topaz Meltzer & Check, LLP as Lead Counsel for 
the putative class.  
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5. On February 27, 2019, Lead Plaintiff filed the Second Amended Consolidated Class Action 
Complaint (the “Second Amended Complaint”), which sets forth the claims of the Class, including claims 
under Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the “Exchange Act”) (15 U.S.C. 
§§ 78j(b),and 78t(a)) and SEC Rule 10b-5 (17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5).  The Second Amended Complaint 
alleged that during the period from January 12, 2015 through and including April 27, 2018, Defendants 
made materially false or misleading representations and omissions regarding certain Celgene products and 
product candidates, including the pharmaceutical drugs and drug candidates known as GED-0301, Otezla, 
and Ozanimod.  The Second Amended Complaint asserted that Defendants’ alleged misrepresentations 
and omissions caused investors to purchase Celgene common stock at artificially inflated prices, and to 
suffer damages when the truth was revealed. 

6. On December 19, 2019, the Court granted in part and denied in part Defendants’ motion to dismiss 
the Second Amended Complaint.   

7. On March 5, 2020, Defendants answered the Second Amended Complaint, denying Lead 
Plaintiff’s claims and asserting various affirmative defenses.   

8. On May 1, 2020, Lead Plaintiff filed a motion for class certification, along with an expert report 
in support.  On June 25, 2020, Defendants filed their opposition to Lead Plaintiff’s motion for class 
certification, along with an expert report.  On November 29, 2020, the Court granted Lead Plaintiff’s 
motion for class certification, certifying the case as a class action on behalf of the Class defined in ¶ 23 
below, and appointing Lead Plaintiff as Class Representative.   

9. On September 10, 2021, Class Representative filed an unopposed motion for Court approval of its 
proposed form and manner of providing notice to the Class of the pendency of the class action.  On April 
21, 2022, the Court entered an Order granting the motion (“Class Notice Order”). 

10. From May 11, 2022 through July 27, 2022, the Court-approved Notice Administrator, JND Legal 
Administration mailed 751,520 postcard notices of pendency of the Action as a class action (“Postcard 
Class Notice”) and 6,176 copies of the longer Class Notice to potential Class Members and nominees.  
Pursuant to the Class Notice Order, the Postcard Class Notice and Class Notice provided Class Members 
with the opportunity to request exclusion from the Class, explained that right, and set forth the deadline 
and procedures for doing so.  The Postcard Class Notice and Class Notice also informed Class Members 
that if they chose to remain a member of the Class, they would “be bound by all past, present, and future 
orders and judgments in the Action, whether favorable or unfavorable” and they “may not pursue a lawsuit 
on [their] own behalf with regard to any of the issues in the Action in connection with [their] purchase of 
Celgene common stock.”  The Class Notice further informed Class Members that they might not have the 
further opportunity to exclude themselves from the Class at the time of any settlement.  

11. The deadline for requesting exclusion from the Class pursuant to the Class Notice was July 11, 
2022.  Attached as Appendix A to the Stipulation is a list of the persons and entities who requested 
exclusion from the Class pursuant to the Class Notice.   

12. Fact discovery in the Action commenced in March 2020 and concluded in November 2022.  
Pursuant to detailed document requests and substantial negotiations, Defendants produced over 4.8 million 
pages of documents to Class Representative.  Class Representative also produced more than 1,100 pages 
of documents to Defendants.  Class Representative also served subpoenas on and negotiated document 
discovery with more than 10 third parties.  In addition, the Parties conducted depositions of 21 fact 
witnesses, including Individual Defendants and other senior Celgene employees, and 10 expert witnesses.  
The Parties also served and responded to interrogatories and requests for admission and exchanged 
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numerous letters concerning disputes between the Parties and with non-parties on discovery issues and 
litigated multiple discovery disputes concerning the production of responsive documents. 

13. On April 21, 2023, Defendants moved for summary judgment.  The Parties filed over 400 exhibits, 
and over 300 pages of statements of fact, in connection with the summary judgment motion.  On 
September 8, 2023, the Court granted in part and denied in part Defendants’ motion for summary 
judgment.  On October 27, 2023, Defendants moved for partial summary judgment, and the motion was 
fully briefed on December 8, 2023.   

14. The Parties participated in a two-day mediation session on June 3 and 5, 2024, which did not result 
in a settlement.  

15. On July 23, 2024, the Court partially granted Defendants’ partial motion for summary judgment 
and ordered further briefing as to some issues.  On October 10, 2024, the Court denied the remainder of 
Defendants’ motion for summary judgment.  On November 15, 2024, Defendants sought leave to file a 
motion pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(c), which was denied on April 30, 2025.  On November 21, 2024, 
Defendants moved to bifurcate the forthcoming trial by issue, and that motion was denied on May 1, 2025.   

16. On December 19, 2024, the Court held the final pretrial conference and entered the final pretrial 
order.  On April 7, 2025, the Parties filed numerous pre-trial motions concerning the admissibility of 
certain expert testimony and other categories of evidence at trial.  These motions were fully briefed on 
June 20, 2025.   

17. On August 25, 2025, the Court granted Class Representative leave to file a “narrow” further 
amended complaint, and on August 29, 2025, Class Representative filed the Fourth Amended 
Consolidated Class Action Complaint (the “Complaint”).   

18. On August 25, 2025, the Court granted Class Representative’s motion to bifurcate the trial into 
two phases for liability and individual damages.   

19. On September 10, 2025, the Parties participated in an additional mediation session with former 
U.S. District Judge Layn Phillips and David Murphy, Esq., both of Phillips ADR Enterprises.  In advance 
of the mediation, the Parties exchanged comprehensive mediation statements attaching documents 
produced in discovery.  The mediation did not result in a settlement.  However, the Parties continued 
settlement discussions that were facilitated by Judge Phillips and Mr. Murphy. 

20. On September 25, 2025, the Parties reached an agreement in principle to settle the Action in return 
for a cash payment of $239,000,000, subject to the execution of a customary “long form” stipulation and 
agreement of settlement and related papers. 

21. On November 4, 2025, the Parties entered into the Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement, which 
sets forth the full terms and conditions of the Settlement.  The Stipulation can be viewed at 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. On the same day, Class Representative filed a motion for 
preliminary approval of the Settlement. On November 24, 2025, Class Counsel filed a supplemental 
submission in further support of Class Representative’s motion for preliminary approval of the Settlement, 
attaching evidentiary support and a declaration from Class Representative’s damages expert. 

22. By Orders dated December 5 and 19, 2025, the Court preliminarily approved the Settlement,  
authorized notice of the Settlement to be disseminated to potential Class Members, and scheduled the 
Settlement Hearing to consider whether to grant final approval to the Settlement. 
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HOW DO I KNOW IF I AM AFFECTED BY THE SETTLEMENT? 
WHO IS INCLUDED IN THE CLASS? 

23. If you are a member of the Class, you are subject to the Settlement, unless you previously requested 
to be excluded from the Class.  The Class was certified by the Court’s Order dated November 25, 2020 
and consists of:   

All persons and entities who purchased the common stock of Celgene between April 27, 
2017 and April 27, 2018, inclusive, and were damaged thereby 

 
Excluded from the Class are: (i) Defendants; (ii) any directors and officers of Celgene during the Class 
Period and members of their Immediate Families; (iii) the subsidiaries, parents and affiliates of Celgene; 
(iv) any firm, trust, corporation or other entity in which Celgene has or had a controlling interest; and 
(v) the legal representatives, heirs, successors and assigns of any such excluded party.  Also excluded 
from the Class are (i) all persons and entities who previously requested exclusion from the Class in 
connection with the mailing of the Class Notice; and (ii) Judge Michael E. Farbiarz, his current or former 
chambers staff, and any of his family members.  A list of the persons and entities who requested exclusion 
from the Class in connection with Class Notice is available at www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. 

Please Note:  Receipt of this Notice does not mean that you are a Class Member or that you will be 
entitled to receive proceeds from the Settlement.   

If you are a Class Member and you wish to be eligible to participate in the distribution of proceeds 
from the Settlement, you are required to submit a Claim Form and the required supporting 
documentation as set forth therein postmarked (or submitted online) no later than April 13, 2026. 
The Claim Form is available (in English and en español) at www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, 
and an online claim can be submitted through that website. 

WHAT ARE CLASS REPRESENTATIVE’S REASONS FOR THE SETTLEMENT?  

24. The Parties disagree about both liability and damages.  Among other things, Defendants do not 
agree with the assertion that they violated the federal securities laws or that any damages were suffered 
by any Class Members as a result of their conduct.  Class Representative and Class Counsel believe that 
the claims asserted against Defendants have merit; nonetheless, there were very significant risks to 
ongoing litigation, including the risk of an adverse outcome at trial or on appeal.  If Class Representative 
had proceeded to trial, it would have faced a number of substantial arguments regarding liability and 
damages from Defendants.   

25. Defendants would have argued at trial (as they had throughout the litigation) that the alleged 
misrepresentations at issue were not false or misleading at the time they were made and that Defendants 
sincerely believed the truth of the statements.  For example, Defendants would argue that Class 
Representative would be unable to prove scienter on its fraud claim based on the alleged misrepresentation 
of the sales environment for Otezla because Defendants had a reasonable basis to believe that Otezla’s 
market share and prescription levels were growing (not static, as Class Representative claimed).  
Specifically, Defendant Curran would likely have testified that she honestly believed that her April and 
July 2017 statements regarding Otezla were true at the time she made them and that her statements were 
consistent with data and other information reflected in various internal Company documents.  
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26. With respect to the Ozanimod statements, Defendants would have argued that these statements 
were also true when made and that they had a reasonable, good faith belief that the U.S. Food & Drug 
Association (“FDA”) would accept for filing the December 2017 new drug application for Ozanimod 
based on the advice the Company received from its consultants—former FDA officials—and on regulatory 
precedent.  Thus, Defendants would contend that Class Representative could not establish scienter for the 
alleged Ozanimod misstatements because Defendants had a good faith belief that the application would 
be approved by the FDA and because the FDA ultimately did approve the drug.   

27. With respect to damages and loss causation, Defendants had challenged—and would continue to 
challenge—the damages models developed by Class Representative’s expert, arguing that his 
measurements of the Class’s damages failed to account for various, non-fraud-related “confounding” 
events that, when properly accounted for, would substantially reduce the potentially damages.  Had 
Defendants prevailed on these arguments at trial, the Class’s recovery would have been significantly 
reduced or eliminated. 

28. In light of these and other risks, the amount of the Settlement, and the immediacy of recovery to 
the Class, Class Representative and Class Counsel believe that the proposed Settlement is fair, reasonable, 
and adequate, and in the best interests of the Class.  The Settlement provides a substantial benefit to the 
Class, namely $239,000,000 in cash (less the various deductions described in this Notice), as compared to 
the risk that the claims in the Action would produce a smaller recovery, or no recovery at all, after further 
pretrial proceedings, at trial, and on any appeals, possibly years in the future. 

29. Defendants expressly deny that Class Representative has asserted any valid claims as to any of 
them, and expressly deny any and all allegations of fault, liability, or wrongdoing whatsoever.  Defendants 
further deny that Class Members were harmed or suffered any damages as a result of the conduct alleged 
in the Action.  Defendants have agreed to the Settlement solely to eliminate the burden and expense of 
continued litigation.  Accordingly, the Settlement may not be construed as an admission of any 
wrongdoing by Defendants. 

WHAT MIGHT HAPPEN IF THERE WERE NO SETTLEMENT? 

30. If there were no Settlement and Class Representative failed to establish any essential legal or 
factual element of its claims against Defendants, neither Class Representative nor the other Class Members 
would recover anything from Defendants.  Also, if Defendants were successful in proving any of their 
defenses, either at trial or on appeal, the Class could recover less than the amount provided in the 
Settlement, or nothing at all. 

HOW ARE CLASS MEMBERS AFFECTED 
BY THE ACTION AND THE SETTLEMENT? 

31. As a Class Member, you are represented by Class Representative and Class Counsel, unless you 
enter an appearance through counsel of your own choice at your own expense.  You are not required to 
retain your own counsel, but if you choose to do so, such counsel must file a notice of appearance on your 
behalf and must serve copies of his or her appearance on the attorneys listed in the section entitled, “When 
And Where Will The Court Decide Whether To Approve The Settlement?,” on page 11 below. 

32. If you are a Class Member and you wish to object to the Settlement, the Plan of Allocation, or 
Class Counsel’s application for attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses, you may present your objections 
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by following the instructions in the section entitled, “When And Where Will The Court Decide Whether 
To Approve The Settlement?,” on page 11 below. 

33. If you are a Class Member, you will be bound by any orders issued by the Court.  If the Settlement 
is approved, the Court will enter a judgment (the “Judgment”).  The Judgment will dismiss with prejudice 
the claims against Defendants and will provide that, upon the Effective Date of the Settlement, Class 
Representative and each of the other Class Members, on behalf of themselves, and their respective heirs, 
executors, administrators, predecessors, successors, assigns, representatives, attorneys, and agents, in their 
capacities as such, shall be deemed to have, and by operation of law and of the Judgment or the Alternate 
Judgment, if applicable, shall have fully, finally, and forever compromised, settled, released, resolved, 
relinquished, waived, and discharged each and every Released Plaintiff’s Claim (as defined in ¶ 34 below) 
(including, without limitation, Unknown Claims) against Defendants and the other Defendants’ Releasees 
(as defined in ¶ 35 below), and shall forever be barred and enjoined from prosecuting any or all of the 
Released Plaintiff’s Claims directly or indirectly against any of the Defendants and the other Defendants’ 
Releasees. 

34. “Released Plaintiff’s Claims” means all claims, demands, losses, rights and causes of action of 
every nature and description whatsoever, that have been or could have been asserted in this Action or 
could in the future be asserted in any forum, whether known claims or Unknown Claims (defined herein), 
whether foreign or domestic, whether arising under federal, state, common, or foreign law, whether class 
or individual in nature, whether accrued or unaccrued, whether liquidated or unliquidated, whether 
matured or unmatured, by Class Representative or its related parties, or any other Class Member and their 
related parties, which: (i) arise out of, are based upon, or relate to in any way any of the allegations, acts, 
transactions, facts, events, matters, occurrences, representations, or omissions involved, set forth, alleged, 
or referred to, or asserted in the Action, or which could have been alleged in the Action, and (ii) arise out 
of, are based upon, or relate to in any way the purchase or acquisition of Celgene common stock during 
the class period alleged in the Second Amended Complaint filed on February 27, 2019 (ECF No. 57) (i.e., 
January 12, 2015 through April 27, 2018, inclusive).  Released Plaintiff’s Claims do not include: (i) any 
claims relating to the enforcement of the Settlement; (ii) any derivative or ERISA claims; or (iii) any 
claims of any person or entity who or which is excluded from the Class.   

35. “Defendants’ Releasees” means Defendants and Former Defendants, and any and all of their 
current and former parents, affiliates, subsidiaries, officers, directors, agents, successors, predecessors, 
assigns, assignees, divisions, joint ventures, and partnerships, and each of their respective current or 
former officers, directors, partners, trustees, trusts, members, contractors, auditors, principals, agents, 
managing agents, employees, insurers, reinsurers, and attorneys, in their capacities as such, as well as each 
of the Individual Defendant’s and Former Defendants’ Immediate Family Members, heirs, executors, 
personal or legal representatives, estates, beneficiaries, predecessors, successors, and assigns. 

36. “Unknown Claims” means any Released Plaintiff’s Claims which either Class Representative or 
any other Class Member does not know or suspect to exist in his, her, or its favor at the time of the release 
of such claims, and any Released Defendants’ Claims which any Defendant does not know or suspect to 
exist in his, her, or its favor at the time of the release of such claims, which, if known by him, her, or it, 
might have affected his, her, or its decision(s) with respect to the Settlement.  With respect to any and all 
Released Claims, the Parties stipulate and agree that, upon the Effective Date of the Settlement, Class 
Representative and Defendants shall expressly waive, and each of the other Class Members shall be 
deemed to have waived, and by operation of the Judgment or the Alternate Judgment, if applicable, shall 
have expressly waived, any and all provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law of any state or 
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territory of the United States, or principle of common law or foreign law, which is similar, comparable, 
or equivalent to California Civil Code § 1542, which provides: 

A general release does not extend to claims that the creditor or releasing party does not 
know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time of executing the release and that, if 
known by him or her, would have materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor 
or released party. 

Class Representatives or other Class Members may hereafter discover facts, legal theories, or authorities 
in addition to or different from those which any of them now knows or believes to be true with respect to 
the subject matter of the Released Plaintiff’s Claims, but Class Representative and each Class Member 
shall be deemed to have settled and released, and upon the Effective Date and by operation of the Judgment 
have settled and released, fully, finally, and forever, any and all Released Plaintiff’s Claims as applicable, 
without regard to the subsequent discovery or existence of such different or additional facts, legal theories, 
or authorities.  Class Representative and Defendants acknowledge, and each of the other Class Members 
shall be deemed by operation of law to have acknowledged, that the foregoing waiver was separately 
bargained for and a key element of the Settlement. 

37. The Judgment will also provide that, upon the Effective Date of the Settlement, Defendants, on 
behalf of themselves, and their respective heirs, executors, administrators, predecessors, successors, 
assigns, representatives, attorneys, and agents, in their capacities as such, will have fully, finally, and 
forever compromised, settled, released, resolved, relinquished, waived, and discharged each and every 
Released Defendants’ Claim (as defined in ¶ 38 below) (including, without limitation, Unknown Claims) 
against Class Representative and the other Plaintiff’s Releasees (as defined in ¶ 39 below), and shall 
forever be barred and enjoined from prosecuting any or all of the Released Defendants’ Claims directly 
or indirectly against any of the Plaintiff’s Releasees. 

38. “Released Defendants’ Claims” means any and all claims and causes of action of every nature and 
description, whether known claims or Unknown Claims, whether arising under federal, state, common, or 
foreign law, that arise out of or relate in any way to the institution, prosecution, or settlement of the claims 
against Defendants in the Action.  Released Defendants’ Claims do not include any claims relating to the 
enforcement of the Settlement. 

39. “Plaintiff’s Releasees” means Class Representative and all other Class Members, and any and all 
of their respective current and former parents, affiliates, subsidiaries, officers, directors, agents, 
successors, predecessors, assigns, assignees, divisions, joint ventures, and partnerships, and each of their 
respective current or former officers, directors, partners, trustees, trusts, members, contractors, auditors, 
principals, agents, managing agents, employees, insurers, reinsurers, and attorneys, in their capacities as 
such, as well as each of the individual Class Members’ Immediate Family Members, heirs, executors, 
personal or legal representatives, estates, beneficiaries, predecessors, successors, and assigns. 

HOW DO I PARTICIPATE IN THE SETTLEMENT?  WHAT DO I NEED TO DO? 

40. To be eligible for a payment from the Settlement, you must be a member of the Class and you 
must timely complete and return the Claim Form with adequate supporting documentation postmarked (if 
mailed), or submitted online at www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com no later than April 13, 2026.  
You may obtain a Claim Form from the website maintained by the Claims Administrator for the case, 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  You may also request that a Claim Form be mailed to you by 
calling the Claims Administrator toll-free at 1-855-648-0893 or by emailing the Claims Administrator at 
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info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  Please retain all records of your ownership of and 
transactions in Celgene common stock, as they will be needed to document your Claim.  The Parties 
and Claims Administrator do not have information about your transactions and holdings in Celgene 
common stock. 

41. If you do not submit a timely and valid Claim Form, you will not be eligible to share in the Net 
Settlement Fund.   

HOW MUCH WILL MY PAYMENT BE? 

42. At this time, it is not possible to make any determination as to how much any individual Class 
Member may receive from the Settlement. 

43. Pursuant to the Settlement, Defendants have agreed to cause $239,000,000 in cash (the “Settlement 
Amount”) to be paid into an escrow account.  The Settlement Amount plus any interest earned thereon is 
referred to as the “Settlement Fund.”  If the Settlement is approved by the Court and the Effective Date 
occurs, the “Net Settlement Fund” (that is, the Settlement Fund less (a) all federal, state and/or local taxes 
on any income earned by the Settlement Fund and the reasonable costs incurred in connection with 
determining the amount of and paying taxes owed by the Settlement Fund (including reasonable expenses 
of tax attorneys and accountants); (b) the reasonable costs and expenses incurred in connection with 
providing notices to Class Members and administering the Settlement on behalf of Class Members; (c) any 
attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses awarded by the Court; and (d) any other costs or fees approved 
by the Court) will be distributed to Class Members who submit valid Claim Forms, in accordance with 
the proposed Plan of Allocation or such other plan of allocation as the Court may approve.  

44. The Net Settlement Fund will not be distributed unless and until the Court has approved the 
Settlement and a plan of allocation, and the time for any petition for rehearing, appeal or review, whether 
by certiorari or otherwise, has expired. 

45. Neither Defendants nor any other person or entity that paid any portion of the Settlement Amount 
on their behalf are entitled to get back any portion of the Settlement Fund once the Court’s order or 
judgment approving the Settlement becomes Final.  Defendants shall not have any liability, obligation, or 
responsibility for the administration of the Settlement, the disbursement of the Net Settlement Fund, or 
the plan of allocation.   

46. Approval of the Settlement is independent from approval of a plan of allocation.  Any 
determination with respect to a plan of allocation will not affect the Settlement, if approved.   

47. Unless the Court otherwise orders, any Class Member who fails to submit a Claim Form 
postmarked (or submitted online) on or before April 13, 2026 shall be fully and forever barred from 
receiving payments pursuant to the Settlement but will in all other respects remain a Class Member and 
be subject to the provisions of the Stipulation, including the terms of any Judgment entered and the releases 
given.  This means that each Class Member releases the Released Plaintiff’s Claims (as defined in ¶ 34 
above) against the Defendants and other Defendants’ Releasees (as defined in ¶ 35 above) and will be 
barred and enjoined from prosecuting any or all of the Released Plaintiff’s Claims directly or indirectly 
against any of the Defendants and the other Defendants’ Releasees whether or not such Class Member 
submits a Claim Form. 

48. Participants in and beneficiaries of any employee retirement and/or benefit plan covered by ERISA 
(“ERISA Plan”) should NOT include any information relating to shares of Celgene common stock 
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purchased or held through the ERISA Plan in any Claim Form they submit in this Action.  They should 
include ONLY shares of Celgene common stock purchased or held outside of an ERISA Plan.  Claims 
based on any ERISA Plan’s purchases or holdings of Celgene common stock may be made by the plan’s 
trustees. 

49. The Court has reserved jurisdiction to allow, disallow, or adjust on equitable grounds the claim of 
any Class Member.   

50. Each Claimant shall be deemed to have submitted to the jurisdiction of the Court with respect to 
his, her or its Claim Form. 

51. Only Class Members or persons authorized to submit a claim on their behalf will be eligible to 
share in the distribution of the Net Settlement Fund.  Persons and entities that are excluded from the Class 
by definition or that previously excluded themselves from the Class pursuant to request will not be eligible 
to receive a distribution from the Net Settlement Fund and should not submit Claim Forms.  

52. Appendix A to this Notice sets forth the Plan of Allocation for allocating the Net Settlement 
Fund among Authorized Claimants, as proposed by Class Representative.  At the Settlement 
Hearing, Class Representative will request that the Court approve the Plan of Allocation.  The 
Court may modify the Plan of Allocation, or approve a different plan of allocation, without further 
notice to the Class. 

WHAT PAYMENT ARE THE ATTORNEYS FOR THE CLASS SEEKING? 
HOW WILL THE LAWYERS BE PAID? 

53. Plaintiff’s Counsel, which have been prosecuting the Action on a wholly contingent basis for more 
than seven years, have not received any payment for their services in pursuing claims against the 
Defendants on behalf of the Class, nor have Plaintiff’s Counsel been reimbursed for their out-of-pocket 
expenses.  Before final approval of the Settlement, Class Counsel, Kessler Topaz Meltzer & Check, LLP, 
will apply to the Court for an award of attorneys’ fees for all Plaintiffs’ Counsel in an amount not to 
exceed 22.2% of the Settlement Fund.  At the same time, Class Counsel also intends to apply for payment 
of Litigation Expenses in an amount not to exceed $5.75 million, which may include an application for 
reimbursement of the reasonable costs and expenses incurred by Class Representative directly related to 
its representation of the Class, pursuant to the PSLRA.   

54. Class Counsel’s motion for attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses will be filed by March 30, 
2026.  A copy of Class Counsel’s motion will be available for review at 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  The Court will determine the amount of any award of attorneys’ 
fees or Litigation Expenses.  Such sums as may be approved by the Court will be paid from the Settlement 
Fund.  Class Members are not personally liable for any such fees or expenses.  

WHEN AND WHERE WILL THE COURT DECIDE WHETHER TO APPROVE THE 
SETTLEMENT?  DO I HAVE TO COME TO THE HEARING? 

MAY I SPEAK AT THE HEARING IF I DON’T LIKE THE SETTLEMENT? 

55. Class Members do not need to attend the Settlement Hearing.  The Court will consider any 
submission made in accordance with the provisions below even if a Class Member does not attend 
the hearing.  You can participate in the Settlement without attending the Settlement Hearing.   
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56. Please Note:  The date and time of the Settlement Hearing may change without further written 
notice to Class Members.  The Court may decide to allow Class Members to appear at the hearing by 
phone, without further written notice to the Class.  In order to determine whether the date and time of 
the Settlement Hearing have changed, or whether Class Members may participate by phone or 
video, it is important that you monitor the Court’s docket and the case website, 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, before making any plans to attend the Settlement Hearing.  
Any updates regarding the Settlement Hearing, including any changes to the date or time of the 
hearing or updates regarding in-person or remote appearances at the hearing, will be posted to the 
case website, www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  If the Court allows Class Members to 
participate in the Settlement Hearing by telephone or video conference, the information for 
accessing the telephone or video conference will be posted to the case website, 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  

57. The Settlement Hearing will be held on May 4, 2026 at 9:00 a.m., before the Honorable Michael 
E. Farbiarz of the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey, either in person in Courtroom 
4 of the Frank Lautenberg Post Office & U.S. Courthouse, 2 Federal Square, Newark, NJ 07102, or by 
telephone or videoconference, in the discretion of the Court.  At the Settlement Hearing, the Court will 
consider: (a) whether the proposed Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate to the Class, and should 
be finally approved; (b) whether a Judgment substantially in the form attached as Exhibit B to the 
Stipulation should be entered dismissing the Action with prejudice against Defendants; (c) whether the 
proposed Plan of Allocation for the proceeds of the Settlement is fair and reasonable and should be 
approved; (d) whether the motion by Class Counsel for attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses should be 
approved; and (e) other matters that may properly be brought before the Court in connection with the 
Settlement.  The Court reserves the right to approve the Settlement, the Plan of Allocation, Class Counsel’s 
motion for attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses, and/or any other matter related to the Settlement at or 
after the Settlement Hearing without further notice to the members of the Class. 

58. Any Class Member may object to the Settlement, the proposed Plan of Allocation, or Class 
Counsel’s motion for attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses.  Objections must be in writing.  You may 
file any written objection, together with copies of all other papers and briefs supporting the objection, 
electronically with the Court or by letter mailed to the Clerk’s Office at the United States District Court 
for the District of New Jersey, at the address set forth below on or before April 23, 2026 at 5:00 p.m.  If 
you submit your objection directly to the Court, you must also send the objections and supporting papers 
to Class Counsel and Defendants’ Counsel at the addresses set forth below (either by U.S. mail or email) 
so that the papers are received on or before April 23, 2026 at 5:00 p.m. You can also send an objection 
by email to Class Counsel and Defendants’ Counsel at the email addresses set forth below or to the case-
dedicated email address, info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, on or before April 23, 2026 at 5:00 
p.m. 
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Clerk’s Office  
 

United States District Court 
District of New Jersey 

Clerk of the Court 
Martin Luther King Building 

& U.S. Courthouse 
50 Walnut Street Room 4015 

Newark, NJ 07101  
 

Class Counsel 
 

KESSLER TOPAZ 
MELTZER & CHECK, LLP 

Matthew L. Mustokoff 
280 King of Prussia Road 

Radnor, PA 19087 
 

or 
 

info@ktmc.com 
 

Defendants’ Counsel 
 

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
Kevin M. McDonough 

1271 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10020 

 
or 
 

kevin.mcdonough@lw.com 
 

 
59. Any objection must include:  (a) the name of this proceeding, In re Celgene Corporation Securities 

Litigation, Case No. 2:18-cv-04772 (MEF) (JBC); (b) the objector’s full name, current address, email 
address (if applicable), and telephone number; (c) the objector’s signature; (d) a statement providing the 
specific reasons for the objection, including a detailed statement of the specific legal and factual basis for 
each and every objection and whether the objection applies only to the objector, to a specific subset of the 
Class, or to the entire Class; and (e) documents sufficient to prove membership in the Class, including 
documents showing the number of shares of Celgene common stock that the objecting Class Member 
purchased/acquired and/or sold during the Class Period, as well as the dates, number of shares, and prices 
of each such purchase/acquisition and sale.  The documentation establishing membership in the Class may 
consist of copies of account statements, transaction reports or confirmations, or any other authorized 
statements prepared by your broker, financial advisor, online trading platform, or other financial 
institution through which you purchased or held your shares of Celgene common stock.   

60. You may not object to the Settlement, the Plan of Allocation, or Class Counsel’s motion for 
attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses if you are excluded from the Class (including if you excluded 
yourself by request in connection with the Class Notice and are listed in Appendix 1 to the 
Stipulation).2 

61. You may file a written objection without having to appear at the Settlement Hearing.  You may 
not, however, appear at the Settlement Hearing to present your objection unless you first file and serve a 
written objection in accordance with the procedures described above, unless the Court orders otherwise. 

62. If you wish to be heard orally at the hearing in opposition to the approval of the Settlement, the 
Plan of Allocation, or Class Counsel’s motion for attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses, and if you 
timely submit a written objection as described above, you must also file a notice of appearance with the 
Clerk’s Office so that it is received on or before April 23, 2026 at 5:00 p.m.  Such persons may be heard 
orally at the discretion of the Court.  Objectors who enter an appearance and desire to present evidence at 
the Settlement Hearing in support of their objection must include in their written objection or notice of 
appearance the identity of any witnesses they may call to testify and any exhibits they intend to introduce 
into evidence at the hearing. 

 
2  As this Class was previously certified and, in connection with class certification, Class Members 
had the opportunity to request exclusion from the Class, the Court has exercised its discretion not to allow 
a second opportunity to request exclusion in connection with the Settlement proceedings. 
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63. You are not required to hire an attorney to represent you in making written objections or in 
appearing at the Settlement Hearing.  However, if you decide to hire an attorney, it will be at your own 
expense, and that attorney must file a notice of appearance with the Court so that the notice is received on 
or before April 23, 2026 at 5:00 p.m. 

64. The Settlement Hearing may be adjourned by the Court without further written notice to the Class, 
other than a posting of the adjournment on the case website, www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  If 
you plan to attend the Settlement Hearing, you should confirm the date and time with Class Counsel. 

65. Unless the Court orders otherwise, any Class Member who does not object in the manner 
described above will be deemed to have waived any objection and shall be forever foreclosed from 
making any objection to the proposed Settlement, the proposed Plan of Allocation or Class 
Counsel’s motion for attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses.  Class Members do not need to appear 
at the Settlement Hearing or take any other action to indicate their approval. 

WHAT IF I BOUGHT OR HELD CELGENE 
COMMON STOCK ON SOMEONE ELSE’S BEHALF? 

66. In connection with the previously disseminated Class Notice, Nominees were advised that if they 
purchased or otherwise acquired Celgene common stock during the Class Period (April 27, 2017 through 
April 27, 2018, inclusive) for the beneficial interest of persons or entities other than themselves. they must 
either (a) provide a list of the names, addresses, and, if available, email addresses of all such beneficial 
owners (“owners”) to JND Legal Administration (“JND”); or (b) request from JND sufficient copies of 
the Postcard Class Notice to forward to all such owners for whom email addresses were not available, and 
then forward those Postcard Class Notices to all such owners. 

67.  If you previously provided the names and addresses of such owners identified above in 
connection with the Class Notice, and (i) those names and addresses remain current and (ii) you 
have no additional names and addresses for potential Class Members to provide to the Claims 
Administrator, you need do nothing further at this time.  The Claims Administrator will mail the 
Postcard Notice of the Settlement (“Postcard Notice”) to the owners whose names and addresses were 
previously provided in connection with the Class Notice mailing.   

68. If you elected to mail or email the Class Notice directly to owners, you were advised that you must 
retain the mailing records for use in connection with any further notices that may be provided in the 
Action.  If you elected this option, the Claims Administrator will forward the same number of Postcard 
Notices to you to send to the owners, and you must mail and/or email the Postcard Notices to those 
owners by no later than seven (7) calendar days after receipt of the Settlement Notice Packets.  If 
you require more copies of the Postcard Notice than you previously requested in connection with the Class 
Notice mailing, please contact the Claims Administrator, JND, toll-free at 1-855-648-0893, and let them 
know how many notices you require.  

69. If you have not already provided the names and addresses for all persons and entities on whose 
behalf you purchased or acquired Celgene common stock from April 27, 2017 through April 27, 2018; or 
if you have additional names or updated or changed information, then the Court has ordered that you must, 
WITHIN SEVEN (7) CALENDAR DAYS OF YOUR RECEIPT OF THIS SETTLEMENT NOTICE, 
either: (i) send a list of the names, addresses, and, if available, email addresses of such owners to the 
Claims Administrator at Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation, c/o JND Legal Administration, P.O. 
Box 91422, Seattle, WA 98111, in which event the Claims Administrator shall promptly mail Postcard 
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Notice to such owners, or (ii) request from JND sufficient copies of the Postcard Notice to forward to all 
such owners, and mail or email the Postcard Notice to the owners within seven (7) calendar days of receipt.  
AS STATED ABOVE, IF YOU HAVE ALREADY PROVIDED THIS INFORMATION IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE CLASS NOTICE, UNLESS THAT INFORMATION HAS 
CHANGED (E.G., OWNER HAS CHANGED ADDRESS), IT IS UNNECESSARY TO PROVIDE 
SUCH INFORMATION AGAIN.  

70. Upon full and timely compliance with these directions, nominees may seek reimbursement of their 
reasonable expenses actually incurred by providing the Claims Administrator with proper documentation 
supporting the expenses for which reimbursement is sought.  Reasonable expenses shall not exceed $0.05 
plus postage at the pre-sort rate used by the Claims Administrator per Postcard Notice mailed; $0.05 per 
Postcard Notice emailed; or $0.05 per mailing record provided to the Claims Administrator.  Such properly 
documented expenses incurred by Nominees in compliance with these directions shall be paid from the 
Settlement Fund, with any disputes as to the reasonableness or documentation of expenses incurred subject 
to review by the Court.  

CAN I SEE THE COURT FILE?  WHOM SHOULD I CONTACT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? 

71. This Notice contains only a summary of the terms of the proposed Settlement.  For more detailed 
information about the matters involved in this Action, you are referred to the papers on file in the Action, 
including the Stipulation, which may be reviewed by accessing the Court docket in this case through the 
Court’s Public Access to Court Electronic Records (PACER) system at https://ecf.njd.uscourts.gov, or by 
visiting the office of the Clerk of the Court for the United States District Court for the District of New 
Jersey, Martin Luther King Building & U.S. Courthouse, 50 Walnut Street Room 4015, Newark, NJ 
07101.  Additionally, copies of the Stipulation and any related orders entered by the Court will be posted 
on the website maintained, www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. 

 All inquiries concerning this Settlement Notice and the Claim Form should be directed to: 
 

Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation 
c/o JND Legal Administration 

P.O. Box 91422 
Seattle, WA 98111 

 
(855) 648-0893 

info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com 
 

and/or KESSLER TOPAZ MELTZER 
& CHECK, LLP 

Matthew L. Mustokoff 
280 King of Prussia Road 

Radnor, PA 19087 
 

(610) 667-7706 
info@ktmc.com 

 
 DO NOT CALL OR WRITE THE COURT, THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF THE 
COURT, DEFENDANTS OR THEIR COUNSEL REGARDING THIS NOTICE. 
 
Dated: January 13, 2026     By Order of the Court 
        United States District Court 
        District of New Jersey 
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Appendix A 

PLAN OF ALLOCATION OF THE NET SETTLEMENT FUND 

72. As discussed above, the Settlement provides $239,000,000 in cash for the benefit of the Class.  
The Settlement Amount and any interest it earns constitute the “Settlement Fund.”  The Settlement Fund, 
after deduction of Court-approved attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses, Notice and Administration 
Costs, Taxes, and any other fees or expenses approved by the Court, is the “Net Settlement Fund.”  If the 
Settlement is approved by the Court, the Net Settlement Fund will be distributed to eligible Authorized 
Claimants—i.e., Class Members who timely submit valid Claim Forms that are accepted for payment by 
the Court—in accordance with this proposed Plan of Allocation (“Plan of Allocation” or “Plan”) or such 
other plan of allocation as the Court may approve.  Class Members who do not timely submit valid Claim 
Forms will not share in the Net Settlement Fund, but will otherwise be bound by the Settlement.  The 
Court may approve this proposed Plan of Allocation, or modify it, without additional notice to the Class.  
Any order modifying the Plan of Allocation will be posted on the www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. 

73. The objective of the Plan of Allocation is to distribute the Settlement proceeds equitably among 
those Class Members who suffered economic losses as a proximate result of the alleged wrongdoing.  The 
Plan of Allocation is not a formal damage analysis, and the calculations made in accordance with the Plan 
of Allocation are not intended to be estimates of, or indicative of, the amounts that Class Members might 
have been able to recover after a trial.  Nor are the calculations in accordance with the Plan of Allocation 
intended to be estimates of the amounts that will be paid to Authorized Claimants under the Settlement.  
The computations under the Plan of Allocation are only a method to weigh, in a fair and equitable manner, 
the claims of Authorized Claimants against one another for the purpose of making pro rata allocations of 
the Net Settlement Fund. 

74. The Plan of Allocation was developed in consultation with Class Representative’s damages expert.  
In developing the Plan of Allocation, Class Representative’s damages expert calculated the estimated 
amount of alleged artificial inflation in the per-share price of Celgene common stock that was allegedly 
proximately caused by Defendants’ alleged materially false and misleading statements and omissions that 
were sustained following the Court’s rulings on Defendants’ motions for summary judgment.  In 
calculating the estimated artificial inflation allegedly caused by those misrepresentations and omissions, 
Class Representative’s damages expert considered price changes in Celgene common stock in reaction to 
public disclosures that allegedly corrected the alleged misrepresentations and omissions, adjusting the 
price change for factors that were attributable to market or industry forces or other Company-specific 
information unrelated to Class Representative’s allegations.   

75. In order to have recoverable damages in connection with purchases of Celgene common stock 
during the Class Period, disclosure of the alleged misrepresentations or omissions must be the cause of 
the decline in the price of the Celgene common stock.  In this case, Class Representative alleges that 
Defendants made false statements and omitted material facts during the Class Period, which had the effect 
of artificially inflating the prices of Celgene common stock.  Alleged artificial inflation was removed from 
the price of Celgene common stock as the result of alleged corrective disclosures that occurred on October 
26, 2017, February 27, 2018, and April 29, 2018, which partially removed the artificial inflation from the 
price of Celgene common stock on October 26, 2017, February 28, 2018, and April 30, 2018.  In order to 
have a “Recognized Claim Amount” under the Plan of Allocation, shares of Celgene common stock must 
have been purchased during the Class Period and held through at least one of the dates where new 
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corrective information was released to the market and partially removed the alleged artificial inflation 
from the price of Celgene common stock. 

CALCULATION OF RECOGNIZED CLAIM AMOUNT 

76. Based on the formulas stated below, a “Recognized Loss Amount” will be calculated for each 
purchase of Celgene common stock during the Class Period that is listed on the Claim Form and for which 
adequate documentation is provided.  If a Recognized Loss Amount calculates to a negative number or 
zero under the formula below, that Recognized Loss Amount will be zero.3 

77. For each share of Celgene common stock purchased during the period from April 27, 2017 through 
April 27, 2018, inclusive, and: 

A. Sold prior to the close of trading on October 25, 2017, the Recognized Loss Amount per 
share is zero. 

B. Sold from October 26, 2017 through and including the close of trading on April 27, 2018, 
the Recognized Loss Amount will be the lesser of: (i) the amount of artificial inflation per 
share on the date of purchase as stated in Table A minus the amount of artificial inflation 
per share on the date of sale as stated in Table A, or (ii) the purchase price minus the sale 
price;  

C. Sold from April 28, 2018 through and including the close of trading on July 27, 2018, the 
Recognized Loss Amount will be the least of: (i) the amount of artificial inflation per share 
on the date of purchase as stated in Table A; (ii) the purchase price minus the sale price, or 
(iii) the purchase price minus the average closing price between April 30, 2018 and the date 
of sale as stated in Table B at the end of this Notice; and 

D. Held as of the close of trading on July 27, 2018, the Recognized Loss Amount will be the 
lesser of: (i) the amount of artificial inflation per share on the date of purchase as stated in 
Table A; or (ii) the purchase price minus $81.48, the average closing price for Celgene 
common stock from April 30, 2018 through July 27, 2018 (the last entry on Table B at the 
end of this Notice).4 

 
3 Any transactions in Celgene common stock executed outside of regular trading hours for the U.S. 
financial markets shall be deemed to have occurred during the next regular trading session. 
4 Under Section 21D(e)(1) of the Exchange Act, “in any private action arising under this Act in which the 
plaintiff seeks to establish damages by reference to the market price of a security, the award of damages 
to the plaintiff shall not exceed the difference between the purchase or sale price paid or received, as 
appropriate, by the plaintiff for the subject security and the mean trading price of that security during the 
90-day period beginning on the date on which the information correcting the misstatement or omission 
that is the basis for the action is disseminated to the market.”  Consistent with the requirements of the 
statute, Recognized Loss Amounts are reduced to an appropriate extent by taking into account the closing 
prices of Celgene common stock during the 90-day look-back period from April 30, 2018 through July 
27, 2018.  The mean (average) closing price for Celgene common stock during period was $81.48.   
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ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 

78. Calculation of Claimant’s “Recognized Claim”: A Claimant’s “Recognized Claim” will be the 
sum of his, her, or its Recognized Loss Amounts as calculated under ¶ 77 above. 

79. FIFO Matching: If a Claimant made more than one purchase or sale of Celgene common stock 
during the Class Period, all purchases and sales will be matched on a First In, First Out (“FIFO”) basis.  
Class Period sales will be matched first against any holdings at the beginning of the Class Period and then 
against purchases in chronological order, beginning with the earliest purchase/acquisition made during the 
Class Period. 

80. Purchase/Sale Prices: For the purposes of calculations in ¶ 77 above, “purchase price” means the 
actual price paid, excluding any fees, commissions, and taxes, and “sale price” means the actual amount 
received, not deducting any fees, commissions, and taxes. 

81. “Purchase/Sale” Dates: Purchases and sales of Celgene common stock will be deemed to have 
occurred on the “contract” or “trade” date as opposed to the “settlement” or “payment” date.  The receipt 
or grant by gift, inheritance, or operation of law of Celgene common stock during the Class Period will 
not be deemed a purchase or sale of Celgene common stock for the calculation of a Claimant’s Recognized 
Loss Amount, nor will the receipt or grant be deemed an assignment of any claim relating to the 
purchase/sale of Celgene common stock unless (i) the donor or decedent purchased or sold such Celgene 
common stock during the Class Period; (ii) the instrument of gift or assignment specifically provides that 
it is intended to transfer such rights; and (iii) no Claim was submitted by or on behalf of the donor, on 
behalf of the decedent, or by anyone else with respect to shares of such shares of Celgene common stock. 

82. Short Sales: The date of covering a “short sale” is deemed to be the date of purchase of the Celgene 
common stock.  The date of a “short sale” is deemed to be the date of sale of the Celgene common stock.  
In accordance with the Plan of Allocation, however, the Recognized Loss Amount on “short sales” and 
the purchases covering “short sales” is zero. 

83. In the event that a Claimant has an opening short position in Celgene common stock, the earliest 
purchases of Celgene common stock during the Class Period will be matched against such opening short 
position, and not be entitled to a recovery, until that short position is fully covered. 

84. Common Stock Purchased/Sold Through the Exercise of Options: Option contracts are not 
securities eligible to participate in the Settlement.  With respect to Celgene common stock purchased or 
sold through the exercise of an option, the purchase/sale date of the security is the exercise date of the 
option and the purchase/sale price is the exercise price of the option. 

85. Market Gains and Losses: The Claims Administrator will determine if the Claimant had a 
“Market Gain” or a “Market Loss” with respect to his, her, or its overall transactions in Celgene common 
stock during the Class Period.  For purposes of making this calculation, the Claims Administrator will 
determine the difference between (i) the Claimant’s Total Purchase Amount5 and (ii) the sum of the 

 
5 The “Total Purchase Amount” is the total amount the Claimant paid (excluding any fees, commissions, 
and taxes) for all shares of Celgene common stock purchased during the Class Period. 
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Claimant’s Total Sales Proceeds6 and the Claimant’s Holding Value.7  If the Claimant’s Total Purchase 
Amount minus the sum of the Claimant’s Total Sales Proceeds and the Holding Value is a positive number, 
that number will be the Claimant’s Market Loss; if the number is a negative number or zero, that number 
will be the Claimant’s Market Gain. 

86. If a Claimant had a Market Gain with respect to his, her, or its overall transactions in Celgene 
common stock during the Class Period, the value of the Claimant’s Recognized Claim will be zero, and 
the Claimant will in any event be bound by the Settlement.  If a Claimant suffered an overall Market Loss 
with respect to his, her, or its overall transactions in Celgene common stock during the Class Period but 
that Market Loss was less than the Claimant’s Recognized Claim, then the Claimant’s Recognized Claim 
will be limited to the amount of the Market Loss. 

87. Determination of Distribution Amount: If the sum total of Recognized Claims of all Authorized 
Claimants who are entitled to receive payment out of the Net Settlement Fund is greater than the Net 
Settlement Fund, each Authorized Claimant will receive his, her, or its pro rata share of the Net Settlement 
Fund.  The pro rata share will be the Authorized Claimant’s Recognized Claim divided by the total of 
Recognized Claims of all Authorized Claimants, multiplied by the total amount in the Net Settlement 
Fund. 

88. If the Net Settlement Fund exceeds the sum total amount of the Recognized Claims of all 
Authorized Claimants entitled to receive payment out of the Net Settlement Fund, the excess amount in 
the Net Settlement Fund will be distributed pro rata to all Authorized Claimants entitled to receive 
payment. 

89. If an Authorized Claimant’s Distribution Amount calculates to less than $10.00, no distribution 
will be made to that Authorized Claimant. 

90. After the initial distribution of the Net Settlement Fund, the Claims Administrator will make 
reasonable and diligent efforts to have Authorized Claimants cash their distribution checks.  To the extent 
any monies remain in the Net Settlement Fund seven (7) months after the initial distribution, if Class 
Counsel, in consultation with the Claims Administrator, determines that it is cost-effective to do so, the 
Claims Administrator will conduct a re-distribution of the funds remaining after payment of any unpaid 
fees and expenses incurred in administering the Settlement, including for such re-distribution, to 
Authorized Claimants who have cashed their initial distributions and who would receive at least $10.00 
from such re-distribution.  Additional re-distributions to Authorized Claimants who have cashed their 
prior checks may occur thereafter if Class Counsel, in consultation with the Claims Administrator, 
determines that additional re-distributions, after the deduction of any additional fees and expenses incurred 
in administering the Settlement, including for such re-distributions, would be cost-effective.  At such time 
as it is determined that the re-distribution of funds remaining in the Net Settlement Fund is not cost-

 
6 The Claims Administrator will match any sales of Celgene common stock during the Class Period first 
against the Claimant’s opening position in Celgene common stock (the proceeds of those sales will not be 
considered for purposes of calculating market gains or losses). The total amount received (not deducting 
any fees, commissions, and taxes) for sales of the remaining shares of Celgene common stock sold during 
the Class Period is the “Total Sales Proceeds.” 
7 The Claims Administrator will ascribe a “Holding Value” of $87.10 to each share of Celgene common 
stock purchased during the Class Period that was still held as of the close of trading on April 27, 2018.  
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effective, the remaining balance will be contributed to a 501(c)(3) organization to be agreed upon by the 
Parties and approved by the Court with any dispute between the Parties to be settled by the Court. 

91. Payment pursuant to the Plan of Allocation, or such other plan of allocation as may be approved 
by the Court, will be conclusive against all Claimants.  No person shall have any claim against Class 
Representative, Plaintiff’s Counsel, Class Representative’s damages or consulting experts, Defendants, 
Defendants’ Counsel, or any of the other Plaintiff’s Releasees or Defendants’ Releasees, or the Claims 
Administrator or other agent designated by Class Counsel arising from distributions made substantially in 
accordance with the Stipulation, the plan of allocation approved by the Court, or further Orders of the 
Court.  Class Representative, Defendants, and their respective counsel, and all other Defendants’ 
Releasees, shall have no responsibility or liability whatsoever for the investment or distribution of the 
Settlement Fund or the Net Settlement Fund; the plan of allocation; the determination, administration, 
calculation, or payment of any Claim or nonperformance of the Claims Administrator; the payment or 
withholding of Taxes; or any losses incurred in connection therewith. 

 
 

 
TABLE A 

 
Estimated Artificial Inflation in Celgene Common Stock 

from April 27, 2017 through April 27, 2018 
 

Date Range 
Artificial 

Inflation Per 
Share 

April 27, 2017 through October 25, 2017 $12.37 

October 26, 2017 through October 29, 2017 $7.42 

October 30, 2017 through February 27, 2018 $10.58 

February 28, 2018 through April 27, 2018 $2.82 
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TABLE B 

90-Day Look-Back Table for Celgene Common Stock 
(Closing Price and Average Closing Price:  April 30, 2018 – July 27, 2018) 

 

 

Date 
Closing 

Price 

Average Closing 
Price Between 
April 30, 2018, 

and Date Shown 
  

Date 
Closing 

Price 

Average Closing 
Price Between 
April 30, 2018, 

and Date Shown 

4/30/2018 $87.10 $87.10   6/14/2018  $78.39   $80.73  
5/1/2018  $87.93   $87.52    6/15/2018  $78.08   $80.65  
5/2/2018  $86.90   $87.31    6/18/2018  $77.73   $80.57  
5/3/2018  $85.40   $86.83    6/19/2018  $79.44   $80.54  
5/4/2018  $86.89   $86.84    6/20/2018  $79.77   $80.52  
5/7/2018  $84.57   $86.47    6/21/2018  $79.14   $80.48  
5/8/2018  $83.13   $85.99    6/22/2018  $78.80   $80.44  
5/9/2018  $82.80   $85.59    6/25/2018  $78.53   $80.39  

5/10/2018  $82.38   $85.23    6/26/2018  $78.31   $80.34  
5/11/2018  $84.54   $85.16    6/27/2018  $77.25   $80.27  
5/14/2018  $85.31   $85.18    6/28/2018  $76.66   $80.18  
5/15/2018  $81.98   $84.91    6/29/2018  $79.42   $80.16  
5/16/2018  $81.36   $84.64    7/2/2018  $79.51   $80.15  
5/17/2018  $79.98   $84.31    7/3/2018  $78.65   $80.12  
5/18/2018  $78.37   $83.91    7/5/2018  $80.39   $80.12  
5/21/2018  $74.69   $83.33    7/6/2018  $82.44   $80.17  
5/22/2018  $76.61   $82.94    7/9/2018  $83.85   $80.25  
5/23/2018  $77.66   $82.64    7/10/2018  $84.56   $80.33  
5/24/2018  $79.54   $82.48    7/11/2018  $83.33   $80.39  
5/25/2018  $78.63   $82.29    7/12/2018  $85.60   $80.49  
5/29/2018  $77.83   $82.08    7/13/2018  $85.69   $80.59  
5/30/2018  $77.97   $81.89    7/16/2018  $85.23   $80.68  
5/31/2018  $78.68   $81.75    7/17/2018  $85.85   $80.77  
6/1/2018  $79.04   $81.64    7/18/2018  $85.78   $80.86  
6/4/2018  $78.65   $81.52    7/19/2018  $85.34   $80.94  
6/5/2018  $77.97   $81.38    7/20/2018  $85.10   $81.01  
6/6/2018  $78.79   $81.29    7/23/2018  $85.08   $81.08  
6/7/2018  $78.79   $81.20    7/24/2018  $87.17   $81.18  
6/8/2018  $79.06   $81.12   7/25/2018  $87.67   $81.29  

6/11/2018  $78.33   $81.03   7/26/2018  $88.31   $81.40  
6/12/2018  $77.47   $80.91    7/27/2018  $86.43   $81.48  
6/13/2018  $77.38   $80.80    
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Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation 

Toll-Free Number: (855) 648-0893 
Email:  info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com 

Website:  www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com 
 
 

PROOF OF CLAIM AND RELEASE FORM 
 

To be eligible to receive a share of the Net Settlement Fund in connection with the Settlement of this Action, you 
must complete and sign this Proof of Claim and Release Form (“Claim Form”) and mail it by First-Class Mail to 
the address below, or submit it online at www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, with supporting documentation, 
postmarked (if mailed) or submitted online no later than April 13, 2026. 

Mail to: 

Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation 
c/o JND Legal Administration 

P.O. Box 91422 
Seattle, WA 98111 

 
Or submit online at: www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com 

 
Failure to submit your Claim Form by the date specified will subject your claim to rejection and may preclude 
you from being eligible to receive any money in connection with the Settlement. 

Do not mail or deliver your Claim Form to the Court, the Parties to the Action, or their counsel.  Submit 
your Claim Form only to the Claims Administrator at the address set forth above. 
 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS               PAGE # 
 
PART I – CLAIMANT INFORMATION             2 
 
PART II – GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS             3 
  
PART III – SCHEDULE OF TRANSACTIONS IN CELGENE COMMON STOCK  
                    (NYSE: CELG; CUSIP: 151020104)       4 
 
PART IV – RELEASE OF CLAIMS, CERTIFICATION, AND SIGNATURE       5 
 

 

Need help?  If you have questions concerning this Claim Form or need assistance in filling out the Claim Form, 
you may contact the Claims Administrator at the above mailing address, by email at 
info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, or by toll-free phone at (855) 648-0893, or you can visit the website, 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com. Una versión en español de este formulario de reclamación está 
disponible en la página de red. 
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PART I – CLAIMANT INFORMATION 
 

The Claims Administrator will use this information for all communications regarding this Claim Form.  If this 
information changes, you MUST notify the Claims Administrator in writing at the address above.  Complete 
names of all persons and entities must be provided. 

Name of the Owner of Celgene common stock (see ¶ 4 on next page for details) 
First Name MI Last Name 

     

Joint Owner’s Name (if applicable) 
First Name (if applicable) MI Last Name (if applicable) 

     

If this claim is submitted for an IRA, and if you would like any check that you MAY be eligible to receive made payable to the IRA, 
please include “IRA” in the “Last Name” box above (e.g., Jones IRA). 

Entity Name (if the Owner is not an individual) 

 

Name of Representative, if applicable (executor, administrator, trustee, c/o, etc.), if different from Owner 

 

Last 4 digits of Social Security Number or Taxpayer Identification Number 

    

Street Address 

 

Street Address (Second line, if needed) 

 

City State/Province Zip Code 

     

Foreign Postal Code (if applicable) Foreign Country (if applicable) 

   

Telephone Number (Day) Telephone Number (Evening) 

   

Email Address (email address is not required, but if you provide it, you authorize the Claims Administrator to use it in providing you 
with information relevant to this claim): 

 

Type of Owner (Specify one of the following ):  

  Individual(s)    Corporation    UGMA Custodian     IRA   Partnership 

  Estate   Trust   Other (describe): ________________________________________________________ 
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PART II – GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

1. By submitting this Claim Form, you are making a request to share in the proceeds of the Settlement 
described in the Settlement Notice, which is available at www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  If you are not a 
Class Member, or if you previously submitted a request for exclusion and are listed on Appendix 1 to the 
Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement dated November 4, 2025 (“Stipulation”), you are not eligible for a 
payment in the Settlement.  Submission of this Claim Form does not guarantee that you will share in the 
proceeds of the Settlement.  The distribution of the Net Settlement Fund will be governed by the Plan of 
Allocation set forth in the Settlement Notice or by such other plan of allocation as the Court approves. 

2. In Part III of this Claim Form, you must provide the requested information with respect to your 
holdings, purchases, acquisitions, and sales of Celgene common stock (including free transfers and deliveries), 
whether such transactions resulted in a profit or a loss.  Failure to report all transaction and holding 
information during the requested time period may result in the rejection of your claim. 

3. Documentation.  You are required to submit genuine and sufficient documentation for all of your 
transactions in and holdings of Celgene common stock set forth in Part III of the Claim Form.  Documentation 
may consist of copies of account statements, transaction reports or confirmations, or any other authorized 
statements prepared by your broker, financial advisor, online trading platform, or other financial institution 
through which you purchased or held your shares of Celgene common stock.  For purchases, acquisitions, and 
sales, the documentation must show the number of shares traded, the price paid, and the date.  A screenshot of an 
online trading platform that shows all of this required information and the name of the owner of the account will 
be acceptable.  The Parties and the Claims Administrator do not independently have information about your 
investments in Celgene common stock.  If such documents are not in your possession, please obtain copies of 
these documents from your financial institution.  Self-created documents are not sufficient.  Failure to supply this 
documentation may result in the rejection of your claim.  Please do not send original documents, as they will 
not be returned.  Please keep a copy of all documents that you send to the Claims Administrator.   

4. The “Owner” of the Celgene common stock should be identified in Part I of this Claim Form 
entitled “CLAIMANT INFORMATION.”  The Owner listed in Part I of this Claim Form should be the “beneficial 
owner” of the Celgene common stock, that is the person who ultimately controlled or benefited from ownership 
of the stock.  The complete name(s) of the Owner(s) must be entered. The Owner(s) must sign this Claim Form 
to be eligible to participate in the Settlement.  If there are joint Owners, each must sign this Claim Form and their 
names must appear as “Claimants” in Part I of this Claim Form.  Many investors hold their securities indirectly 
through a bank, broker-dealer, or other financial advisor or financial platform.  In those cases, the investor is 
considered the beneficial owner (or Owner), while the bank, broker or financial advisor is considered the 
registered owner.  The beneficial owner(s) must sign this Claim Form  

5. One Claim should be submitted for each separate legal entity or separately managed 
account.  Separate Claim Forms should be submitted for each separate legal entity (e.g., an individual should not 
combine his, her or their IRA transactions with transactions made solely in the individual’s name).  Generally, a 
single Claim Form should be submitted on behalf of one legal entity including all holdings and transactions made 
by that entity on one Claim Form.  However, if a single person or legal entity had multiple accounts that were 
separately managed, separate Claims may be submitted for each such account.  The Claims Administrator reserves 
the right to request information on all the holdings and transactions in Celgene common stock made on behalf of 
a single Owner. 

6. PLEASE NOTE:  As set forth in the Plan of Allocation, each Authorized Claimant shall receive 
his, her, or its pro rata share of the Net Settlement Fund.  If the prorated payment to any Authorized Claimant 
calculates to less than $10.00, it will not be included in the calculation, and no distribution will be made to that 
Authorized Claimant. 
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PART III – SCHEDULE OF TRANSACTIONS IN CELGENE COMMON STOCK 

The only eligible security is the common stock of Celgene Corporation (“Celgene”).  During the Class Period, 
Celgene common stock traded on the NASDAQ.  Its ticker symbol was CELG, and its CUSIP was 151020104.  
Do not include information regarding securities other than Celgene common stock.  Please include proper 
documentation with your Claim Form as described in detail in Part II – General Instructions ¶ 3, above.   

1.  HOLDINGS AS OF APRIL 27, 2017 – State the total number of shares of Celgene common stock 
held as of the opening of trading on April 27, 2017.  (Must be documented.)  If none, write “zero” or 
“0.”    ________________ 

Confirm Proof of 
Position Enclosed 

□ 
2.  PURCHASES/ACQUISITIONS FROM APRIL 27, 2017 THROUGH APRIL 27, 2018, INCLUSIVE – Separately 
list each and every purchase or acquisition (including free receipts) of Celgene common stock from April 27, 2017 through 
the close of trading on April 27, 2018.  (Must be documented.)   

Date of Purchase/ 
Acquisition  

(List Chronologically) 
(Month/Day/Year) 

Number of Shares 
Purchased 

Purchase 
Price Per Share 

Total Purchase Price  
(excluding any taxes, 

commissions, and fees) 

Confirm Proof of 
Purchase Enclosed 

 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

3.  PURCHASES/ACQUISITIONS FROM APRIL 28, 2018 THROUGH JULY 27, 2018, INCLUSIVE – State the total 
number of shares of Celgene common stock purchased or acquired (including free receipts) from April 28, 2018 through the 
close of trading on July 27, 2018.  If none, write “zero” or “0.”  ____________________ 

4.  SALES FROM APRIL 27, 2017 THROUGH JULY 27, 2018 – Separately list each and every 
sale or disposition (including free deliveries) of Celgene common stock from April 27, 2017 through 
the close of trading on July 27, 2018.  (Must be documented.)   

IF NONE, 
CHECK HERE  

□ 

Date of Sale 
(List Chronologically) 

 (Month/Day/Year) 

Number of 
Shares Sold 

Sale Price  
Per Share 

 

Total Sale Price  
(not deducting any taxes, 
commissions, and fees) 

Confirm Proof 
of Sale Enclosed 

 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

  /       /     $ $ □ 

5.  HOLDINGS AS OF JULY 27, 2018 – State the total number of shares of Celgene common stock 
held as of the close of trading on July 27, 2018.  (Must be documented.)  If none, write “zero” or “0.”  
________________ 

Confirm Proof of 
Position Enclosed 

□ 
IF YOU REQUIRE ADDITIONAL SPACE FOR THE SCHEDULE ABOVE, ATTACH EXTRA 
SCHEDULES IN THE SAME FORMAT.  PRINT THE BENEFICIAL OWNER’S FULL NAME AND 
LAST FOUR DIGITS OF SOCIAL SECURITY/TAXPAYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER ON EACH 
ADDITIONAL PAGE.  IF YOU DO ATTACH EXTRA SCHEDULES, CHECK THIS BOX.   

 

Case 2:18-cv-04772-MEF-JBC     Document 494-4     Filed 03/30/26     Page 41 of 57
PageID: 53557



 

 
Questions? Email info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com or call toll-free (855) 648-0893.  Page 5 of 7 

PART IV – RELEASE OF CLAIMS, CERTIFICATION, AND SIGNATURE 
 

YOU MUST ALSO READ THE RELEASE AND CERTIFICATION BELOW AND SIGN ON PAGE 6 
OF THIS CLAIM FORM. 

 
I (We) hereby acknowledge that, pursuant to the terms set forth in the Stipulation, without further action by 
anyone, upon the Effective Date of the Settlement, I (we), on behalf of myself (ourselves) and my (our) (the 
claimant(s)’) respective heirs, executors, administrators, predecessors, successors, assigns, representatives, 
attorneys, and agents, in their capacities as such, shall be deemed to have, and by operation of law and of the 
Judgment shall have, fully, finally, and forever compromised, settled, released, resolved, relinquished, waived, 
and discharged each and every Released Plaintiff’s Claim (including, without limitation, Unknown Claims) 
against Defendants and the other Defendants’ Releasees, and shall forever be barred and enjoined from 
prosecuting any and all of the Released Plaintiff’s Claims directly or indirectly against any of the Defendants and 
the other Defendants’ Releasees.   

 
CERTIFICATION  
 
By signing and submitting this Claim Form, the claimant(s) or the person(s) who represent(s) the claimant(s) 
agree(s) to the release above and certifies (certify) as follows: 

1. that I (we) have read and understand the contents of the Settlement Notice and this Claim Form, 
including the releases provided for in the Settlement and the terms of the Plan of Allocation;   

2. that the claimant(s) is a (are) Class Member(s), as defined in the Settlement Notice, and is (are) 
not excluded by definition from the Class as set forth in the Settlement Notice; 

3. that the claimant(s) did not submit a request for exclusion from the Class; 

4. that I (we) own(ed) the Celgene common stock identified in the Claim Form and have not 
assigned the claim against any of the Defendants or any of the other Defendants’ Releasees to another, or that, 
in signing and submitting this Claim Form, I (we) have the authority to act on behalf of the owner(s) thereof;   

5. that the claimant(s) has (have) not submitted any other claim covering the same purchases of 
Celgene common stock and knows (know) of no other person having done so on the claimant’s (claimants’) 
behalf; 

6. that the claimant(s) has (have) not assigned or transferred or purported to assign or transfer, 
voluntarily or involuntarily, any Released Plaintiff’s Claim against any of the Defendants’ Releasees; 

7. that the claimant(s) submit(s) to the jurisdiction of the United States District Court for the District 
of New Jersey with respect to claimant’s (claimants’) claim and for purposes of enforcing the releases set forth 
herein;   

8. that I (we) agree to furnish such additional information with respect to this Claim Form as Class 
Counsel, the Claims Administrator, or the Court may require; 

9. that the claimant(s) waive(s) the right to trial by jury, to the extent it exists, and agree(s) to the 
determination by the Court of the validity or amount of this Claim, and waive(s) any right of appeal or review 
with respect to such determination;  

10. that I (we) acknowledge that the claimant(s) will be bound by and subject to the terms of any 
judgment(s) that may be entered in the Action; and 
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11. that the claimant(s) is (are) NOT subject to backup withholding under the provisions of Section 
3406(a)(1)(C) of the Internal Revenue Code because (i) the claimant(s) is (are) exempt from backup withholding 
or (ii) the claimant(s) has (have) not been notified by the IRS that he, she, or it is subject to backup withholding 
as a result of a failure to report all interest or dividends or (iii) the IRS has notified the claimant(s) that he, she, 
or it is no longer subject to backup withholding.  If the IRS has notified the claimant(s) that he, she, it, or 
they is (are) subject to backup withholding, please strike out the language in the preceding sentence 
indicating that the claim is not subject to backup withholding in the certification above. 

UNDER THE PENALTIES OF PERJURY UNDER THE LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
I (WE) CERTIFY THAT ALL OF THE INFORMATION PROVIDED BY ME (US) ON THIS CLAIM FORM 
IS TRUE, CORRECT, AND COMPLETE, AND THAT THE DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED HEREWITH ARE 
TRUE AND CORRECT COPIES OF WHAT THEY PURPORT TO BE. 

 
 

Signature of claimant           Date 
 
 

Print claimant name here 
 
 

Signature of joint claimant, if any         Date 
 
 

Print joint claimant name here 
 

 

If the claimant is other than an individual, or is not the person completing this form, the following also must 
be provided: 

 
 
 

Signature of person signing on behalf of claimant       Date 
 
 

Print name of person signing on behalf of claimant here 
 
 

Capacity of person signing on behalf of claimant, if other than an individual, e.g., executor, president, trustee, 
custodian, etc.   

Note: agents, executors, administrators, guardians, and trustees must complete and sign the Claim Form on 
behalf of persons represented by them, and they must: (a) identify the name, account number, last four digits 
of the Social Security Number (or Taxpayer Identification Number), address, and telephone number of the 
Owner of the Celgene common stock they are representing (in Part I of the Claim Form); and (b) submit with 
the Claim Form evidence of their authority to bind to the Claim Form the person or entity on whose behalf 
they are acting.   
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REMINDER CHECKLIST 
 
1. Sign the above release and certification.  If this Claim Form is being made on behalf of joint claimants, then 

both must sign.  
 

2. Attach only copies of acceptable supporting documentation as these documents will not be returned to you. 
 

3. Do not highlight any portion of the Claim Form or any supporting documents. 
 

4. Keep copies of the completed Claim Form and documentation for your own records. 
 

5. The Claims Administrator will acknowledge receipt of your Claim Form by mail, within 60 days.  Your claim 
is not deemed filed until you receive an acknowledgement postcard.  If you do not receive an 
acknowledgement postcard within 60 days, please call the Claims Administrator toll-free at (855) 648-
0893. 

 

6. If your address changes in the future, or if this Claim Form was sent to an old or incorrect address, you must 
send the Claims Administrator written notification of your new address.  If you change your name, inform the 
Claims Administrator. 

7. If you have any questions or concerns regarding your Claim Form, contact the Claims Administrator at the 
mailing address below, by email at info@CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, or by toll-free phone at (855) 648-
0893, or you may visit www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com.  DO NOT call Celgene, the other Defendants, 
or their counsel with questions regarding your Claim Form.  

 
This Claim Form must be mailed to the Claims Administrator by First-Class Mail or submitted online at 
www.CelgeneSecuritiesLitigation.com, postmarked (or submitted online) no later than April 13, 2026.  If 
mailed, the Claim Form should be addressed as follows: 
 

Celgene Corporation Securities Litigation 
c/o JND Legal Administration 

P.O. Box 91422 
Seattle, WA 98111 

   
Payments to eligible Authorized Claimants will be made only if the Court approves the Settlement, after any 
appeals are resolved, and after the completion of all claims processing.   

You should be aware that it will take a significant amount of time to fully process all of the Claim Forms.  Please 
be patient and notify the Claims Administrator of any change of address. 
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BY CONNOR HART

Social-media 
platform will reduce 
office space in its 
restructuring

Meta struck a multiyear
deal worth up to $6 billion to
buy fiber-optic cable from
Corning, a move aimed at ad-
vancing the expansion of its
U.S. data-center network for
artificial-intelligence systems.

As part of the deal, Corn-
ing, said on Tuesday that it
will supply Meta with its new-
est generation of optical fiber,
cable and connectivity hard-
ware, components that form
the backbone of modern-day

The news sent Corning
shares up about 15% on Tues-
day.

Corning Chairman and
Chief Executive Wendell
Weeks said: “The investment
will expand our manufactur-

Pinterest said it would cut
up to about 15% of its work-
force, or roughly 700 jobs, as 
part of a restructuring aimed 
at pivoting resources toward 
higher-growth areas such as 
artificial intelligence.

The social-media platform
on Tuesday said the restructur-
ing will help support its trans-
formation initiatives, including
reallocating resources to AI-fo-

cused roles and teams, priori-
tizing AI‑powered products, 
and accelerating the revamp of
its sales and go-
to-market ap-
proach.

P i n t e r e s t
makes money 
through adver-
tising on its 
platform, and 
the company 
has been hurt 
by a pullback in
spending among
larger compa-
nies. 

Advertising pricing declined
24% in the third quarter as U.S.
retailers navigated “tariff-re-
lated margin pressure,” Chief 

Financial Officer Julia Donnelly
said in November.

Pinterest Shares, which fell
9.6% on Tues-
day, have lost
roughly 30% of
their value over
the past year.

The weak-
ness in ad pric-
ing prompted
the company to
turn focus to-
ward AI, as
pressure on ad-
vertising spend-

ing is expected to continue 
weighing on revenue in the 
near term. Pinterest is aiming 
to boost revenue with long-
term investment in AI, focused

The weakness 
in ad pricing 

prompted the 
company to turn 
focus toward AI.

AI data centers.
The move is part of Meta’s

plan to build major data cen-
ters across the U.S. and to
source advanced technology
made domestically, the com-
panies said.

To meet the demand, Corn-
ing plans to expand manufac-
turing capacity across its
North Carolina operations, in-
cluding a scale-up at its opti-
cal-cable facility in Hickory,
where Meta will serve as the
anchor customer, the compa-
nies said.

BY ADRIANO MARCHESE

Meta, Corning Set
Fiber‑Optic Deal

The commission also said it
would assist Google with com-
plying with provisions that 
concern how the company lets
competing search engines ac-
cess data sets for areas such as
ranking and queries held by 
Google Search. The watchdog 
said it plans to wrap up the 
proceedings within six months.
It issued guidance to Apple un-
der a similar legal process last
year.

The DMA sets out a list of
do’s and don’ts
for the world’s
largest tech
groups. Compa-
nies can face
fines of up to
10% of their an-
nual worldwide
turnover for
falling foul of
the rules.

“Android is
open by design,

and we’re already licensing 
Search data to competitors un-
der the DMA,” Clare Kelly, 
Google’s senior competition 
counsel for Europe, the Middle
East and Africa, said. “How-
ever, we are concerned that 
further rules which are often 
driven by competitor griev-
ances rather than the interest 
of consumers, will compromise
user privacy, security and inno-
vation.” It comes as the com-
mission’s competition regulator
has increased its scrutiny of 
tech giants’ deployment of AI 
tools in recent months. 

on helping users find and pur-
chase products in the images 
they pin.

In addition to job cuts, Pin-
terest said it will reduce office
space in its restructuring. The
company forecast after-tax 
charges of up to $45 million 
tied to the initiatives, most of 
which are expected to be cash-
related expenditures.

Pinterest had 4,666 full-time
employees as of Dec. 31, 2024,
according to the latest head 
count available in filings with 
the Securities and Exchange 
Commission.

The restructuring is pro-
jected to be largely complete by
the end of September, Pinterest
said.

Pinterest to Cut About 700 Jobs

The European Union will tell
Alphabet’s Google how to give
competitors access to search 
data and Android AI tools as it
prepares guidance on comply-
ing with the bloc’s digital-com-
petition rulebook.

The European Commission
said Tuesday that it had 
opened specification proceed-
ings into Google’s compliance 
with its Digital Markets Act, a 
law that it says 
is designed to 
level the playing
field for compa-
nies relying on 
search engines 
and app stores 
to reach cus-
tomers.

One of the
proceedings’ fo-
cuses will be on
features used by
Google’s artificial-intelligence 
services within the tech com-
pany’s Android operating sys-
tem, such as its chatbot Gem-
ini, it said. The commission 
said it would tell Google how it
should grant rival AI-service 
providers equal access to fea-
tures and tools used by 
Google’s own services.

“Our goal is to keep the AI
market open, unlock competi-
tion on the merits and promote
innovation, to the benefit of 
consumers and businesses,” 
Henna Virkkunen, the EU’s top
tech regulator, said Tuesday.

BY EDITH HANCOCK

Google to Get EU 
Advice on Data

ing footprint in North Caro-
lina, support an increase in
Corning’s employment levels
in the state by 15% to 20%,
and help sustain a highly
skilled workforce of more than
5,000.”

Corning is known for specialty glass and fiber-optic products.
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‘Our goal is to 
keep the AI 

market open, 
unlock 

competition.’

PUBLIC NOTICES

NOTICE OF MERGER AND TITLE INSURANCE
POLICY MODIFICATION

Notice is hereby given to all policy holders of Doma Title
Insurance, Inc.:
Effective December 31, 2025, Doma Title Insurance, Inc.,
a South Carolina domestic title insurer, has merged with
and into its affiliate, Title Resources Guaranty Company,
a Texas domestic title insurer.
As a result of this merger:
• All references to “Doma Title Insurance, Inc.” in your
policy are changed to “Title Resources Guaranty
Company.”

• The new home office address is:
8111 LBJ Freeway, Suite 1200, Dallas, TX 75251

All other terms, conditions, or benefits of your policy
remain unchanged. Title Resources Guaranty Company
has assumed all liabilities and obligations of Doma Title
Insurance, Inc. and is responsible for all benefits payable
under your policy. Your rights under the policy are not
affected.
For inquiries regarding this merger endorsement, please
contact us at our home office address, email Merger@
trguw.com, or call 800-526-8018.
Published on January 21, January 28, February 4, and
February 11, 2026

COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE

PUBLIC NOTICES

This notice is not an offer to purchase or a solicitation
of an offer to sell Equity Shares. See the letter of
offer referred to below. Open Offer for Equity Shares
of Aadhar Housing Finance Limited. BCP Asia II
Holdco VII Pte. Ltd. (Acquirer) along with Blackstone
Capital Partners (CYM) IX AIV - F L.P. (Person Acting
in Concert 1) and Blackstone Capital Partners Asia II
L.P. (Person Acting in Concert 2) announces an offer
(the Open Offer) to buy up to 113,525,761 Equity
Shares of Aadhar Housing Finance Limited (Target
Company) at a price of Rs. 472.68 per Equity Share
(including applicable interest of Rs. 2.71 per Equity
Share). The Open Offer will open on February 2,
2026 and close on February 13, 2026 (India Standard
Time). The letter of offer for the Open Offer along
with the form of acceptance-cum-acknowledgement
have been dispatched to Public Shareholders of the
Target Company (as on the identified date of January
16, 2026 (India Standard Time)) on January 27, 2026.
The letter of offer will be available on the official
website of the Securities and Exchange Board of India
(sebi.gov.in).

PUBLIC NOTICES

The Marketplace
ADVERTISEMENT

To advertise: 800-366-3975 or WSJ.com/classifieds

TECHNOLOGY WSJ.com/Tech

© 2026 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. 
All Rights Reserved.

SHOWROOM

(800) 366-3975 
sales.showroom@wsj.com

For more information visit:
wsj.com/classifi eds

ADVERTISE TODAY 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC SALE OF PERSONAL
PROPERTY ASSETS OF NELSON COMPANIES

ONE, LLC, CONWIN CARBONIC COMPANY,
PREMIUM BALLOON ACCESSORIES, INC.,
CELL-O-CORE CO. AND OLJ LLC UNDER

UNIFORM COMMERCIAL CODE
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT on February 13,

2026 at the hour of 11:00 a.m. Eastern Time,
Core Industrial Finance & Capital, LLC (“Secured
Creditor”) as secured creditor of Nelson Companies
One, LLC, Conwin Carbonic Company, Premium
Balloon Accessories, Inc., Cell-O-Core Co and OLJ
LLC (the “Obligors”) will hold a public foreclosure
sale via Zoom under Section 9-610 of the
Uniform Commercial Code of all of the personal
property collateral pledged to Secured Creditor,
including, without limitation, Accounts, Chattel
Paper, Commercial Tort Claims, Deposit Accounts,
Documents, Electronic Chattel Paper, Equipment,
Fixtures, General Intangibles, Goods, Instruments,
Inventory, Investment Property, Letter-of-Credit
Rights, Payment Intangibles, Pledged Deposits,
Receivables, Securities, Software, Stock Rights,
Supporting Obligations and other personal property
and proceeds or products of any of the foregoing,
other than any collateral specifically excluded by
Secured Creditor in its discretion. The Obligors are
generally in thebusinessof importandmanufacturing
of balloon accessories and non-plastic food service
items (eco-conscious straws, cutlery, etc.).

The sale will be held on a “where is, as is”
basis, without any representations and warranties,
express or implied. There is no warranty relating to
title, possession, quiet enjoyment, access or the like
in this disposition. Secured Creditor intends to offer
the assets as a single lot. Secured Creditor reserves
the right to designate sublots.

Secured Creditor reserves the right to establish
other reasonable bidding procedures and to have
potential bidders demonstrate their ability to perform
and close to the reasonable satisfaction of Secured
Creditor. Secured Creditor reserves the right to
credit bid or to increase any credit bid price at the
public sale. Secured Creditor also reserves the right
to adjourn, continue or cancel the public sale without
further notice. Qualified biddersmay be permitted to
submit written bids in advance or participate in the
public sale via a Zoom conference call.

Any parties interested in further information
about these assets should contact the counsel for
the Secured Creditor as set forth below.
Robert E. Richards, DENTONS US LLP, 233 South
Wacker Drive, Suite 5900, Chicago, Illinois 60606,
(312) 876-7396, robert.richards@dentons.com
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