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Litig., 652 F. Supp. 2d 1375, 1376 (J.P.M.L. 2009) (transferring cases to “an experienced MDL
transferee judge who does not currently have an MDL assignment.”).

IV.  The Central District of California Is a More Appropriate Venue Than the Other
Requested Transferee Courts.

Eleven individual plaintiffs in three separate filings have requested transfer to the Central
District of California.”> Other plaintiffs, however, have requested transfer to the Eastern District'
of Louisiana, the Southern District of Florida, the Eastern District of Kentucky, and the Southern
District of West Virginia."* The Central District of California is a better venue for these cases
for several reasons.

First, as discussed above, there are significantly more Unintended Acceleration Cases
pending in the Central District of California and those cases are procedurally further along. Of
the twenty-one cases that have been filed in the Central District of California, Toyota has been
served in fourteen cases and has filed dispositiv;a motions in four of them. By contrast, in the
Eastern District of Louisiana, three cases have been filed and served (all by the same law firms
and all containing nearly identical allegations),'s but Toyota’s responses to those complaints are

not yet due. Toyota is aware of three cases that have been filed in the Southern District of

13 See supra at note 2.

14 A discussed in note 2 supra, Plaintiff Colaberdino filed a motion seeking transfer to the District of New Jersey,
but that motion has since been withdrawn. Additionally, Plaintiff Sander filed a response seeking transfer to the
Southern District of New York, Plaintiff Mitchell filed a response seeking transfer to Southern District of
Mississippi, Plaintiff Bilthorn filed a response seeking transfer to the District of Puerto Rico, and Plaintiff Roberts
seeks transfer to the district of South Carolina. Transfer to the Central District of California, however, would be
more appropriate than any of these. The Southern District of New York, Southern District of Mississippi, District of
Puerto Rico, and District of South Carolina do not have any of the qualities that the Panel typically considers in
making a venue decision. Indeed, there are very few cases pending in these jurisdictions (one in the Southern
District of Mississippi, one in the District of Puerto Rico, two in the District of South Carolina, and three in the
Southern District of New York), and all of the cases pending in these districts are in their infancy (Toyota has only
been served in one of these six cases). Additionally, it is highly unlikely that any significant quantity of documents
or witnesses would be located in any of these four jurisdictions. Moreover, South Carolina has no connection with
the Toyota Defendants’ headquarters or operations, and the lack of direct flights between Los Angeles and
Spartanburg will be burdensome for many plaintiffs and defendants in this case, particularly witnesses traveling
from Japan. These responses appear merely to be attempts by Plaintiffs’ counsel to secure transfer to a district that
will be convenient for them at the expense of the multitude of other parties involved in these cases. .
5 Weimer v. Toyota North America, Inc., No. 2:10-cv-00219; Maillho v. Toyota North America, Inc., No. 2:10-cv-
00279, and Brockv. Tayota North America, Inc., No. 2:10-cv-00281.
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