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Drugmaker Pfizer is arguing to the state Supreme Court that $8.6 million in punitive
damages should not have been awarded in a hormone-replacement therapy case
without evidence that its subsidiary misled federal regulators or knew the dangers of
the drug were greater than what consumers were warned about.

The Supreme Court granted allocatur in the case of Daniel v. Wyeth Pharmaceuticals
Inc. Dec. 5 on one issue: whether punitive damages should have been allowed in a
drug products liability case for a drug that was reviewed by the federal Food and
Drug Administration. There was no evidence, the defendant says, that it misled the
FDA about the risk of the drug by hiding scientific facts and data.

Wyeth is now owned by New York-based Pfizer.

Plaintiff Mary Daniel and her husband, Thomas Daniel,
alleged that her hormone-dependent breast cancer was
promoted by her use of Wyeth's Prempro and that the
warnings for Prempro failed to warn her adequately of
the risk of breast cancer incurred by taking the drug.

Prempro combines the hormones estrogen and
progestin, a synthetic form of progesterone, and is
used to treat menopausal symptoms, according to
court papers.

Pfizer argues that punitive damages in the case should not be awarded because Wyeth did not act in subjective
appreciation that the risk of using its HRT drug, Prempro, was actually greater than what was acknowledged in its
HRT labeling. Pfizer also argues that Wyeth did not act in conscious disregard of that alleged risk.

Pfizer asked the Supreme Court how Wyeth could have acted with a conscious disregard of the risk of harm alleged
by plaintiffs from using Prempro when Wyeth complied with all FDA requirements and the FDA rigorously reviewed
the testing and labeling of Prempro, according to court papers.

The state Superior Court panel that upheld the punitive damages award said there was sufficient evidence to permit
the jury to conclude Wyeth acted intentionally to not perform adequate tests of the risk of breast cancer from using
Prempro because it did not want to lose drug sales.

The panel also said that the failure to test was in conscious disregard of the known risk that women using Prempro
were at an increased chance of having breast cancer, The Legal previously reported.

"The Superior Court's reasoning licenses lay juries that lack scientific expertise to second-guess the FDA on a

Key categories

Most viewed stories

Find similar content

$12.9 Mil. Awarded to Woman
Rendered Comatose After Neck
Surgery

Class Action Against HSBC Settles
for $23.5 Mil.

Judge Rejects Attempt to Dismiss
Charges in Priest Sex-Abuse Case

3rd Circuit Rejects ERISA Benefits for
Siemens Plaintiffs

Bucks Jury Awards $3.6 Mil. to
Developer That Lost Loan

Advertisement

Advertisement

Home > Pfizer Argues Against Punitive Damages in HRT Case

    

    

Welcome to the Law.com network. Click here to register and get started. Sign Out | My Account

https://store.law.com/Registration/Default.aspx?promoCode=pa
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/index.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/contact.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/contact.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/rss/rss_pa.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/rss/rss_pa.jsp
http://www.twitter.com/thelegalintel
http://www.twitter.com/thelegalintel
http://www.tlifacebook.com/
http://www.tlifacebook.com/
http://ad.doubleclick.net/click;h=v8/3c2c/0/0/%2a/j;252157109;0-0;0;42912519;3454-728/90;46162272/46179390/1;;~sscs=%3fhttp://www.lawcatalog.com/product_detail.cfm?productID=1131&setlist=0&return=listview
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/index.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/index.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/this_week.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/this_week.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/large_law_firms.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/large_law_firms.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/court_news.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/court_news.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/court_central.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/court_central.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=900005495893
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=900005495893
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/daily_features.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/daily_features.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/verdicts_settlements.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/verdicts_settlements.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/specials.jsp?p=public_notices
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/specials.jsp?p=public_notices
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/advertise.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/advertise.jsp
https://store.law.com/Registration/Default.aspx?promoCode=pa
https://store.law.com/Registration/Default.aspx?promoCode=pa
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/eastern_pa.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/central_pa.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/western_pa.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/national_news.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/capitol_report.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/court_news.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/blogs.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/coming_events.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/special_supplements.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/videos.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202537349523
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202537349523
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202535108348
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202535108348
mailto:aelliott-engel@alm.com
http://quest.law.com/Search/Search.do?Ntt="Amaris Elliott-Engel"&x=0&y=0&Nty=1&N=0&site=law&Ntk=SI_All&cx=0&sortVar=1
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticleFriendlyPA.jsp?id=1202544174690
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/sendEmail.jsp?content=a&id=1202544174690
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543917537&_Mil_Awarded_to_Woman_Rendered_Comatose_After_Neck_Surgery
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543917537&_Mil_Awarded_to_Woman_Rendered_Comatose_After_Neck_Surgery
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543917537&_Mil_Awarded_to_Woman_Rendered_Comatose_After_Neck_Surgery
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543535945&Class_Action_Against_HSBC_Settles_for__Mil
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543535945&Class_Action_Against_HSBC_Settles_for__Mil
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543640107&Judge_Rejects_Attempt_to_Dismiss_Charges_in_Priest_SexAbuse_Case
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543640107&Judge_Rejects_Attempt_to_Dismiss_Charges_in_Priest_SexAbuse_Case
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202544033663&rd_Circuit_Rejects_ERISA_Benefits_for_Siemens_Plaintiffs
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202544033663&rd_Circuit_Rejects_ERISA_Benefits_for_Siemens_Plaintiffs
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543486555&Bucks_Jury_Awards__Mil_to_Developer_That_Lost_Loan
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202543486555&Bucks_Jury_Awards__Mil_to_Developer_That_Lost_Loan
http://ad.doubleclick.net/click;h=v8/3c2c/0/0/%2a/r;247677529;0-0;0;42912519;3823-300/100;46511741/46528499/1;;~sscs=%3fhttp://www.law.com/jsp/lawtechnologynews/PubArticleLTN.jsp?id=1202543650051&Maximizing_Information_Technology_Return_on_Investment&slreturn=1&cmp=ba-ltn-LTNROI
http://ad.doubleclick.net/click;h=v8/3c2c/0/0/%2a/r;252157597;0-0;0;42912519;4307-300/250;46162575/46179693/1;;~sscs=%3fhttp://www.lawcatalog.com/product_detail.cfm?productID=12110&setlist=0&return=listview
http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/index.jsp
http://www.law.com/jsp/law/index.jsp
https://store.law.com/Registration/Default.aspx?promoCode=lc&source=http%3A//www.law.com/jsp/law/index.jsp
javascript:signOut()
https://store.law.com/Registration/MyAccount.aspx?p=pa&source=http%3A//www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp%3Fid%3D1202544174690%26Pfizer_Argues_Against_Punitive_Damages_in_HRT_Case%26slreturn%3D1


Pfizer Argues Against Punitive Damages in HRT Case

http://www.law.com/jsp/pa/PubArticlePA.jsp?id=1202544174690&Pfizer_Argues_Against_Punitive_Damages_in_HRT_Case&slreturn=1[3/2/2012 9:53:05 AM]

matter within its core scientific competence and to punish drug companies whenever a party's retained expert
testifies in hindsight that additional studies could have or should have been conducted," Pfizer argued in its brief
filed Feb. 16. "Under that rationale, punitive damages could be imposed in any failure-to-warn case against a
prescription drug manufacturer. That is not and should not be the law of this state."

Wyeth's brief was written by Sheila L. Birnbaum, Douglas W. Dunham and Ellen P. Quackenbos of Skadden Arps
Slate Meagher & Flom in New York, Steven Glickstein of Kaye Scholer in New York and Robert C. Heim and Judy
L. Leone of Dechert in Philadelphia.

Pfizer declined comment for this story beyond the brief.

The plaintiffs' attorney, Howard Bashman, a solo practitioner in Willow Grove, Pa., said: "My view of Wyeth's brief is
they seek to change the punitive damages standard under Pennsylvania law as that standard currently exists. It
allows punitive damages to be awarded both for reckless conduct in addition to intentional wrongdoing and it's
Wyeth's position in the brief that where a pharmaceutical company is concerned only intentional wrongdoing should
allow punitive damages and furthermore only if that intentional wrongdoing amount to fraud" on federal regulators.

Pfizer is not arguing that the jury was improperly instructed on Pennsylvania law, Bashman said. Bashman writes a
column on appellate law for The Legal .

The Daniels are also represented by Robert K. Jenner of Janet Jenner & Suggs in Baltimore and Zoe Littlepage of
Littlepage Booth in Houston.

The plaintiffs' regulatory expert, Dr. Cheryl Blume, never criticized the FDA for its decision to approve Prempro,
Pfizer said.

Pfizer said it is not arguing that punitive damages are federally pre-empted but objecting to the imposition of
punitive damages for "undisputed factual circumstances surrounding the FDA's regulation and approval of Prempro."

The plaintiffs argue, however, that in the wake of the U.S. Supreme Court ruling in 2009's Wyeth v. Levine that the
FDA's approval of a prescription drug warning label does not preclude a state law failure-to-warn claim, "it would
make no sense to hold that FDA approval of a drug does not preclude a state law failure-to-warn claim but does
categorically preclude an award of punitive damages on such a state law claim."

The legislative branch, not the judicial branch, should decide if FDA approval of a prescription drug automatically
blocks punitive damages, the Daniels' lawyers argue in court papers.

Before a pharmaceutical company may market a prescription drug, it must get approval from the FDA of its new drug
application and the FDA must determine whether there are enough quality clinical studies "'to permit an evaluation
of the drug's effectiveness and safety,'" Pfizer said in court papers.

Prempro was submitted for approval as a new drug in 1992, Pfizer said. The FDA approved the drug in 1994.

The FDA approval process depends upon the good faith of the drug companies because they supply the FDA with
100 percent of the information the FDA relies upon to approve the drug, Bashman said in an interview.

After the drug was approved, Wyeth supported scientific studies to study the risk of breast cancer from using
hormone therapy drugs, Pfizer said.

The FDA requested a post-approval study that would assess the risk of breast cancer, and Wyeth pointed out that
two large hormone-replacement therapy trials were already under way and Wyeth was providing placebo drugs, as
well as active drug products, to those studies, Pfizer said. The FDA agreed that Wyeth's support for those studies
would fulfill  its request for a post-approval study.

One of those studies, the Women's Health Initiative, received a plethora of attention in 2002 with its findings of an
increased risk of breast cancer from the use of HRT; the most severe kind of warning, a "black box" warning, was
added to Prempro, according to the plaintiffs' opposition to Pfizer's petition for allowance of appeal.

Pfizer also argues that the WHI would not have even been launched if prior testing done by Wyeth had not
"established a safe and effective dose of combination HT" and shown the "feasibility of recruiting investigators and
participants to a long-term clinical trial on the scale of the WHI."

The WHI found no increased risk of breast cancer for women like Daniel who used hormone-replacement therapy
for less than two years, Pfizer said.

The plaintiffs said in their court papers that the drug Daniel took all but disappeared from the market because Wyeth
brought a low-dose, short-duration hormone therapy drug to the market:

"Had the WHI study been performed a decade sooner, Mary Daniel and her doctor would have faced totally different
circumstances: i.e., a drug with a black box warning about invasive breast cancer with significant limitations on who
should use it and/or the safer Low Dose Prempro. Studies change warnings. Studies furnish more safety data that
can then be provided to doctors and women."

After the jury awarded $1.5 million in compensatory damages to the Daniels and $8.6 million in punitive damages,
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the late Philadelphia Common Pleas Court Judge Myrna Field granted a judgment notwithstanding the verdict on the
punitive damages because Wyeth had complied with federal regulations for the testing and labeling of Prempro and
there was no evidence that Wyeth's conduct was "'outrageous, because of an evil motive, or in reckless disregard
for patient safety.'"

The state Superior Court panel of Judge Christine L. Donohue, Judge Cheryl Lynn Allen and Senior Judge James J.
Fitzgerald III restored the punitive damages. Fitzgerald wrote a concurring opinion.

Wyeth said the issue, according to the Supreme Court's order, is whether "the Superior Court erred in reversing the
trial courts' grant of JNOV for Wyeth [respondents'] punitive damages claim under Pennsylvania law, where (a) the
FDA extensively reviewed and approved the prescription drug at issue, the sufficiency of the testing for that drug,
and the drug's label warnings of the risk of breast cancer, (b) there was no evidence that Wyeth concealed
information or misled the FDA or knew that the risk of breast cancer was greater than disclosed in its warnings, and
(c) the drug was extensively tested and studied by Wyeth and independent researchers."

Amaris Elliott-Engel can be contacted at 215-557-2354 or aelliott-engel@alm.com. Follow her on Twitter
@AmarisTLI. •
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