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Talc Verdicts 2025 0o California
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CONFERENCES

NATIONAL ASBESTOS
LITIGATION CONFERENCE

A Estate of Keith W. Slawson v. Vanderbilt Minerals, LLC et al.

A Venue:
A Date:
A Judge:
A PItf:

A Firm:
A Verdict:

Los Angeles County, CA

3/19/2025

Hon.Freixes

67-year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from his
consumer talc use

Maune RaichleHartley French & Mudd

$3.5M verdict against Vanderbilt Minerals

A JohnDoomeyand ElizabetrDoomeyv. Albertsons Companies, et al.

A Venue:
A Date:
A Judge:
A PItf:

A Firm:
A Verdict:

Los Angeles County, CA

4/21/2025

Roger T. Ito

75-year-old (living) peritoneal mesothelioma alleging exposure from
his use of Johnson & Johnson baby powder

Dean Omar Branham & Shirley

Defense Verdict

*

b .. §

CALIFORNIA REPUBLIC
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Talc Verdicts 2025 0 Pennsylvania

A Estate of Michaeleen Lee v. Johnson & Johnson, et al.

A Venue: Allegheny County, PA \

A Date:  1/6/2025 | ‘ k
A Judge: Hon. Regan

A PItf: 78year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from his

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




Talc Verdicts 2025 0 Louisiana
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NATIONAL ASBESTOS
LITIGATION CONFERENCE

A Jeannine Henderson v. Tayl&eidenbach, Inc., et al.

A Venue:
A Date:
A Judge:
A PItf:

A Firm:
A Verdict:

Orleans Parish, LA

5/7/2025

Hon. Reese

72-year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from her use
of Johnson & Johnson baby powder

Dean Omar Branham & Shirley

$3M verdict against Johnson & Johnson




Talc Verdicts 2025 o New York
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CONFERENCES

NATIONAL ASBESTOS
LITIGATION CONFERENCE

A Estate of Anna Bishop v. Vanderbilt Minerals, LLC,

A Venue:
A Date:
A Judge:
A PItf:

A Firm:

A Verdict:

St. Lawrence County, NY

9/4/2025

Hon. Davenport

78year-old (deceased) mesothelioma alleging exposure from
environmental exposure to Vanderbilt talc mines

lola Gross & ForbeKing

Belluck Law Firm

$12.25M verdict against Vanderbilt Minerals
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Talc Verdicts 2025 9o Massachusetts
NATIONAL ASBESTOS
LITIGATION CONFERENCE
A Janice Paluzzi v. Johnson & Johnson, et al. =
A Venue:  Suffolk County, MA @
A Date: 6/18/2025

A Judge: Hon.Belezos
A PItf: 83-year-old (living) mesothelioma alleging exposure from her use of
Johnson & Johnson baby powder
A Firm: Dean Omar Branham & Shirley
A Verdict: $8M verdict against Johnson & Johnson /

A Paul Lovell and Kathryn Lovell v. Johnson & Johnson

A Venue: Middlesex County, MA

A Date: 7/29/2025

A Judge: Hon. Cowan

A PItf: 65-year-old (living) peritoneal mesothelioma alleging exposure from
his use of Johnson & Johnson baby powder

A Firm: Dean Omar Branham & Shirley

A Verdict: $42.6M verdict against Johnson & Johnson
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CIPRIANO Alllinois (Cook Co.)
RAMIREZ vs AJudgeg Hon. Clare
JANVAO\\ McWilliams

PRODUCTES ACipriano Ramirez
(Living)

At €  AYVOATTAaC
¢ Simmons Hanly
Conroy

ADefense Counsel
Foley Mansfield

July 26, 2024




CIPRIANO RAMIERZ vs. AVON PRODUCTS

July 26, 2024

1. We, the jury, find for Plaintiff, Cipriano Ramirez and against Avon Products, Inc.:
Yes 5 No
If you mark “No,” then you must sign the verdict form and stop.
If you mark “Yes,” then proceed to the next sentence.

We assess the damages as follows:

The reasonable expense of necessary medical care and treatment. The parties have
stipulated that the amount billed for medical services for the treatment of Cipriano
Ramirez’s mesothelioma is $1,387,946.06:

s |, 400, oo

The reasonable value of past and fui'ure economic losses for social security income, pension
income and value of household services, The parties have stipulated that the value of these
losses is $809,055.00:

5P\, 0

The shortened life expectancy of Cipriano Ramirez. %\O \

S_\_G:\MM_L

The disfigurement resulting from the injury to Cipriano Ramirez.

s D000

The emotional distress experienced by Cipriano Ramirez and reasonably certain to be
experienced in the future.

$ SD&\DGG

The loss of a normal life experienced by Cipriano Ramirez and reasonably certain to be
experienced in the future,

¢ A50.a00

Yes

The pain and suffering experienced by Cipriano Ramirez and reasonably certain to be
experienced in the fiture as a result of his injuries.

s HMWW}

2, We, the jury, find for Plaintiff, Maria Ramirez and against Avon Products, Inc.:

X No

If you mark “Yes", then proceed to the next sentence.

We assess damages for the reasonable value of the society, companionship and sexual
relationship with her husband of which she has been deprived and the society,
companionship and sexual relationship with her husband of which she is reasonably certain
to be deprived in the future as:

s Gt 000 %32\

We, the jury, find that Avon Products, Inc.'s conduct was willful and wanton.
No

If you mark “No”, then you must stop. If you mark *Yes”, then proceed to the next

sentence.,

We assess punitive damages against Avon in the following amount:

s\ OO0, o0 30\




Attt FTAYGIAETFAQ £SNRAOU
$63,000,000+

A Economic Loss (past &
future) ¢ $3,800,000

A Other Damages (past &
future) ¢ $19,237,500

M | CHAEL PERR A Loss of Consortium (past &

future) ¢ $9,618,750

vs. JOHNSON & A Punitive Damages J&J
JOHNSON and Al it
August 15, 2024 A South Carolina (Richland

Co.)

A Judgec Honorable Jean
Hoefer Total

A Michael Perry (Liw) 53 y/o

At I AYyOATDOBS / 2dzy a St
and Kassell McVey

A Defense CounselFox
Rothchild LLP & Nelson
Mullins




MICHAEL PERRY vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON and All

August 15, 2024

VERDICT FORM =T
NEGLIGENCE

wl:.lihﬂ wry, find that Defendant the Johnson & Johnson entities were negligent, and its
negligence was a proximate cause of Flaintiff Michael Perrys injuries:
Yes

Mo

—

wg: !.he,: Jury, find that Defendant American International Industries (AT}, was negligent, and
its regligence was a proximate cause of Plaintiff Michael Perry's injuries:

V' Yes

Na

STRICT LIABILITY

We, the jury, find that Defendant the Johnson & Joanson entities are strictly liable for selling
defa:yu products that was a proximate cause of Plaintiff Michael Perry's injuries:
Yes

=1 B

No

4, We, the jury, find that Defendant American Internations] Industries (AL} is strictly liable for
selling defective products that was a proximate cause of Plaintiff Michael Perry's injuries:

VvV Yes

No

—

FRAUDULENT MISREFRESENTATION

5. We, the jury, find that Defendant the Johnson & Johason entities engaged in frandulent
misrcpresentation in selling its products and that fraudulent misrepresentation was a
proximate cause of Plaintiff Michael Perry’s injuries:

A

6. We, the jury, find that Defendant American International Industries (AII) engaged in
fravdulent misrepresentation in selling its products and that frauduleat misrepresentation was
a proximate cause of Plaintiff Michael Perry's injuries:

W  Yes

No

Yes

No

NAMAGES

7. If you answered “Yes" to any of Questions 1.6, please state the amount of sctual damages
that have been proven by the greater weight of the evidence:

Michasl Perry’s economic loss (past & future) §_ 2,800,000

Michael Perry's other damages (past & future) s 19,227, 500

Lonnie Long’s loss of consortium damages (past & fuwre) s _ 4, W18, 7 ©0




MICHAEL PERRY vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSEN and A

August 15, 2024

WILLF W, CKL =

e e ST FUNITIVE DAMAGES VERDICT FORM T ‘
B. If you answered “Yes™ to Questions 1, 2, 5, or 6, please answer this question as to any e . :
Dgfmdaut for which you answered “Yes.” We, the jury, find by clear and eonvineing 1. A5 to Plaintiff Michael Perry’s claims agamst Defendant Johnson & lﬂ-hmmtnﬁﬁ for

evidence that the conduct of the following Defendants was willful, wanton, or reckless punitive dmﬂgﬁ, we, the }'ur_.,,l by unanimous consent, find: 1

Johnson & Johnson for Michael P‘Em in the amount of % wf' pu_nil:iye liﬂ.l'l'lﬂgl:'ﬁ
(20 Million)
Yes

3. As 1o Plaintiff Michael Perry’s claims against Defendant American International Industries

for punitive damages, we, the jury, by unanimous consent, find:

'/ for Michacl Perry m the amount of § 1\ ':-"l CAXC:  punitive damages

Mo

American Intemational Industries (AL

l’ Yes )
— HNeo 3 L
Fuseprisain
i | A _Pugust o, 7014
Foreperson Dhite
'S, 202
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$15,000,000

A Connecticut (Fairfield at
Bridgeport)

EVAN PLOTKI
VS. JOHNSO A Judgec Honorable
& JOHNSON

Barbara N. Bellis

October 15, 2024 A Evan Plotkin (Li\) 67 y/o

At t Ay OATDEOBS [ 2
and Early Lucarelli

A Defense CounselShook
Hardy & Bacon




EVAN PLOTKIN vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

October 15, 2024

JURY INTERROGATORIES

SUCCESSOR LIABILITY

Do vou find, by a fair preponderance of the evidence, that the following entities are the
successors-in-interest to Johnson & Johnson and/or Johnson & Johnson Consumer Ine. (old
JICT} on the basis that they merely continued the business of Johnson & Johnson andlor
Johnsen & Johnson Consumer Inc. (old JICI) as defined in the court’s jury charge on the

mere eontinuation/continuity of enterprise rule?
YES / NO_
YES NO

Do vou find, by a fair preponderance of the evidence, that the following entities are the
successors-in-interest to Johnson & Johnson and/or Johnson & Johnson Consumer Ine. {old
JICT) on the basis of the product-line mile of successor liability in that they continued to
manufacture the same line of tale products alleged to have caused injury to Plaintiff Evan
Flotkin as defined in the court’s jury charge on the product-line rule?

K-en‘l.-:ﬁ-e, Inec.
Johnson & Johnson Holdeo (MNAD, Inc.

MO
NGO

YES
YES-

Kenvue, Inc.
Johnson & Johnson Heldeo (MAJ, Inc.

PLAINTIFFS' VERDICT FORM

We the jury find the issues for the plaintiff, EVAN PLOTEIN, as against the following
Defendants for which a checkmark is placed next to that Defendant’s name:

_\/_ Johnson & Johnson

i Pecos River Tale, LLC

_'\;/f_ Johnson & Johnson Holdeo (MA) Inc.

.’.i_/_’__ Kenvue, [nc.

_‘\L LLT Management LLC

and award fair, just and reasonable compensatory damages in the amount as follows:

QIS ﬁ'\teH {r{'.'lf"l.

SIGHNED THE FOREPERS(OMN

ki e

DATED

Ootober 1S, 2oz

UE,;“J\&J"' Ordercd Meiorbd andl Rocordeck,
Ordohec 15, 3024 2139 5.
_.j-vtjk‘a&.r . '%E&Ju




EVAN PLOTKIN vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

October 15, 2024

bl

STRICT LIABILITY

Did the plaintiff prove, by a fair preponderance of the evidence, that the following
defendants” products to which Mr, Plotkin was exposed were sold in a defective condition
unreasonably dangerous to the consumer or user as defined in the court’s jury charge on
strict liability?

Johnson & Johnson YES \/ﬁ NO

Pecos River Tale, LLC YES NO
Kenwvue, Inc. YES NO
Johnson & Johnson Holdoo (WA, Inc. YES EE : MO

LLT Management LLC (fk/a LTL YES NO

Management, LLC)

NEGLIGENCE

Did the plaintiff prove by a fair preponderance of the evidence that the following
defendants were negligent in that they failed to use ordinary care in the sale of Johnson’s
Baby Powder ns defined in the court’s jury charge on negligenes?

Tohnson & Johnson YES NO»
Pecos River Tale, LLC YES ./ NO -
Kenvue, Inc. YES NO
lohnson & Johnson Holdeo (MA), Ing, YES MO
LLT Manugement LLC (fk/a LTL YES NO

Management, LLC)

WARNINGS

Did the plaintiff prove by a fair preponderance of the evidence that the following
defendants” produets 1o which Mr, Plotkin was exposed were in a defective condition
because the defendants failed to provide adequate warnings or instructions as defined in
the court’s jury charge on failure to warn?

Johnson & Johnson YES WO
Pecos River Tale, LLC YES MO
Kenvue, Inc. YES NO
Johnson & Johnson Holdeo (MA), Inc., YES MO
LLT Manapement LLC (kfa LTL YES WO

Management, LLC)

If you answered “Yes " to any one of questions #3, #4, and #3, proceed to the next question. If you
answered “No" to each of #3, #4, and #5, then you are directed to sign defendant s verdie! form,

CAUSATION

6. Did the plaintiff prove by & fair preponderance of the evidence that a product defect or
negligence by the following defendants was a proximate cause that led to the development
of Mr. Plotkin’s injury for which he seeks compensation as defined in the court’s jury
charge on proximate cause?

Johnson & Johnson YES / NO
Pecos River Tale, LLC YES N0
Kenvue, Inc. YES NO
Johnson & Johnson Holdeo (MNA), Inc. YES MO
LLT Management LLC (fk/a LTL YES NO_

Management, LLC)

Ifvou answered “Yes, " proceed to the next questions. I vou answered “No, * then you are directed
ta sign defendant's verdict form.

COMPENSATORY DAMAGES

7. What damages, ifany, has the plaintiff proven by a fair preponderance of evidence are fair,
just and reasonable compensatory damages for the injuries sustained by Plaintiff Evan
Plotkin as defined in the court’s jury charge on damages?

$ 13 Ml en

FAILURE TO MITIGATE DAMAGES

8. What damages (if any, as set forth in your response to Question 7) have defendants
proven by a fair preponderance of the evidence were the result of plaintiff's failure to
mitigate damages as gefined in the court’s jury charge on duty to mitigate damages:

g

/
PUNITIVE DAMAGES
9. The jury finds as follows on whether the plaintiff has proven by a fair preponderance of

the evidence that punitive damages, as defined in the court's jury charge on punitive
damages, should be awarded against the following defendants:

Johnson & Johnson YES \/ WO
Peeos River Tale, LLC YES NO
Kenvue, Inc. YES NO

Johnson & Johnson Holdeo (NA), Inc. YES ’\‘/ NO
;2 NO

LLT Management LLC {f'k/a LTL YES
Management, LLC)

__ wf;s{e.mn{
SIGNEN RY TIRY FORFPERSON nAaTED T
PRINT:




E/O
MICHAELEE A DEFENSE VERDICT

Johnson & Johnson

A Pennsylvania (Allegheny
Co.)

A Judgeg Honorable Phillip /’g
JOHNSON J. lgnelz N B

January 4 2025 A Michaeleen Lee (Decg) ‘
’ 70 ylo
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A Defense CounselKelley
Jasons McGowan




E/O MICHAELEEN LEE vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

January 4, 2025

QUESTION 4
Did Michaeleen Lee rely to her detriment on any statement of material fact that was made by

Johnson & Johnson, to conceal or omit material information about the safety of the product at
issue as proven by clear and convincing evidence?

7iYES NO

If you have answered “YES™ to Question 4 please proceed to Question 5.
If you have answered “NO™ to Question 4 please proceed to Question 6.

QUESTION 5
Nas Michaeleen Lee’s detrimental reliance on any statement of material fact made to conceal or

mit material information by Johnson & Johnson about the safety of the product at issue a factual
cause of harm to Michaeleen Lee?

YES ‘/ NO

Please proceed to Question 6.

QUESTION 6
Did Michaeleen Lee rely to her detriment on any statement or conduct of material fact

ntentionally or negligently made by Johnson & Johnson which misrepresented the safety of the
product at issue as proven by clear and convincing evidence?

\/ YES NO

If you have answered “YES™ to Question 6, please proceed to Question 7.
If you have answered “NO™ to Question 6, please proceed to Question 8.

VERDICT SLIP

QUESTION 1

Were any of the following entities negligent?

Avon: YES v"/i* NO

_YES \/ ~o
_ ves_V no
Imi Fabi: ___yes _V no
V YES  NO
____YEs

Colgate Palmolive Company:

Estee Lauder Inc.:

Johnson & Johnson:
Scholl’s Wellness Co., LLC:

If you have answered “YES™ to any of the above please proceed to Question 2.
1f you have answered “NO™ to all of the above please proceed 10 Question 4.

QUESTION 2

Was the negligence of any entity below a factual cause of any harm to Michaeleen Lee?
Only answer for entities for which you have chosen “YES” in Question 1.

Avon: _YES L NO
Colgate Palmolive Company: oo NTBSE. \// NO
Estee Lauder Inc.: YES \/ NO
Imi Fabi: YES \/ _NO
Johnson & Johnson: _YES L NO
Scholl’s Wellness Co., LLC: YES 7)/7 NO



E/O MICHAELEEN LEE vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

January 4, 2025

QUESTION 9

Do you find Johnson & Johnson’s conduct in this case warrants a finding of Punitive Damages?

;\L YES NO

QUESTION7
If you have answered “NO™ to Question 9 answer no further Questions. You have reached a
Was Michaeleen Lee’s detrimental reliance on any statement or conduct of material fact verdict and the foreperson should sign and date the form, Please inform Court Staff you have
. 3 : 3 3 . reached a verdict.
intentionally or negligently made by Johnson & Johnson misrepresenting the safety of the
product at issue a factual cause of harm to Michaeleen Lee? If you have answered “YES” to Question 9, please proceed to Question 10
YES NO

e =k QUESTION 10

; o . . . What « t of Puniti ages, i X v > Plaintiff’s i is casc?
Only pmceed to Question § if any of the 10llnwlng have acoutred: at amount of Punitive Damages, if any, do you award the Plaintiff’s in this casc
a. If youhave answered “YES™ for any entity at Questions 1 & 2 and/or; s L& mMilLrons

b. If youanswered “YES" for both Questions 4 & S; and/or

¢. If youanswered “YES™ for both Questions 6 & 7.

FOREPERSON MUST SIGN AND DATE BEL.OW

——

|=4-24 &)3-7‘\

- —— Z 805 4 4 e e
DATE / SIGNATURE OF FOREPERSON
P

Please advise the Court Officer you have reached a verdict.



At fFAYVIAETFEAQ +SNRAOI
$3,500,000
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Keith Slawson vs. RTV

March 21, 2025

Question No. 1: Was Mr. Slawson exposed to an asbestos-containing product manufactured,
distributed. supplied. or sold by Vanderbilt?

YES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, sign the Verdict Form and return to clerk.

| Strict Product Liability — Manufacturing Defect

Question No. 2: Did Vanderbilt manufacture. distribute. supply. or sell an asbestos-containing
product?

YES X NO

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC
If YES, answer the next question. If NO, sign the Verdict Form and return to clerk.

Question No. 3: Did the product contain a manufacturing defect when it left Vanderbilt’s
possession?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC vES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 5.

Question No. 4. Was the manufacturing defect a substantial factor in causing harm to Keith W.
Slawson?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

Answer the next question.

‘ Strict Product Liability — Design Defect

Question No. 5: Did the product fail to perform as safely as an ordinary consumer would have
expected it to perform when used or misused in an intended or reasonably foreseeable way?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO__
If YES, answer the next question. [f NO, go to question 7.

Question No. 6: Was the product’s design a substantial factor causing harm to Keith Slawson?
Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

Answer the next question.



Keith Slawson vs. RTV

March 21, 2025

‘ Strict Product Liability — Failure to Warn

Question No. 7: Did the product have potential risks that were known or knowable 1n light of

the scientific or medical knowledge that was generally accepted in the scientific community at

the time of manufacture, distribution, supply. or sale?
Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 12.

Question No. 8: Did the potential risks present a substantial danger to persons using or misusing
the product in an intended or reasonably foreseeable way?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 12.

Question No. 9: Would ordinary consumers have recognized the potential risks?
Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES NO X
If NO, answer the next question. If YES, go to question 12.

Question No. 10: Did Vanderbilt fail to adequately warn of the potential risks?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 12.

Question No. 11: Was the lack of sufficient warning a substantial factor in causing harm to
Keith Slawson?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLLC YES X NO

Answer the next question.



Keith Slawson vs. RTV

March 21, 2025

‘ Negligent Failure to Warn ‘

Question No. 12: Did Vanderbilt know, or should it reasonably have known that its product was
dangerous or likely to be dangerous when used or misused in a reasonably foreseeable manner?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 17.

Question No. 13: Did Vanderbilt know, or should it reasonably have known that users would not
realize the danger?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 17.

Question No. 14: Did Vanderbilt fail to adequately warn of the danger of its product?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 17.

Question No. 15: Would a reasonable manufacturer, distributor, supplier, or seller under the
same or similar circumstances have warned of the danger of the product?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

I YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to question 17.

Question No. 16: Was Vanderbilt’s failure to warn a substantial factor in causing harm to Keith
Slawson?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

Answer the next question




Keith Slawson vs. RTV

March 21, 2025

‘ Fraud - Concealment

Question No.17: Did defendant intentionally fail to disclose a fact that Keith W. Slawson did nofj
know and could not reasonably have discovered?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLLC YES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to the instructions after question 20

Question No. 18: Did defendant intend to deceive Keith W. Slawson by concealing the fact?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES X NO

If YES, answer the next question. If NO, go to the instructions after question 20.

Question No. 19: Had the concealed information been disclosed, would Keith W. Slawson

reasonably have behaved differently?

Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC YES NOo X




Keith Slawson vs. RTV

March 21, 2025

Question No. 21: As a result of Mr. Slawson’s mesothelioma, Plaintiffs’ total economic

damages are: $550.018
Answer the next question.

Question No. 22: As a result of Mr. Slawson’s mesothelioma, what 1s the total amount of

Plaintiffs’ non-economic damages?

a. Mr. Slawson’s past pain, mental sutfering,
loss of enjoyment in life. disfigurement,
physical impairment, inconvenience, grief, anxiety.,
humiliation, and emotion distress:
$1.250.00.00

b. The Slawson children’s loss of Mr. Slawson’s
love, companionship. comfort, care, assistance,

protection, affection. society. moral support,
training and/or guidance:

¢. Mrs. Slawson’s loss of Mr. Slawson’s love,
companionship, comfort, care. assistance,
protection, affection, society, moral support,
training and guidance:

TOTAL OF QUESTIONS 21, 22a, 22b, 22c:

Answer the next question.

$750.000.00

$1.000,000.00

$3.550,018.00



Keith Slawson vs. RTV

March 21, 2025

Question No. 23: What percentage of responsibility, if any, for Plaintiff’s harm do vou assign to

each of the following? (The total must equal 100%):
Question No. 25: Did an agent or employee of Vanderbilt engage in the conduct with malice,
Defendant Vanderbilt Minerals LLC 12.50 % fraud. or oppression?
YES NO X
All Others 87.50 %

Total: 100%
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John Doomey vs. Johnson & Johnson

APRIL 21, 2025

=}

-~

We, the jury, answer the guestions submitted fo us:

SECTION A: NEGLIGENCE

OUESTION 1: Was Defendant negligent?
Johnson & Johnson YES
LLT Management LLC YES

NO X
NO _}{_

Hvou ansiwered “VES" to Question 1 for either defendant, answer Question 2 for that deferndant.
fhou anvwered "NQ for either defendant, do not answer Quesiion 2 for thar defendant. I von
answered “NO for both defendania, then proceed to Section B

QUESTION I: Was Defendant’s negligence a substantial factor contributing 10 John Doomey s
risk of developing mesothelioma?
Johnson & Johnson YES NO
LLT Management LLC YES NO

FProceed to Seciion B,

SECTION B: STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY - MANUFACTURING DEFECT

QUESTION 3: Did the Johnson's Baby Powder contain a manufacturing defect when it left

NO X
NO )(,

If vou amsveered " YES" to Duwestion 3 for either defendan), answer Question 4 for that defendan.
if vou emswered “NO™ for edither defendant, do not answer Question £ for thar defendant. [f you
answered “NO" for both defendants, then proceed to Section {

Defendant’s possession?
Johnson & Johreon YES
LLT Management LLC YES _

=3

= W

SECTION C: STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY - DESIGN DEFECT 7

QUESTION 5: Did the Johnson's Baby Powder fail 1o perform as safely as an ordinary consumer
would have expected when used or misused in an intended or reasonably foreseeable way'!
YES NO 2;

LLT Management LLC YES NO x

Johnzon & Johnson

Answer the next guesiion

QUESTION 6: Did the risks of the Johnson’s Baby Powder’s design outweigh the benefits?

YES __ NO \A
YES___ NO_A

[ vou answered “YES ™ to Question 5 OR 6 for either defendarnt. answer Question 7 for that
defendant. [f you answered “NO " to Question 5 AND 6 for either defendamt, do not answer
Questian 7 for that defendant. [ you answered “NO" to Question 5 AND 6 for both defendants,
then proceed to Section D.

Johnson & Johnson

LLT Management LL.C

QUESTION 7: Was the design of the Johnson's Baby Powder a substantial factor contributing to
John Doomey’s risk of developing mesothelioma?

Johnson & Johnson YES NO

LLT Management LLC YES NO

Praceed to Section D.

SECTION D: STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY - FAILURE TO WARN

QUESTION 8: Did the Johnson's Baby Powder have potential risks that were known or
kncwable in light of the wcientific and medical knowledge that was generally accepted in the

YES NO ﬁ_

YES NO _x. 2

seientific community at the time of sale?
Johnson & Johnson

LLT Management, LLC

[fvou answered “VES™ to Question 8 for either defendant, answer Question 9 for that defendant
If you amswered “NO 1o Question 8 for either dofendant, do not answer Questions 8, 10, 11 or
12 for that defendant,
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JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

May 7, 2025

Do vou find, by a preponderance of the evidence, that any of the following entities’ products
were unreasonably dangerous per se, and that the unreasonebly dangerous condition was a
substantial factor in the development of Jeannine Henderson's mesothelioma?

L !

) __Y-ES_-___ o NU 1 IE[
Jobmnson & Jolmson

| Pecos River Tale LLC |

Avon Products, e, |

Colgate-Palmolive Company

NN
Y

Johns-Manville

| WR Grace l |

(Flease proceed to the next guestion.)

Do vow find, by a preponderance of the svidence, thet any of the following entities” products
were umrezsonably dangeroes n construction or composition, and that the wreasomably
dangerous condition was a substantial factor in the development of Jeannine Henderson's
mesothelioma?

Y

m
g

Johnson & Johnson

|  NO Hl

H

I Pecos Biver Tale LEC

| Avon Prodocts, Ine. .

Colgete-Palmaolive Company

ANEEANANAN

i Jobms-Manvitle . .
I WER ﬁﬂ_mc - | ) | 'v/

{Flease proceed to the next question.)

JURY INTERR! TORIES

Do you fi‘nd, by a preponderance of the evidence, that Jeannine Henderson had significant
exposure to ashestos from products manufactured and/or sold by Johnson & Jehnson and/or
Pecos River Tale LLC, which was a substantial factor of J eanm:p? é-lsn;ndcrson’s

mesothelioma? o . i‘i’ﬁ'
Y 11

Ifyou answered “No”, then stop here, answer no}'im:&er questions, have the jury foreperson

sign and data this form, and retwrn to the courtroom, Otherwise, proceed to Intervogatory
No. 2.

Do you find, by a preponderance of the evidence, that any of the following entities were
negligent and that their negligence was a substantial factor in the development of J &fﬂ?w

Johnson & Johnson

Henderson’s mesothelioma? _
_ !
NG :

YES

v~

Pecos River Tale LLC ) \/'
/

Avon Products, Tnc.

Bell South Telecommunications, Ine.

Colgate-Palmolive Company

Johns-Manville

\

{Please proceed to the next gquestion.)

v
: 1
Jefferson Transit Transdev Services, lne. 1/‘ 7 '
WR Grace v A

i



JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

May 7, 2025

3. Do vou find, by a preponderance of the evidence that any of the following entities” products
were unreasonably dangerous due to a defective design, and that the defect was a substantial

factor in the development of Jeannine Henderson’s mesothelioma?
14T L
-%1 ;
H" { 1

Colgate-Palmolive Company ) L . AT ! |
Johns-MManyville
WE (Grace ”'

| YES

| Johnson & Johnson

Pecos River Tele LLC

| Avon Products, Inc. B

\R&ﬂ&\E

(Please proceed to the next question.)



JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

May 7, 2025

a. Do you find, by a preponderance of the evidence, that sy of the following entities” products
were unreasonably dangerous due to their falure to warn of the hazerds associated with
askegtos, and that their fadlure to wam wes a substantizl factor in the development of
Jeannine Henderson's mesothelinma?

ves | N0
| fohnson d Fohnsom v [ 1 g 8 As to any of the entities listed below for which vou answered “Yes" in Questions 2, 3, 4, 5,
T T — or §, what percentage of fault do you assign to them? i
Pecos Biver Tale LLEC V/ | ! | { per - ’ : N
Avon Products, Inc, e 4 H ]I | ] e
Colgate-Palmolive Company | / i | Jobnsen & Johnzon | 4‘,_3 i l_ I
Johns-Manville I \/" ” Pecos River Tale LLC | . Jj.”.
- - ! e S S — .' —
W Gracs v E Avon Products, Ine., [ B i
_— ~ 3
o ) " P s i#
{Tf you ahswered “Yes™ to Questions 2, 3, 4, 3, or 6, proceed to the next guestion. If you Bell South Telecommunizations, Inc. L % _"l,'
in_:.wmd "Moo all of those questions, do not answer any of the other questions. Have the Colgata-Palmolive Company | 0 [ !
foreperson sign and date this form and advise the court persormel that & verdict has been — - e I U~ Hf Il |
reached.) Tohns Menville s _._._AF}""
T Do you find by a preponderance of the evidence, that at the time the produect left Johnson & JTefferson TransitTransdev Services, Ine. O ! FM
Johnson®s control, they did not koow and, in light of then-existing reasonably available I |
scientific and technological knowledge, could not have known of the characteristic that I‘J"R L.n-:,c ) O B J“l"'H'J H
caused the damage or the danger of such characteristic? \f s.{ TOTAL 18K ijfr

YES - O 1l
/ '3

(Please procesd to the next question.)



JEANNINE HENDERSON vs. JOHNSON & JOHNSON

May 7, 2025

LI

F

Please express in doliars, the total monctary compensation that will fairly compensate
Plaintiffs for the damages, if any, Jeanmine Henderson sustained before ber death,

Phyzical Pain and Suffering $ TS E}GG .f_le"IT “‘_rrr
J - =y

Meatal Anguish s §5, 00V u-'_H _ H“

Loss of Enjoyment of Life s §5,000 Tl

Medical Expenses §  2.570.206,00

TOTAL ) 52, 725,10, 04

Please cxpress in dollars, the total monetary compensation that will faidy compensste
Plaintifs for the demages, if sny, they have sustained in the past or will sustain in the fistoe
as & resylt of Jeannine Henderson's death, including loss of the love, affection and
compardonship of the Decedent, and the grief and anguish of the beneficiary in qu?stinn_

Joshua Henderson 5 DLD r ,T;IEE_:" - M_ Ill.‘[.l
Justn Henderson S_E;_{ D_ _[E'_C't_) J.l'ﬂ_“.“_

PLEASE SIGHN AND DATE THIS JURY VERDICT FORM AND RETURNIT TO THE COURT.

( . Oolg1fa015

y N

PERSUN DATE

H

I
137

1]
it



Paul & Kathy
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Danny Kraft and Aaron

JOhnSOn & Chapman of DOBS, Leslie

Taylor from Thornton
J Oh NnSon Law Firm, Amy Carter
from the Carter Law
July 29, 2025 Group
Attt FHAYGATTAQ + < M | )

$42,608,300




Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson

July 29, 2025

VERDICT SLIP

Breach of Warranty

I. Did Johnson & Johnson breach the implied warranty of merchantability due to a defect in
the design of its Johnson & Johnson brand baby powder?

/
v

Yes

No

If you answered “Yes"” to Question 1, go to Question 2. If you answered “No” to
Question 1, go to Question 3

2. Was the design defect a substantial contributing factor in causing Mr. Lovell’s
mesothelioma?
/ Yes

No

Go 1o Question 3.

3. Did Johnson & Johnson breach the implied warranty ol merchantability by selling its ba

powder without an adequate warning ?

If vou answered “Yes” to Question 3, go to Question 4.
If you answered “No" to Question 3, and “Yes " to Question 2, go to Question J,

If you answered “No" to Question 3, and “No" to Question I OR Question 2,
STOP, sign the Verdict Slip, and inform the Court Officer you have reached a
Verdict.

4. Was the inadequate waming a substantial contributing factor in causing Mr. Lovell’s

mesothelioma?

v

Yes
No
If you answered “Yes" to Question 2 AND/OR Question 4, proceed to Question 5. If you did

not answer “Yes" to either of these Questions, STOP, sign the Verdict Slip, and inform the
Court Officer you have reached a Verdict.



Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson

July 29, 2025

Negligence

Was Johnson & Johnson negligent in its design of its baby powder?

/ Yes

No
If you answered “Yes™ to Question 3, go to Question 6. If you answered “No"' to
Question 5, go to Question 7.

Was the negligent design a substantial contributing factor in causing Mr. Lovell's
mesothelioma?

‘/ Yes

—_—

No

Go to Question 7

. 5 ' . " 'O egilsh !
Was Johnson & Johnson negligent by providing inadequate warnings regarding its baby

powder?

Yes

No
If vou answered "Yes” to Question 7, go to Question 8. If you answered “No ™ [o
Question 7, go to Question 9.

Was the inadequate warning a substantial contributing factor in causing Mr. Lovell’s
mesothehoma?

If you answered "Yes" to any one or more of the following: Question 2, 4, 6 or 8, then go
to Question 9,

If you did not answer “Yes" to at least one of those Questions, STOP, sign the verdict
slip, and inform the Court Officer you have reached a Verdict.



Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson

July 29, 2025

| )

Medical Expenses

Past Medical Expenses e ’

o 1
3 Six hund €\ \R PO USOINCE . Thiee
(Amount in words)

$ (0% ACO

{Amount in numbers)

Future Medical Expenses:

S__Two mitlion —
(Amount in words)

$ 4,000,000

L J—

(Amount in numbers)

9,

Future Pain and Suffering: $

Damages

What amount of money do you award as damages to Mr. Lovell?

a. Conscious pain and suffering

Past Pain and Suffering: §  FifFireen million
(Amount in words)

$ i85, 000 . CCO

(Amount in numbers)

NIDE oY
(Amount in words)

~ ~F
“4. . Co0 0o

$ )¢




Paul & Kathy Lovell vs. Johnson & Johnson

July 29, 2025

10. What amount of money do you award to Mrs. Lovell for any loss of consortium resulting
from Mr. Lovell’'s mesothelioma?

Past Loss of Consortium: §_ Fyw@ ol
(Amount in words)

5 A,0C0.000
(Amount in numbers)

Future Loss of Consortium: §  E\¢ver o \LWo)
(Amount in words)

s
S |1,0006 ;Y

(Amount in numbers)




AttrTAYOATTFAaQ £SNRAOG Pnodpa
damages for 3 months P&S,
$7.75M in punis

Anna B|Sh0p V. At f AydATSandla/ 2 dz

of lola Gross Forbdsing &

RTV Bollinger LLP and Belluck Law

A Defense CounselErik
DiMarco of Gordon Rees and
Tom Radcliffe of Dehay Firm

AUQUSt 29, 2025 A 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

1. Was ANNA BISHOP exposed to asbestos from the mining operations of defendant

VANDERBILT MINERALS, LLC? i
YES

NO

Five of six jurors must agree on this answer.

LNEY L pusS

£

Diq defendant VANDERBILT MINERALS, LLC fail to exercise reasonable care by not
taking action to prevent the discharge of asbestos from its mining operations into the
surrounding communities?

yes_

no_ [

Five of six jurors must agree on this answer.

Kichna Suae’ wleher




Anna Bishop v. RTV

August 29, 2025

Was defendant VANDERBILT MINERAL, LLC’s failure to exercise reasonable care a
substantial factor in causing ANNA BISHOP’s mesothelioma?

YES. L
NO
Five of six jurors must agree on this answer.

N e sus——

4. What is the sum of money that will justly and fairly compensate Plaintiff for ANNA
BISHOP's pain and suffering, if any, from the onset of her mesothelioma symptoms until
the date of her death?

s 46 mllion Luhan" MQ
Five ofsix jurors must agree on this answer.

K@ 0} Yrelled -~

li,.';‘t\\u\ %u.)&j' ’JLI 2 oA 4 (QJ_DQQ N2A

AnnaJohnson Y. VY YO




Anna Bishop v. RTV

August 29, 2025

5. Is Plaintiff entitled to punitive damages against VANDERBILT MINERALS, LLC?

ves ¥

NO

Five of six jurors must agree on this answer.

-Luf\fu’]- HSLAS




Anna Bishop v. RTV

August 29, 2025

1. State the amount of punitive damages you award against VANDERBILT MINERALS,
LLC?

s 1,98 o1 i

ive of six jurars must agree on this answer.
N em S




Industrial talc was an ingredient in:

Joint

Greenware
Compound

Floor Tiles Water Putty

J J J J




NITAL 100

50 LBS. NET (22.7 K11 0s).

- ~

TN ,
= J
» i X >
<t : ;)
- -"‘ Cow
nY

' - ‘ \

P

| 3
y
r
f

i
@

r
iy
w
o

@

=



RTV 50th Anniversart—
(1966)

A Ceramic

A Paint

A Rubber

A Paper

A Specialties
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

IN RE: NEW YORK COUNTY NYCAL
ASBESTOS LITIGATION LAS Part 13
Mendez. J

This Document relates to:
Index No. 190177/2019
ANTHONY CERINCOLI and JOAN CRINCOLI his
wife,
Plaintiff.
-against-

84 LUMBER COMPANY et al..

mngredient, and. as such, it is neither relevant nor reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Subject to and without warving these objections and limiting this response
to the state of New York, Kaiser Gypsum states:

Kaiser Gypsum was organized in 1952 and terminated all manufacturing operations in
1978. Kaiser Gypsum understands that plaintiffs allege that Mr. Crincoli was exposed fo dry or
powdered joint compound products between 1967 and 1979 during his “side job”™ home remodel
work in New York and New Jersey. Kaiser Gypsum manufactured only wallboard, which did not
contain asbestos. at its Delanco, New Jersey plant from 1965 until 1968, In 1968, a Kaiser Gypsum
“accessories plant” was opened at the Delanco facility. A limited number of the accessory products
mamufactured there contained small amounts of chiysotile asbestos and/or talc as ingredients.
Kaiser Gypsum ceased operations at the Delanco plant in 1975  Any accessory products
mamufactured by Kaiser Gypsum and sold i in the stafes of New York and New Jersey dunng this
time period would have been mammfactured at the Delanco plant, and therefore such sales would
have occurred from 1968 to 1975 The pe-ru:emaﬁe of talc used in those products changed over

Based upon further information and belief, the following companies may have
supplied talc for use at the Kaiser Gypsum plant located at Delanco, New Jersey during the
relevant time period:

International Talc. Co. (Philadelphia, Chas. A. Wagner Co.).

R.T. Vanderbilt Co., New York.

at this time.

Kaiser Gypsum has not yet completed investigating the facts relating to this case, has not
completed discovery in this action. and has not completed preparation for tnal  All responses

contained herein are made in good faith and based only upon such information and documents

73454241

Based upon further information and belief, the following companies may have
supplied talc for use at the Kaiser Gypsum plant located at Delanco, New Jersey during the
relevant time period:

International Talc. Co. (Philadelphia, Chas. A. Wagner Co.).
E.T. Vanderbilt Co., New York.

Cwrrent addresses for these entities are not known to Kaiser Gypsum. Most of the
specific time periods during which these entities supplied talc are unknown. Information
relating to the talc mine of mines from which the above-referenced talc was obtained is currently

9

7345426 1




Responsibility

o Kaiser Gypsum Company, Inc.
Formed in 1952

Manufactured, among other things, joint
compound

Q0 to 22% of that joint compound consisted of
limestone, mica, casein, polyvinyl, clay, and talc

8 to 10% of the Kaiser Gypsum joint compound
was chrysotile asbestos




Asbestos in the Allamoore Talc District,
Hudspeth and Culberson Counties, Texas

APre1974-- International Talc
(Loomite)

A1974-2008-- RT Vanderbilt
(NYTAL)

APost2008-- Texas (Allamoore O
District) Talc
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Updated IARC Monograph
NATIONAL ASBESTOS
LITIGATION CONFERENCE
A Perineal use: Group 2B i Possibly A Group 2A Probably
Carcinogenic to Humans Carcinogenic to Humans

A Inhalation: Group 37 Not classifiable




Talc Filing Trends in the US

File Year
2019

Total Asbestos Filings

Talc Percentage of Total Asbestos Filings

Talc Filings

Talc % of Total

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025 Projected

PERRIN

CONFERENCES

NATIONAL ASBESTOS
LITIGATION CONFERENCE

Filings by Disease Received through 7/31 Each Year

Disease
Mesothelioma

2024

2025

2025v. 2024

Lung Cancer 859 810 -9.7%
Other Cancer 41 56 36.6%
Non-Malignant 115 142 23.5%

Unknown

2,108

2,183

3.6%

2025 Asbestos & Talc Filing Trends: Mitkar Insights and ProjectionKCIC (Aug. 12, 2025)https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025bestosalc-filing -trendsmid-yearinsightsandprojections/



https://www.kcic.com/trending/feed/2025-asbestos-talc-filing-trends-mid-year-insights-and-projections/
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Dr. Moline 2020 Paper 0
33 omedico | egal 0 |sopdysee

A September2022. St f @d | §VD.NLCYy2ADX2¥ Motioyi Rralziced
resulted in disclosure that Betty Bell was a subject

A Bell had previously claimed occupational exposure to asbestos at Hoechst Celanese Corp

and Pillowtex Corporation

N/ Cml
; ] i A May 2023 Dr. Moline issued an erratum acknowledging that one subject had

= additional exposure through crocidolite cigarette filters
A SN a2t AySQa 2 ¢ yKohicesklthditedtBisdfoNId KentytigaliefeS




PERRIN

CONFERENCES

Dr. Moline 2020 Paper 0
33 omedico | egal 0 |sopdysee

A Additional individuals with alternative exposure:

A Danielle Polakowclaimed bystander exposure to asbestmsitaining roofing cement
A Doris JacksonClaimed exposure to degrading pipe insulation as a public school tea
A Valerie JdDalis Submitted claim to bankruptcy trust

A StephenLanzo home contained exposed asbestos insulation, and Dr. Moline agre
trial his schools likely had ACM

A AnnZoas substantial family history of cancers, and extensive prior ionizing radiati

throat cancer




Dr. Moline 2023 Paper 8166 o medi co | Eﬁ)@;&t@
subjects 122 with sole exposure via cosmetic talc NATIONAL ASBESTOS

LITIGATION CONFERENCE

A Some qualifications acknowledging that some individuals had other exposu
BUT

A Beverley Alleyneappears to be theslentry in the table indicating NO other

exposures

A Alleyne submitted sworn documents in the UK claiming workplace exposure and expo

school buildings

A Leann Hurleyappears to be final entry in the table, again NO alternative exposur

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

A!' RRAUGAZ2Y It &adzoeSO0Ga aaAtt o6SAy3a A
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Talc, Pleurodesis, & Cancer

. O SRaEsTes
(Ghio, 2025)

A IARC Preamble changed in 2019

AG9EOSLIiAZ2Y Il ffés | aiay3atsS aid
O2YaARSNBR (2 LINPOARS adzFFA

A Talc classification changed based on 1993 rat study

A Experts did not agree with reclassification

At NBasSydada | aO2ydzy RNHzY¢ T2 NJ
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Talc & Cancer: Systematic Reviews

Epidemiology Animal + Mechanistic Studies

(Boon et al., 2024)
A Evaluated 72 studies

A Evaluated cancers of respiratory system, fem{le
reproductive tract, gastrointestinal tract, urina
system, the lymphohematopoietic system,
prostate, male genital organs, central nervous
system, skin, eye, bone, connective tissue,
peritoneal, and breast cancers.

(Pruiett et al,. 2024)
A Evaluated 7 animal and 11 mechanistic studids

A Studies cover multiple exposure routes, specips,
exposure durations.

~
4 AN 4 “

GCKAA a2ail0SYIFIGAO NBUY
animal carcinogenicity and mechanistic evidenc
for talc indicates that an association between ta
SELI2&ad2NBE | yR OF yOSNI A



Talc Consumption & Mesothelioma AR NN

(Roberts, et al., 2024) LTIGATION CONFERENCE

Year (Pleural Mesothelioma Incidence Rate)
1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
1 1

| 1 1 1 1 1 | |

80,000

60,000

I Cosmetic Talc Consumption
----- Female Pleural Mesothelioma Rate

40,000

----------- Male Pleural Mesothelioma Rate

20,000 -

Cosmetic Talc Consumption (Metric Tons)

000001 J0d 8jeY BWIOIBYI0SA [BINA|d Pajsnipy-aby

I | I | I | I I | I
1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990
Year (Cosmetic Talc Consumption)




Mesothelioma

L Ll 8
Long-Term Trends in SEER Age-Adjusted Incidence Rates, = L=
1975-2019
Observed SEER Incidence Rate By Sex, All Races, All Ages
Graph Data Table
» Tap/hover on points for more details. View APC Annual Percent Change (APC)
0.6
Choose an option:
A Female v |
Year Range APC % Direction
0.5 & A 1975-1984 47 +
1984-2019 -0.3  Not Significant

o
o
(=3
(=]
=
]
Q.
]
©
o
0.2
0.1
(V) T T T T T U T T T
1975 1979 1984 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009 2014 2019
Year of Diagnosis
Legend

; ]
(Sex) A Female @

Figure 5. SEER 8 female Mesothelioma incidence rates, 1975-2019, joinpoint fit
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Trends in Meso Among Women PEARIN

(Stevens, et al. 2024) {TIGHTION CONFERENCE

From MMWR (CDC) 2022:

What is added by this report?

The annual number of deaths with mesothelioma among women significantly
increased, from 489 (age-adjusted death rate = 4.8 per 1 million women) in 1999
to 614 (4.2) in 2020. The largest number of deaths in 2020 was associated with
the health care and social assistance industry (89; 15.7%) and homemaker
occupation (129; 22.8%).

What are the implications for public health practice?

Efforts to limit exposure to asbestos fibers, including among women, need to be

maintained.
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2025 o Cappello, et al.

Risk Analysis Wl LEY

Excess Absolute Risk: Translating Occupational Measures of

maemai ReElative Risk to Expected Lifetime Risk Among the General

Population—An Example Using Occupational
=23 Epidemiological Studies of Cosmetic Talc Miners and
Millers and Mesothelioma

M. Anthony Cappello’ | Alexander S. Riordan® ' | Elizabeth A. Bestt | Hannah C. Mazzotta' | Jennifer Sahmel*

effectively translate measures of relatlve risk obssrved In observatlonal occupational studies, the focus must shift from relative
rlsk models to those of absolute risk. This can be achleved through the epldemlological calculaton of excess absolute risk.
In this perspective report, the authors discuss the lmportance of using excess absolute risk calculatlons in publlc health risk
assessments of rare diseases and demonstrate its application using the body of published occupational dcal studles
on cosmetic tale miners and millers and mesothelloma risk. By calculating the excess absolute risk among the general population,
the argument that cosmetic talc exposure 1s assoclated with an Increased mesothelloma risk Is disputed, and further demonstrates

ldemiologlcally that th ere s no tor (If any) Increased risk of mesothelloma from cosmetic tale exposures in the general

conducting public
true magnitude
rate of the dise

public.

1 | Introduction and Background

Epidemiology Is the foundational field of public health and
medical sclence that studles the cansesand occurrence of diseases
and serves as the primary basls for determining population
health risks and disease causation and, by extension, ldentifles
indtvidual risks important to exposure and disease relatlonships.

In its simplest form, “occupational epldemiolopy™ encompasses
the assessment of potentlal hazards found within the workplace,
while “public health epldemlology™ generally focuses on poten-
tlal hazards experlenced largely by the general population. often
outside of or iInaddition to the workplace setting. Fundamentally,
the fleld of e that there
are exposures and subsequent diseases that primarlly orlginate

205 Seckety for Risk Analysls.

Risk Analysis, 2005, 00r1-§
Tttpa:/fal.org/A0.11, s, 70089
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ABSTRACT

Background: There is a demand for population level research on the
protein-1 [BAP1]) independent of other risk factors, such as amphibole
used to explore this issue, including in the USA, where the inddence
‘ashestos consumption.

Methods: We computed age-adjusted IRs of mesothelioma in females
available U.5. cancer data from 1975 to 2021. To facilitate comparizon
IRs for female breast cancer and melanoma.

Potential influence of cancer history on mesothelioma
incidence: an ecologic analysis in the U.S. population

(Krevanko etal.,, 2025)
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Callan F. Krevanko', Ashley M. Hernandez?, Alison M. Gauthier?, Moin S. Vahora?,
and Jennifer S. Pierce?

Ryan C. Lewis®"

Results: Similar to breast cancer and melanoma, ~25% of females with mesothelioma had a history of at least one other primary cancer. While
IRs of mesothelioma in males without a history of other primary cancers were temporally aligned with historical asbestos consumption trends in

the USA, IRs of mesothelioma among males with other primary cancer h

Conclusions: Our findings suggest that a genetic for

showed no relationship with asbestos trends.

to US. i rates and is a distinct risk.

factor independent of asbestos exposure.

Keywords: mesothelioma; multiple primary neoplasmes; risk factors; SEER program

Introduction

In the USA, mesothelioma is a rather uncommon cancer,
with an annual age-adjusted incidence rate (IR) of <1 per
100 000 persons at risk.' Prior to the initial impacts of the
5-CoV-2 virus in 2020,
»f all mortality in the
USA per year.” Mesothelioma bears a unique characteristic:

coronavirus discase from the 5/

mesothelioma accounted for ~A0.10

inddent cases in the USA occur in a rcatively high per-
centage of individuals with a history of pror cancer of a
different type.”* For example, an analysis of data from the
National Cancer Instture’s (NCI) Surveillaince, Epidemiol-
ogy, and End Resulis (SEER) Program revealed that among
n 20092013, 10.9% of those aged
of those aged > 65 years had heen

incident mesotheliomas
2064 years and 23.5
previously disgnosed with cancer ar another site.* For con-
text, comparcd o0 29 other inddent cancers, the rank-order
of these two percentages was one of 29 and two (Hed)

of 29, respectively. A more recent SHER analysis revealed
thar 18% of incident mesotheliomas in 20019 among those
aged = 18 years were among persons with a previous can-
cer at another site, corresponding to a rank-order of two
of 294

Patients with a history of multple primary cancers are

maore likely to have a hereditary predisposition to mal

o
due to their increased probability of carrying germline muta-
tions in cancer-related genes. ™ Accordingly, the International
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Meso In a talc mucker
(Dodson et al., 2024)

A
A
A

o o

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.
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nilt Il S our concl
iIndividual 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 t
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Tale, ovarian cancer, and recall bias in the sister study

-

Talc, ovarian cancer, and recall bias in the sister study

Julie E. Goodman ™, Denali Boon*, Robyn L. Prueitt”

‘aradient, Boston, MA, United States of Americ
"me&mmojma

ARTICLE INFOQ ABSTRACT

Keywards O Brien et al. [6] reported on the
Tale prospetive cokart smady of women
rvarias cances o certain groups of women,

Quastitative bias analysis -
i, evaluated the amociation

Julie E. Goodman ™, Denali Boon ?, Robyn L. Prueitt”

e iy me  Gradient, Boston, MA, United States of America
b Gradient, Seattle, WA, United States of America

O'Brien et al. [7] re-evaluated the association between talc and
ovarian cancer in the Sister Study, a US-based prospective cohort study
«of women aged 35-74 who had a sister with a history of breast cancer.
The patterns and reliability of self-reported talc uze in thiz cohort were
previously evaluated; O'Brien et al [6] reported that among women
who were diagnosed with ovarian cancer during follow-up, 28 % re-
ported using tale in the 12 months prior to enrollment on the baseline
questionnaire (2003-2009), while on a follow-up gquestionnaire
{2017-2019), 33 % reported using tale in the same tme period. For all
ather groups (Le., women who were diagnosed with breast or utering
cancer, or who were not diagnosed with uterine, ovarian, or breast
cancer), self-reported tale use was higher at baseline than at follow-up.

Wemcmﬂvmmuctedaquanummzanalms{()ﬁ&]mngm&

i i ion reported by O’ Brien et al. [6] and
dzumpomedmlhe]arseﬂpmmudypuhhshdcmnﬂolmﬂy
[2.3]. The purpose of our care study was to ilhstrate the potental
impact of recall bias in a case-control soudy wsing real-world recall data.
‘We modeled several distributions of recall bias in exposed and unex-
posed cazes and controls. Almost all of the scenarios we considered
demonstrated a biaz away from the null.

A major limitation of our analysis i that we did not have aceess to
raw data. Thus, we were very excited to see that O'Brien et al [7]
conducted a (BA, using raw data from the Sister Study. O'Brisn et al. [7]

primarily focused their analyses on data obtaimed fom the follow-up
quectionnaire, which they reported had a considerable amount of
missing daea (e.g., 37 % of tale non-users and 15 % of users at baseline
had missing follow-up data on tale use). The authors assessed the impact
of missing data using several methods. They determined that multiple
‘was the most the data
were not missing at random and because women with cancer were
overrepresented among those women with missing data at follow up.
Following their imputation of mizsing data, the authors modeled
three scenarios to better understand the mmpact of tale recall bias on
estimates of ovarian cancer risk. The three scenarios assumed: (1)
ovarian cancer cases that reported ever uze were acmally never users;
(2) ovarian cancer cases that reported being infrequent,/zhort-term users
were acmually never users; and (3) non-cases that reported never use
were actually infrequent,/short-term users. In each of the modeled sce-
narios, fixed proportions of relevant participants, ranging from 0 to 90
%, were reassigned from their reported or imputed tale uze category (e.
g., never user, infrequent,‘zhart term user) to another tale use category.
The authors then zelected two point estimates for recall bias, one for

cazes from scenario 2 (25 ¥ non-frequent, short-term uzers reassigned to
never users) and one for controls from scenario 3 (10 % of never users
reaszsigned to infrequent,zhort-term wsers) to carry forward into subse-
quent analyzes. Using these scemarios to comect for recall, they

Cﬂ!!mumdmgmﬂhra:&ﬂ.\mk,mha:m.m 17 Floor, Boston, MA, United States of America.
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HER BODY SIMPLY FAILED.

WOMEN’S BODIES SIMPLY FAIL



Scientific Literature Confirms Majority of Cases of Mesothelioma in

Women Are Not Caused by Asbestos Exposure

~5-10%

90-95%
NOT

Price and Ware Spirtas et al Rake et al Goldberg et al
(2009, US) (1994, US) (2009, UK) (2006, France)






