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INTRODUCTION

Respondent court stayed petitioner Elaine Herman’s case before
even considering whether she was entitled to trial preference under
Code of Civil Procedure section 36. Mrs. Herman is 65 years old, was
personally and occupationally exposed to asbestos in California while
living here, and now suffers from malignant mesothelioma.
Undisputed evidence submitted by two physicians—a treating doctor
and a mesothelioma expert—established that Herman likely has less
than six months to live. Respondent court nevertheless declined to
rule on Herman’s motion for statutory trial preference and, instead,
found that the equities favored staying the case and requiring Herman
to file a new action in Connecticut.

Four real parties in interest now oppose writ relief on essentially
one ground; the fact that the Hermans are longtime and current
residents of Connecticut. Real parties ignore, however, that most of
the defendants in the case willingly answered the Hermans’ complaint,
submitted to respondent court’s jurisdiction, and then moved for a stay
when Mrs. Herman sought a preferential trial setting based on her
declining health. They downplay the incomplete showing as to
whether all the defendants are subject to jurisdiction in Connecticut,
choosing instead to rely on Hansen v. Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corp.
(1996) 51 Cal.App.4th 753, an out-of-date, legally incorrect, and
factually distinct outlier decision that purports to loosen the threshold
suitability requirement for forum non conveniens. Real party Charles
B. Chrystal Company also claims that a delay-causing stay and the
increased likelihood that Mrs. Herman will die before reaching trial is
justified by concerns that California courts are too overburdened to
handle the few lawsuits brought by out-of-state mesothelioma victims

who were exposed to asbestos while living and working in California.



Real parties cannot dispute that forum non conveniens is an
equitable doctrine that, by its statutory terms, is intended to further
substantial justice. They identify no actual prejudice caused by having
to defend the Hermans’ case in California. The Hermans, on the other
hand, suffer truly irreparable harm if—during the pendency of the
stay—Mrs. Herman dies of mesothelioma while starting her case over
in Connecticut. No matter what any defendant argues to justify a
forum non conveniens stay in a mesothelioma case, those arguments
pale in comparison to the inequities suffered by a terminally-ill
plaintiff upon the imposition of a stay. The equities simply do not
justify respondent court declining, for reasons of convenience, to
exercise its jurisdiction over the Hermans’ case. Respondent court
should have ruled on the Hermans’ motion for trial preference, denied
real parties’ motion to stay the case, and set the case for trial so that

Mrs. Herman had at least a possibility of having her day in court.

REPLY ARGUMENT
I.
Real Parties Fail To Reconcile the Extreme
Inequities Imposed By the Stay.

In attempting to defend respondent court’s ruling, real parties
focus almost exclusively on where the Hermans have lived most of
their lives. Real parties minimize, or even disregard, that most of Mrs.
Herman’s personal and occupational exposures to cosmetic talcum
powder occurred in California. {Ex. 15; R. 582} They also disregard
that the Hermans brought their case in California because most, if not
all, of the parties responsible for her injury are subject to jurisdiction
here. Real parties have not shown to the contrary, again just

emphasizing that the Hermans are Connecticut residents.



The forum non conveniens analysis i1s, and should be, more
nuanced with a bent towards fairness. There are, of course, numerous
public and private factors that trial courts may consider when deciding
whether to decline the exercise of their jurisdiction in order to serve
conveniences. Our Supreme Court explained that these public and
private factors are to be “applied flexibly, without giving undue
emphasis to any one element.” (Stangvik v. Shiley, Inc. (1991) 54
Cal.3d 744, 753.) Expressly codified in the statute is the overarching
purpose to further the “interest of substantial justice.” (Code Civ.
Proc., § 410.30.) Real parties never explain how staying a dying
plaintiffs’ case for anyone’s purported convenience serves the purpose
of furthering substantial justice.

The Hermans do not seek, as real parties argue, to “graft a
preference exception onto the forum non conveniens statute.” (Opp. of
Colgate and Mary Kay, p. 9.) The forum non conveniens doctrine’s
origins in equity and the language of section 410.30 already establish
that the critical inquiry is the impact a stay would have on the overall
goal to serve “substantial justice.” From the Hermans’ perspective,
1mposing a stay here has the devastating impact of having to start a
new lawsuit during which Mrs. Herman will likely die before having
any day in court. Real parties, on the other hand, collect the benefit of
that delay and the possibility that Mrs. Herman will die before trial.
Stated otherwise, because of the stay, Mrs. Herman will likely receive
no measure of justice while real parties will never have to answer to
her for their actions. Real parties cite no legal authority, policy, or
other rationale establishing that any forum non conveniens stay, under
any circumstances, was ever meant to have such a dispositive effect on

a litigant’s case.



None of the real parties, in any of their oppositions, address the
disparity of impact or make any attempt to reconcile the difference
between the relative effects of respondent court’s ruling. They cannot
reconcile the disparate effects of the stay in order to show that
1mposing it in these circumstances serves the interests of justice as
required by equity and the statutory language. More importantly, real
parties do not justify why forum non conveniens should so advantage
them as opposed to Mrs. Herman. “[I]t is a measure of the virility and
flexibility of equitable principles that they may be applied to the end
that neither party is permitted to secure an advantage to the prejudice
of another . ...” (Martinez v. Ford Motor Co. (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 9,
18, quoting Elbert, Ltd. v. Federated etc. Properties (1953) 120
Cal.App.2d 194, 206.) Real parties fail to show why they should be
permitted to secure such an obvious advantage while Mrs. Herman’s

case is effectively adjudicated against her.

II.
By Relying on Hansen, Real Parties Concede
They Made An Insufficient Showing As To
Connecticut’s Suitability.

As noted in American Cemwood Corp. v. American Home
Assurance Co. (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 431, the prevailing view is that
any party invoking the forum non conveniens doctrine must show, as a
threshold matter, that all defendants are subject to jurisdiction in the
proposed alternative forum. (Id. at p. 440.) Here, real parties failed to
make that showing and, instead, resorted to Hansen v. Owens-Corning
Fiberglass Corp., supra, 51 Cal.App.4th at p. 753 for the proposition
that they did not need to make any such threshold showing. They

continue to rely on Hansen in defense of respondent court’s ruling.



By relying on Hansen, of course, real parties concede they did
not show that all defendants in this case are subject to jurisdiction in
Connecticut. Indeed, respondent court had no choice but to rely on
Hansen because real parties did not make a full showing as to whether
all defendants are subject to jurisdiction in Connecticut. Hansen, as
respondent court wrote in its ruling, purports to excuse such a showing
“In an asbestos case with a large number of defendants” and “allow[s]
the other forum to determine whether all defendants are subject to
that other forum’s jurisdiction.” {Ex. 31; R. 773} Hansen, for whatever
it is worth, involved a case with some 200 some defendants brought by
a plaintiff who had never lived in California. (Hansen, supra, 51
Cal.App.4th at p. 757.) Real parties and respondent court use Hansen
as support for the dubious proposition that California trial courts may
abdicate to other courts their responsibility to decide whether
defendants made the necessary predicate showing to invoke forum non
conveniens in California.

This makes no sense, and Hansen has no support in other
California forum non conveniens decisions. Hansen 1s out-of-date,
factually distinguishable, and legally contrary to the Stangvik and
American Cemwood line of cases that puts the burden of proof as to
suitability on the moving defendants. It should not be followed or
applied, and it is not the “keystone” case that Colgate and Mary Kay
say it is. (Opp. of Colgate and Mary Kay, p. 20.) “[N]o other courts in
this state or elsewhere, have cited [Hansen] for [the] broader
interpretation of the suitable alternative forum requirement.”
(American Cemwood, supra, 87 Cal. App.4th at p. 440.) Respondent
court’s reliance on Hansen to excuse real parties from their burdens
and to push the threshold suitability analysis off to a Connecticut court

1s legally incorrect. By resorting to Hansen, both respondent court and



real parties conceded there was a distinct shortage of the required
proof that all of the defendants in this case be subject to jurisdiction in
Connecticut. The lack of evidence as to Connecticut’s suitability as a

forum for this case required denial of real parties’ motion.

CONCLUSION

Real parties and respondent court place far too much emphasis
on the Herman’s current residence in Connecticut and not enough on
the undisputed facts related to Mrs. Herman’s condition, prognosis,
and personal and occupational exposures to asbestos in California.
Imposing a stay in this case does not comport with general equitable
principles or the statutory requirement that any equitable remedy
serve the interests of substantial justice. Real parties provide nothing
to show that staying Mrs. Herman’s case—which will almost certainly
result in her death prior to having her day in court—furthers
substantial justice. Respondent court’s decisions to not consider Mrs.
Herman’s entitlement to trial preference and to excuse real parties
from having to show Connecticut is a suitable alternative forum are
legally incorrect and abuses of discretion. The Hermans request this
Court to issue writ relief, in the first instance, compelling respondent
court to vacate its order granting the motions to stay and to enter a

new and different order denying those motions.

Respectfully submitted,

DEAN OMAR BRANHAM SHIRLEY, LLP

Isl Jordan Blumenfeld-James
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Jordan Blumenfeld-James



and

BARTLETT BARROW LLP

/s/ Brian P. Barrow

By: Brian P. Barrow

10



WORD COUNT CERTIFICATION [CRC 8.204(c)]
Counsel for petitioners hereby certifies that this brief contains

1788 words as measured by Microsoft Office word processing software.

Respectfully submitted,

DEAN OMAR BRANHAM SHIRLEY, LLP

/sl Jordan Blumenfeld-James

11



PROOF OF SERVICE
I am over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the
within action; my business address is 225 S. Lake Avenue, Suite
300, Pasadena, California 91101. On May 16, 2023, I caused to
be served the following document(s) described as REPLY IN
SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE on the
Iinterested parties in this action by preparing true copies and

delivering them as follows:

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

I am familiar with my firm’s practice for collecting and processing
documents for mailing and/or electronic service using either
TrueFiling and/or Lexis File & Serve. Under those practices, any
copies served electronically would be served that day and, if
served by U.S. Mail, any copies would be deposited with the
service carrier that day in the ordinary course of business. 1
declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of

California that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed May

16, 2023, at Long Beach, California.

/s/Brian P. Barrow

12



SERVICE LIST

JAYME C. LONG (SBN 202867)
jayme.long@us.dlapiper.com

DLA PIPER LLP (US)

2000 Avenue of the Stars

Suite 400 North Tower

Los Angeles, California 90067-4704
Tel: 310.595.3000

Fax: 310.595.3300

STEPHANIE PEATMAN (SBN 299577)
stephanie.peatman@us.dlapiper.com
DLA PIPER LLP (US)

550 South Hope Street, Suite 2400

Los Angeles, California 90071-2618
Tel: 213.330.7700

Fax: 213.330.7701

Attorneys for Defendant 3M COMPANY

Robert E. Thackston

Julia A. Gowin

Nilofar Karbassi

David E. Ashdown

LATHROP GPM LLP

2049 Century Park East, Suite 3500S
Los Angeles, CA 90067

T 310-789-4654

F 310-789-4601

Email: nilofar.karbassi@lathropgpm.com
david.ashdown@lathropgpm.com

Attorneys for Defendant
AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL
INDUSTRIES

NELSON MULLINS RILEY &
SCARBOROUGH LLP

Stephen J. Kelley
stephen.kelley@nelsonmullins.com
Holly Dutton
holly.dutton@nelsonmullins.com

19191 South Vermont Avenue, Suite 900
Torrance, CA 90502

Telephone: 424.221.7400

Facsimile: 424.221.7499

Attorneys for Defendant

AMERICAN HONDA MOTOR CO., INC.

WILLIAM L. COGGSHALL (SBN: 211731)
weoggshall@grsm.com

JACQUELINE K. DUBOIS (SBN: 165961)
jdubois@grsm.com

GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI,
LLP

101 W. Broadway, Suite 2000

San Diego, CA 92101

Telephone: (619) 230-7795

Facsimile: (619) 696-7124

Attorneys for Defendant
AUTOZONE, INC.

13




WILLIAM L. COGGSHALL (SBN: 211731)
weoggshall@grsm.com

JACQUELINE K. DUBOIS (SBN: 165961)
jdubois@grsm.com

GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI,
LLP

101 W. Broadway, Suite 2000

San Diego, CA 92101

Telephone: (619) 230-7795

Facsimile: (619) 696-7124

Attorneys for Defendant
AUTOZONE WEST, LL.C

Keith M. Ameele, Esq. (SBN 221927)
Kimberly L. Rivera, Esq. (SBN 205528)
Peter M. Mularczyk (SBN 288329)
Brett A. Fountain (SBN #316915)
FOLEY & MANSFIELD, PLLP
181 W. Huntington Drive, Suite 210
Monrovia, CA 91016

Telephone: (213) 283-2100
Facsimile: (213) 283-2101
kameele@foleymansfield.com
krivera@foleymansfield.com
pmularczyk@foleymansfield.com
bfountain@foleymansfield.com

Attorneys for Defendant
AVON PRODUCTS, INC.

JAMES P. CUNNINGHAM
james.cunningham@tuckerellis.com
V. SATHIENMARS
v.sathienmars@tuckerellis.com
TUCKER ELLIS LLP

201 Mission Street, Suite 2310

San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: 415.617.2400

Facsimile: 415.617.2409

Attorneys for Defendant
BARRETTS MINERALS INC.

Marilyn A. Moberg (SBN 126895)
Email: mmoberg@reedsmith.com
REED SMITH LLP

355 South Grand Avenue

Suite 2900

Los Angeles, CA 90071-1514
Telephone: +1 213 457 8000
Facsimile: +1 213 457 8080

Matthew T. Peters (SBN 256739)
Email: mtpeters@reedsmith.com
REED SMITH LLP

101 Second Street

Suite 1800

San Francisco, CA 94105-3659
Telephone: +1 415 543 8700
Facsimile: +1 415 391 8269

Attorneys for Defendant
BASF CATALYSTS LLC

14




WILSON ELSER MOSKOWITZ EDELMAN
& DICKER, LLP

Nicolas P. Martin

655 Montgomery St., Ste 900

San Francisco, CA 94111

T: 415-433-0990

Email:

Attorneys for Defendant
BRISTOL-MYERS SQUIBB COMPANY

HUGO PARKER, LLP

Edward R. Hugo

Lori R. Mayfield

240 Stockton Street, 8th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94108

Telephone: (415) 808-0300
Facsimile: (415) 808-0333

Email: servicc@HUGOPARKER.com

Attorneys for Defendant
CHARLES B. CHRYSTAL COMPANY

CHRISTOPHER D. STRUNK (SBN: 214110)
cstrunk@grsm.com

JAMES H. MOKHTARZADEH (SBN: 319860)
jmokhtarzadeh@grsm.com

GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI,
LLP

1111 Broadway, Suite 1700

Oakland, CA 94607

Telephone: (510) 463-8600

Facsimile: (510) 984-1721

Attorneys for Defendant
COLGATE-PALMOLIVE COMPANY

JACQUELINE K. DUBOIS (SBN: 165961)
jdubois@grsm.com

ROBERT C. RODRIGUEZ (SBN: 224254)
rrodriguez@grsm.com

TAYLOR N. DONOHO (SBN: 331291)
tdonoho@grsm.com

GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI,
LLP

101 W. Broadway, Suite 2000

San Diego, CA 92101

Telephone: (619) 696-6700

Facsimile: (619) 696-7124

Attorneys for Defendant
COLOR TECHNIQUES, INC.

SHAWN M. RIDLEY
VANTHARA MEAK
RIDLEY¢MASTER

1900 O’Farrell Street, Suite 280
San Mateo, CA 94403
Telephone: (650) 365-7715
Facsimile: (650) 364-5297
sridley@hrmrlaw.com
vmeak@hrmrlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendants
COTY, INC. and NOXELL CORPORATION

JAMES J. YUKEVICH

STEVEN D. SMELSER
JACQUELYN J. SUGAPONG
STEVE M JANG

YUKEVICH | CAVANAUGH
355 S. Grand Avenue, 15th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90071-1560
Telephone: (213) 362-7777
jyukevich@yukelaw.com
ssmelser@yukelaw.com
eservice@yukelaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant,
FORD MOTOR COMPANY

15




FRANK D. POND (Bar No. 126191)
MARISSA K. GITTLER (Bar No. 285525)
JAMES M. BUCK (Bar No. 153487)
POND NORTH LLP

800 S. Figueroa St., Suite 970

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Telephone: (213) 617-6170

Facsimile: (213) 623-3594
mgittler@pondnorth.com
jbuck@pondnorth.com

Attorneys for Defendant
GENUINE PARTS COMPANY

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH
LLP

PATRICK J. FOLEY, SB# 180391

MARLA T. ALMAZAN, SB# 243178

633 West 5th Street, Suite 4000

Los Angeles, California 90071

Telephone: 213.250.1800

Facsimile: 213.250.7900

E-Mail: Patrick.Foley@lewisbrisbois.com
E-Mail: Marla.Almazan@lewisbrisbois.com

Attorneys for Defendant,
THE GOODYEAR TIRE & RUBBER
COMPANY

David R. Ongaro (State Bar No. 154698)
Kirsten McNelly Bibbes (State Bar No. 276308)
Catherine A. Cranford (State Bar No. 318879)
ONGARO PC

1604 Union Street

San Francisco, CA 94123

Telephone: (415) 433-3900

Facsimile: (415) 433-3950
dongaro@ongaropc.com
kbibbes@ongaropc.com
ccranford@ongaropc.com

Attorneys for Defendant
HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL INC.

Lindsay Weiss (State Bar No. 268076)

Farah A. Ballout (State Bar No. 312493)
MANNING GROSS + MASSENBURG LLP
444 S. Flower Street, Suite 4100

Los Angeles, California 90071

Tel: (213) 622-7300

Fax: (213) 622-7313

Email: lweiss@mgmlaw.com

Email: fballout@mgmlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant
ILLINOIS TOOL WORKS INC

Lindsay Weiss (State Bar No. 268076)

Farah A, Ballout (State Bar No, 312493)
MANNING GROSS + MASSENBURG LLP
444 South Flower Street, Suite 4100

Los Angeles, California 90071

Tel: (213) 622-7300

Fax: (213) 622-7313

lwelss@mgmlaw.com

fballout@mgmlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant
JAFRA COSMETICS INTERNATIONAL,
INC.

ROBERT A. RICH (SBN: 141883)
rrich@grsm.com

FRED B. LEE (SBN: 279011)
flee@grsm.com

DOROTHEA S. GALDO (SBN: 338183)
dgaldo@grsm.com

GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI,
LLP

1111 Broadway, Suite 1700

Oakland, CA 94607

Telephone: (510) 463-8600

Facsimile: (510) 984-1721

Attorneys for Defendant
L’OREAL USA PRODUCTS, INC. and
L’OREAL USA, INC.

16




CHRISTOPHER D. STRUNK (SBN: 214110)
cstrunk@grsm.com

JAMES H. MOKHTARZADEH (SBN:
319860)

jmokhtarzadeh@grsm.com
GORDON REES SCULLY
MANSUKHANI, LLP

1111 Broadway, Suite 1700

Oakland, CA 94607

Telephone: (510) 463-8600

Facsimile: (510) 984-1721

Attorneys for Defendant
MARY KAY INC.

ROBERT A. RICH (SBN: 141883)
rrich@grsm.com

FRED B. LEE (SBN: 279011)
flee@grsm.com

DOROTHEA S. GALDO (SBN: 338183)
dgaldo@grsm.com

GORDON REES SCULLY
MANSUKHANI, LLP

1111 Broadway, Suite 1700
Oakland, CA 94607

Telephone: (510) 463-8600
Facsimile: (510) 984-1721

Attorneys for Defendant
MAYBELLINE LLC

Steven J. Barber (CSBN 145645)
Erika R. Aspericueta (CSBN 283509)
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP

633 West Fifth Street, Suite 1900
Los Angeles, California 90071
Telephone: (213) 439-9400
Facsimile: (213) 439-9599

Email: sbarber@steptoe.com

Email: easpericueta@steptoe.com

Attorneys for Defendant
METROPOLITAN LIFE INSURANCE
COMPANY

JAMES P. CUNNINGHAM SBN 121406
V. SATHIENMARS SBN 282619
TUCKER ELLIS LLP

201 Mission Street, Suite 2310

San Francisco, CA 94105

Telephone: 415.617.2400

Facsimile: 415.617.2409
james.cunningham@tuckerellis.com
v.sathienmars@tuckerellis.com

Attorneys for Defendant
MINERAL TECHNOLOGIES INC.

KELVIN T. WYLES (Bar No. 170928)
FREDERIC W. NORRIS (Bar No. 251432)
HUSCH BLACKWELL LLP

355 S. Grand Avenue, Suite 2850

BRADFORD J. DEJARDIN (Bar No.
195764)

FREDERIC W. NORRIS (Bar No. 251432)
HUSCH BLACKWELL LLP

17




Los Angeles, California 90071
Telephone: (213) 337.6550
Facsimile: (213) 337.6551
kelvin.wyles@dentons.com
rick.norris@huschblackwell.com

Attorneys for Defendant
MORSE TEC LLC

355 S. Grand Ave., Suite 2850

Los Angeles, California 90071
Telephone: 213.337.6550
brad.dejardin@huschblackwell.com
rick.norris@huschblackwell.com

Attorneys for Defendant
PEP BOYS, MANNY MOE & JACK OF
CALIFORNIA LLC

JAMES P. CUNNINGHAM SBN 121406
V. SATHIENMARS SBN 282619
FERLIN P. RUIZ SBN 209258
TUCKER ELLIS LLP

201 Mission Street, Suite 2310

San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: 415.617.2400

Facsimile: 415.617.2409
james.cunningham@tuckerellis.com
v.sathienmars@tuckerellis.com
ferlin.ruiz@tuckerellis.com

Attorneys for Defendant
PFIZER INC.

STEPHANIE L. BOWLBY (SBN 247668)
HEATHER L. WEAKLEY (SBN 180018)
GEORGE H. IRWIN (SBN 188463)
DEHAY & ELLISTON LLP

515 South Flower Street, Suite 1800
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Telephone: (213) 271-2727

Facsimile: (213) 271-2730
sbowlby@dehay.com
hweakley@dehay.com
girwin@dehay.com

Attorneys for Defendant
PNEUMO ABEX LLC

TUCKER ELLIS LLP

JAMES P. CUNNINGHAM SBN 121406
V. SATHIENMARS SBN 282619

201 Mission Street, Suite 2310

San Francisco, CA 94105

Telephone: 415.617.2400

Facsimile: 415.617.2409
james.cunningham@tuckerellis.com
v.sathienmars@tuckerellis.com

Attorneys for Defendant
SPECIALTY MINERALS INC.

GORDON REES SCULLY
MANSUKHANI, LLP

JAMES G. SCADDEN (SBN 090127)
1111 Broadway, Suite 1700
Oakland, CA 94607

Telephone: (510) 463-8600
Facsimile: (510) 984-1721
jscadden@grsm.com

Attorneys for Defendant
SPX CORPORATION

NELSON MULLINS RILEY &
SCARBOROUGH LLP

Stephen J. Kelley
stephen.kelley@nelsonmullins.com
Holly Dutton
holly.dutton@nelsonmullins.com

FRANK D. POND (Bar No. 126191)
MARISSA K. GITTLER (Bar No. 285525)
JAMES M. BUCK (Bar No. 153487)
POND NORTH LLP

800 S. Figueroa St., Suite 970

Los Angeles, CA 90017

18




19191 South Vermont Avenue, Suite 900
Torrance, CA 90502

Telephone: 424.221.7400

Facsimile: 424.221.7499

Attorneys for Defendant
TOYOTA MOTOR SALES, U.S.A., INC

Telephone: (213) 617-6170
Facsimile: (213) 623-3594
mgittler@pondnorth.com
jbuck@pondnorth.com

Attorneys for Defendant
WESTERN AUTO SUPPLY COMPANY

LATHROP GPM LLP

Robert Thackston

2049 Century Park East

Suite 3500-S

Los Angeles, CA 90067

Email: nilofar.karbassi@lathropgpm.com
david.ashdown@lathropgpm.com

Attorneys for Defendant

WHITTAKER, CLARK & DANIELS, INC.

19




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

PROOF OF SERVICE
Elaine Adelia Hickey Herman, et al. v. 3M COMPANY, et al.
LASC Case No.: 22STCV32540

I am over eighteen years of age and not a party to the within action; my business address is 302
N. Market Street, Suite 300, Dallas, Texas 75202. 1 am employed in Dallas, Texas.

On the date set forth below, I served the foregoing document(s) described as:
REPLY IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
On all interested parties in this action as follows:

[X] (By E-Service) I electronically served the documents(s) via File & ServeXpress on the
recipients designated on the Transaction Receipt located on the File & ServeXpress website.

[SEE TRANSACTION RECEIPT ON FILE & SERVEXPRESS WEBSITE]

[X]  (State) I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the above is true and correct.

Executed on May 16, 2023, at Dallas, Texas.

/s/ Chelsea Weeks
Chelsea Weeks

PROOF OF SERVICE




	REPLY IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
	Table of Contents
	Table of Authorities
	INTRODUCTION
	REPLY ARGUMENT
	I.  Real Parties Fail to Reconcile the Extreme Inequities Imposed By the Stay.
	II.  By Relying on Hansen, Real Parties Concede They Made An Insufficient Showing As To Connecticut's Suitability.
	CONCLUSION
	WORD COUNT CERTIFICATION
	PROOF OF SERVICE



