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Talc Verdicts 2025 – California

▪ Estate of Keith W. Slawson v. Vanderbilt Minerals, LLC et al.
▪ Venue: Los Angeles County, CA
▪ Date:  3/19/2025
▪ Judge: Hon. Freixes
▪ Pltf: 67-year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from his 

  consumer talc use 
▪ Firm: Maune Raichle Hartley French & Mudd
▪ Verdict: $3.5M verdict against Vanderbilt Minerals 

▪ John Doomey and Elizabeth Doomey v. Albertsons Companies, et al.
▪ Venue: Los Angeles County, CA
▪ Date:  4/21/2025
▪ Judge: Roger T. Ito
▪ Pltf: 75-year-old (living) peritoneal mesothelioma alleging exposure from 

  his use of Johnson & Johnson baby powder 
▪ Firm: Dean Omar Branham & Shirley
▪ Verdict: Defense Verdict



Talc Verdicts 2025 – Pennsylvania

▪ Estate of Michaeleen Lee v. Johnson & Johnson, et al.
▪ Venue: Allegheny County, PA
▪ Date:  1/6/2025
▪ Judge: Hon. Regan
▪ Pltf: 78-year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from his 

 consumer talc use of Johnson &Johnson powder
▪ Firm: Dean Omar Branham & Shirley
▪ Verdict: Defense Verdict



▪ Jeannine Henderson v. Taylor-Seidenbach, Inc., et al.
▪ Venue: Orleans Parish, LA
▪ Date:  5/7/2025
▪ Judge: Hon. Reese
▪ Pltf: 72-year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from her use 

 of Johnson & Johnson baby powder 
▪ Firm: Dean Omar Branham & Shirley
▪ Verdict: $3M verdict against Johnson & Johnson

Talc Verdicts 2025 – Louisiana



▪ Estate of Anna Bishop v. Vanderbilt Minerals, LLC,
▪ Venue: St. Lawrence County, NY
▪ Date:  9/4/2025
▪ Judge: Hon. Davenport
▪ Pltf: 78-year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from 

  environmental exposure to Vanderbilt talc mines
▪ Firm: Iola Gross & Forbes-King

 Belluck Law Firm
▪ Verdict: $12.25M verdict against Vanderbilt Minerals

Talc Verdicts 2025 – New York



▪ Janice Paluzzi v. Johnson & Johnson, et al.
▪ Venue: Suffolk County, MA
▪ Date:  6/18/2025
▪ Judge: Hon. Belezos
▪ Pltf: 83-year-old (living) mesothelioma alleging exposure from her use of 

 Johnson & Johnson baby powder 
▪ Firm: Dean Omar Branham & Shirley
▪ Verdict: $8M verdict against Johnson & Johnson

▪ Paul Lovell and Kathryn Lovell v. Johnson & Johnson
▪ Venue: Middlesex County, MA
▪ Date:  7/29/2025
▪ Judge: Hon. Cowan
▪ Pltf: 65-year-old (living) peritoneal mesothelioma alleging exposure from 

 his use of Johnson & Johnson baby powder 
▪ Firm: Dean Omar Branham & Shirley
▪ Verdict: $42.6M verdict against Johnson & Johnson

Talc Verdicts 2025 – Massachusetts



CIPRIANO 
RAMIREZ vs. 

AVON 
PRODUCTS
July 26, 2024

• Plaintiffs’ Verdict – 
$24.4 Million

• Illinois (Cook Co.)

• Judge – Hon. Clare 
McWilliams

• Cipriano Ramirez 
(Living)

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel 
– Simmons Hanly 
Conroy

• Defense Counsel – 
Foley Mansfield



CIPRIANO RAMIERZ vs. AVON PRODUCTS
July 26, 2024



MICHAEL PERRY 
vs. JOHNSON & 

JOHNSON and AII
August 15, 2024

• Plaintiffs’ Verdict – 
$63,000,000+

• Economic Loss (past & 
future) – $3,800,000

• Other Damages (past & 
future) – $19,237,500

• Loss of Consortium (past & 
future) – $9,618,750

• Punitive Damages – J&J 
($30,000,000) and All 
($760,000)

• South Carolina (Richland 
Co.)

• Judge – Honorable Jean 
Hoefer Total

• Michael Perry (Liv) – 53 y/o

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel – DOBS 
and Kassell McVey

• Defense Counsel – Fox 
Rothchild LLP & Nelson 
Mullins



MICHAEL PERRY vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON and AII
August 15, 2024



MICHAEL PERRY vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON and A-I-I
August 15, 2024



EVAN PLOTKIN 
vs. JOHNSON 
& JOHNSON
October 15, 2024

• Plaintiffs’ Verdict – 
$15,000,000

• Connecticut (Fairfield at 
Bridgeport)

• Judge – Honorable 
Barbara N. Bellis

• Evan Plotkin (Liv) – 67 y/o

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel – DOBS 
and Early Lucarelli

• Defense Counsel – Shook 
Hardy & Bacon



EVAN PLOTKIN vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
October 15, 2024



EVAN PLOTKIN vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
October 15, 2024



E/O 
MICHAELEEN 

LEE vs. 
JOHNSON & 

JOHNSON
January 4, 2025

• DEFENSE VERDICT – 
Johnson & Johnson

• Pennsylvania (Allegheny 
Co.) 

• Judge – Honorable Phillip 
J. lgnelzi

• Michaeleen Lee (Dec) – 
70 y/o

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel – 
DOBS

• Defense Counsel – Kelley 
Jasons McGowan



E/O MICHAELEEN LEE vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
January 4, 2025



E/O MICHAELEEN LEE vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
January 4, 2025



Keith Slawson 
vs. RTV

March 21, 
2025

• Plaintiffs’ Verdict – 
$3,500,000

• 12.5% liable

• California (County of Los 
Angeles)

• Judge Kwan

• Jeannine Henderson (Liv) 
– 72 y/o

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel – 
Maune Raichle

• Exposure to RTV through 
residential construction 
sites using Kelly Moore's 
PACO joint compound in 
the 1970s



Keith Slawson vs. RTV
March 21, 2025



Keith Slawson vs. RTV
March 21, 2025



Keith Slawson vs. RTV
March 21, 2025



Keith Slawson vs. RTV
March 21, 2025



Keith Slawson vs. RTV
March 21, 2025



Keith Slawson vs. RTV
March 21, 2025



JOHN 
DOOMEY vs. 
JOHNSON & 

JOHNSON
APRIL 21, 

2025

• DEFENSE VERDICT – 
Johnson & Johnson

• California (Los Angeles 
Co.)

• Judge – Hon. Roger T. lto

• John Doomey (Living)

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel – 
DOBS

• Defense Counsel – King 
& Spalding LLP



John Doomey vs. Johnson & Johnson
APRIL 21, 2025



JEANNINE 
HENDERSON 
vs. JOHNSON 
& JOHNSON
May 7, 2025

• Plaintiffs’ Verdict – 
$3,000,000

• Louisiana (New Orleans)

• Judge – Hon. Kern A. 
Reese

• Jeannine Henderson (Liv) 
– 72 y/o

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel – 
DOBS

• Defense Counsel – King 
& Spaulding LLP



JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
May 7, 2025



JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
May 7, 2025



JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
May 7, 2025



JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON
May 7, 2025



Paul & Kathy 
Lovell vs. 

Johnson & 
Johnson

July 29, 2025

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel - 
Danny Kraft and Aaron 
Chapman of DOBS, Leslie 
Taylor from Thornton 
Law Firm, Amy Carter 
from the Carter Law 
Group

• Plaintiffs’ Verdict 
$42,608,300



Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson
July 29, 2025



Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson
July 29, 2025



Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson
July 29, 2025



Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson
July 29, 2025



Anna Bishop v. 
RTV

August 29, 2025

• Plaintiffs’ Verdict $4.5M 
damages for 3 months P&S, 
$7.75M in punis

• Plaintiffs’ Counsel - Sam Iola 
of Iola Gross Forbes-King & 
Bollinger LLP and Belluck Law

• Defense Counsel – Erik 
DiMarco of Gordon Rees and 
Tom Radcliffe of Dehay Firm

• Environmental claim because 
she lived close to the RTV 
mine. Def argument was 
there was no asbestos in the 
talc, but they didn't have a 
response to the 12 mesos in 
the small mining community



Anna Bishop v. RTV
August 29, 2025



Anna Bishop v. RTV
August 29, 2025



Anna Bishop v. RTV
August 29, 2025



Anna Bishop v. RTV
August 29, 2025



Industrial talc was an ingredient in:

Greenware
Joint 

Compound
Floor Tiles Water Putty





RTV 50th Anniversary 
(1966)

• Ceramic

• Paint

• Rubber

• Paper

• Specialties









• Pre-1974 -- International Talc  
(Loomite)

• 1974-2008 -- RT Vanderbilt 
(NYTAL) 

• Post-2008 -- Texas (Allamoore 
District) Talc →



• Group 2A Probably 
Carcinogenic to Humans

2024

• Perineal use: Group 2B – Possibly 
Carcinogenic to Humans

• Inhalation: Group 3 – Not classifiable

2010

Updated IARC Monograph
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Talc Filing Trends in the US

2025 Asbestos & Talc Filing Trends: Mid-Year Insights and Projections, KCIC (Aug. 12, 2025), https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/. 

https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/


▪ September 2022: Bell v. Am. Int’l Indus. (M.D.N.C. 2022). Motion practice 

resulted in disclosure that Betty Bell was a subject

▪ Bell had previously claimed occupational exposure to asbestos at Hoechst Celanese Corporation 

and Pillowtex Corporation

▪ May 2023: Dr. Moline issued an erratum acknowledging that one subject had 

additional exposure through crocidolite cigarette filters

▪ Dr. Moline’s own expert report in the Kohr case attributed causation to Kent cigarettes

Dr. Moline 2020 Paper –

33 “medico legal” subjects



▪ Additional individuals with alternative exposure:

▪ Danielle Polakow: claimed bystander exposure to asbestos-containing roofing cement

▪ Doris Jackson: Claimed exposure to degrading pipe insulation as a public school teacher

▪ Valerie Jo Dalis: Submitted claim to bankruptcy trust

▪ Stephen Lanzo: home contained exposed asbestos insulation, and Dr. Moline agreed at 

trial his schools likely had ACM

▪ Ann Zoas: substantial family history of cancers, and extensive prior ionizing radiation for 

throat cancer

Dr. Moline 2020 Paper –

33 “medico legal” subjects



▪ Some qualifications acknowledging that some individuals had other exposures, 

BUT:

▪ Beverley Alleyne: appears to be the 1st entry in the table indicating NO other 

exposures

▪ Alleyne submitted sworn documents in the UK claiming workplace exposure and exposure in 

school buildings

▪ Leann Hurley: appears to be final entry in the table, again NO alternative exposures

▪ Had prior radiation therapy for endometrial carcinoma (Defense verdict 2022)

▪ Additional subjects still being identified …

Dr. Moline 2023 Paper – 166 “medico legal” 

subjects122 with sole exposure via cosmetic talc



• IARC Preamble changed in 2019

• “Exceptionally, a single study in one species and sex may be 
considered to provide sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity”

• Talc classification changed based on 1993 rat study

• Experts did not agree with reclassification

• Presents a “conundrum” for pulmonary medicine

Talc, Pleurodesis, & Cancer 

(Ghio, 2025)



“This systematic review indicates that 
epidemiology studies do not support a causal 

association between occupational, medicinal, or 
personal talc exposure and any cancer in humans.”

Epidemiology 

(Boon et al., 2024)

• Evaluated 72 studies 

• Evaluated cancers of respiratory system, female 
reproductive tract, gastrointestinal tract, urinary 
system, the lymphohematopoietic system, 
prostate, male genital organs, central nervous 
system, skin, eye, bone, connective tissue, 
peritoneal, and breast cancers.

Talc & Cancer: Systematic Reviews

“This systematic review of the experimental 
animal carcinogenicity and mechanistic evidence 
for talc indicates that an association between talc 
exposure and cancer is not expected in humans.”

Animal + Mechanistic Studies 

(Pruiett et al,. 2024)

• Evaluated 7 animal and 11 mechanistic studies

• Studies cover multiple exposure routes, species, 
exposure durations. 



Talc Consumption & Mesothelioma

(Roberts, et al., 2024)





From MMWR (CDC) 2022:

Trends in Meso Among Women

(Stevens, et al. 2024)
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2025 – Cappello, et al.



Potential influence of cancer history on 

mesothelioma incidence (Krevanko et al., 2025) 

©2025 Perrin Conferences LLC. All rights reserved. The views are shared for educational purposes only and provided for use only in connection with this conference.



• Case report of a single case 

• Male, age 77

• Worked as a mucker at an industrial talc 

mine for 9 years (48 years prior to death)

• Lung tissue analysis: 706 ferruginous 

bodies/g (wet weight) including 

tremolite. 

• General population: 20 FB/g (wet)

• Tremolite was found in the bulk talc 

from the mine and also in the lung.

“It is our conclusion, that the 

individual in the study developed 

the rare cancer- mesothelioma as 

a result of his exposure to 

elongated mineral particles. Both 

the bulk sample of the talcum 

product and the tissue burden 

analysis confirmed the presence 

of asbestiform tremolite.”

Meso in a talc mucker

(Dodson et al., 2024)
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Talc, ovarian cancer, and recall bias in 

the sister study (Goodman, et al., 2025)

©2025 Perrin Conferences LLC. All rights reserved. The views are shared for educational purposes only and provided for use only in connection with this conference.
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2025 Books of Interest …













No known safe level of exposure to asbestos. 

Low concentrations of asbestos are dangerous. 

The demands defense experts require to label a structure asbestos are wrong. 

1 fiber of asbestos in sample is statistically significant.  

Industry testing does not “ensure freedom from asbestos.”

Opinions are based on dozens of cited scientific sources. 



Talc should not be used 

in makeup or body powders. 

Talc with asbestos is deadly. 

Ovarian and lung complications are understood.  GI issues are very concerning. 

Feasibly alternative without health risk exist and have for a while. 

STOP using talc.

Industry testing is not adequate. 



THANK YOU!
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