
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

ALEXANDRE PELLETIER, Individually 
and On Behalf of All Others Similarly 
Situated, 
 

v. 
  

ENDO INTERNATIONAL PLC, RAJIV 
KANISHKA LIYANAARCHCHIE DE 
SILVA, SUKETU P. UPADHYAY, AND 
PAUL V. CAMPANELLI  

CIVIL ACTION 
 
NO. 17-cv-5114 

 
ORDER RE: PARK’S AND MACOMB’S MOTION FOR A STAY OF PROCEEDINGS, 

CERTIFICATION FOR INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL  
PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b), AND RECUSAL (ECF 295) 

 

 This Motion is brought by the Macomb party, which sought designation as co-lead 

counsel, but which the Court denied, and by Park, prior lead plaintiff.  The Court questions the 

standing of Macomb to seek this relief in view of the prior orders of this Court.  As to Park, the 

Court has, along with this order, denied Park’s motion for reconsideration. 

 Assuming that all parties have standing, the Court will DENY the motion to stay 

proceedings, will DENY the request for certification for interlocutory appeal because it will not 

benefit efforts to conclude this litigation on a timely basis, and will DENY the request for 

recusal. 

 As to recusal, the Court notes that the Bucks County entity, which sought designation as 

lead plaintiff, was represented on the record by Lawrence Stengel, Esquire, who suggested 

designation of another law firm as lead counsel if his client, Bucks County entity, was designated 

as lead plaintiff.  As the Court has previously explained, the Court initiated a telephone 

conference with Mr. Stengel to advise him that if his client was to become lead plaintiff he 
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should be lead counsel.  Mr. Stengel requested an opportunity to discuss this with others, and 

called back a day or two later indicating he would agree to be lead counsel. 

 These discussions did not in any way concern the merits of the case, or even the 

procedural aspects that might follow from the designation of lead and co-lead plaintiffs, and lead 

and co-lead counsel.  In the unique procedural circumstances of this case at this time, the Court 

acted with due regard for the benefit of the putative class members, in view of the length of time 

this case has been pending and the need for expediting the process by keeping the case moving 

towards resolution.  Given the unique statutory requirement enacted by Congress, the Court 

concludes it acted appropriately to discharge its duties under the PSLRA concerning the 

designation of lead Plaintiff and lead Counsel by having these conversations with Mr. Stengel.  

Therefore, the motion for recusal is DENIED. 

      BY THIS COURT: 
       
      s/ Michael M. Baylson 
Date:  2/24/2021          
      MICHAEL M. BAYLSON 
      United States District Court Judge 
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