


Pl atiffs filed their “Response in Opposition to Defendants’ R
Third Amended Complaint” on August 2, 2012. Defendants filed 1
Mol 1to_ 3 a iffs’ Third nended . omplaint™ oo Jgust
On August 10, 2015, this Court denied without prejudic
Dismiss.
B. Abraham v. St. Croix Alumina, LLC, CAFN: SX-11-
Plaintiffs filed the Abrahum casc on March 30, 2011. The 45
by Plaintiffs who had been dismissed from the Abednego case by the
The Abraham Plaintiffs did not serve any Defendants with pre
1, 2012—i.e., 11 months after the action had been filed. On March 2
Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs’ Complaint. On June 20, 2012, Plaintift
Dcfendants timely filed their Reply Brief on July 5, 2012.
On August 10, 2015, this Court entered an Order allowing
rejoin Abednego—which essentially resulted in the dismissal of the #
II. NOTICE REGARDING DEFENDANTS* MOTIONS
Based on Defendants’ revicws of the Complaints, it appears
Master Case werc among the seventeen named plaintiffs in the prior
Croix Alumina, et ol litigation (including, among others, curren
whosc personal injury claims were summarily adjudicated in De
property damage claims were resolved and dismissed with prejuc
inclusion of these Plaintiffs may be inadvertent on the part of Plaint:

different individuals with the same name as the named plaintiffs in
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