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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals SC CGUF’[ Of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable Jean H. Toal
Acting Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No. 2024-001446
Circuit Court Case No. 2023-CP-40-01759

John A. Tibbs and Margaret B. Tibbs, .......c.cccceevierciieniieniieiieeieeienns Plaintiffs,

3M Company; 4520 Corp., Inc.; A.O. Smith Corporation; A.W.
Hesterton Company; ABB Inc.; Air & Liquid Systems Corporation;
AIW-2010 Wind Down Corp.; Amentum Environment & Energy,
Inc.; Anchor/Darling Valve Company; Armstrong International,
Inc.; Asbestos Corporation Limited ASCO, L.P.; Atlas Asbestos
Co.; Atlas Turner, Inc.; AWT Air Company, Inc.; Bahnson, Inc.;
Banner Industries International, Inc.; Banner Industries, LLC;
Banner Industries of N.E., Inc.; Barretts Minerals Inc.; Beaty
Investments, Inc.; Bechtel Corporation; The Bonitz Company;
Brand Insulations, Inc.; BW/IP Inc.; Canvas CT, LLC; Cape PLC;
Carboline Company; CB&I Laurens, Inc.; Cleaver-Brooks, Inc.;
Consolidated Electrical Distributors, Inc.; Copes-Vulcan, Inc.;
Covil Corporation; Crane Instrumentation & Sampling, Inc.;
Crosby Valve, LLC; Daniel International Corporation; Davis
Mechanical Contractors, Inc.; Dezurik, Inc.; Duke Energy
Carolinas, LLC; Duke Energy Corporation; Eaton Corporation;
Ellington Insulation Company, Inc.; Emerson Electric Co.; Fisher
Controls International LLC; Flame Refractories, Inc.; Lowserve
Corporation; Flowserve US Inc.; Fluor Constructors International,
Fluor Constructors International, Inc.; Fluor Daniel Services;
Orporation Fluor Enterprises, Inc.; FMC Corporation; Foster
Wheeler Energy Corporation; Gardner Denver Nash, LLC; General
Boiler Casing Company, Inc.; General Cable Corporation; General
Cable Industries, Inc.; General Electric Company; Gould
Electronics Inc.; Goulds Pumps, Incorporated; Goulds Pumps LLC;
Great Barrier Insulation Co.; Grinnell LLC; Hajoca Corporation;
Howden North America Inc.; HPC Industrial Services, LLC; IMO
Industries Inc.; ITT LLC; Joy Global Underground Mining LLC;



K-Mac Services Incorporated; Metropolitan Life Insurance

Company; Mine Safety Appliances Company, LLC; MP Supply,

Inc.; The Nash Engineering Company; Occidental Chemical

Corporation; Paramount Global; Patterson Pump Company; PECW
Holding Company; Pfizer Inc.; Piedmont Insulation, Inc.; Plastics

Engineering Company; Presnell Insulation Co., Inc.; Redco

Corporation; Riley Power Inc.; Rockwell Automation, Inc.; RSCC

Wire & Cable LLC; Schneider Electric USA, Inc.; Sequoia
Ventures Inc.; Spirax Sarco, Incl; SPX Corporation; Stafford

Insulation Company; Standard Insulation Company of N.C., Inc.;

Starr Davis Company, Inc.; Starr Davis Company of S.C., Inc.;
Sterling Fluid Systems (USA) LLC; TE Wire & Cable, LLC;
Thermo Electric Company, Inc.; Union Carbide Corporation;
Valves and Controls US, Inc.; Velan Valve Corp.; Viking Pump,
Inc; Vistra Intermediate Company LLC; The William Powell
Company; Wind Up, Ltd.; Yuba Heat Transfer LLC; and Zurn

Industries, LLC, .....cooouiiiiiieee e

of which

Asbestos Corporation Limited iS the ........ccccccvvevieiiiiiieniiiciieciee,

and

Cape PLC, individually and as successor in interest to Cape
Asbestos Company Limited, by and through its duly appointed

Receiver Peter D. Protopapas, .......cocceeeveenieeniieenieeieeieeieeiee e

Anglo American PLC, individually and as successor in interest to
Anglo American Corporation of South Africa Ltd.; DeBeers PLC;

DeBeers Centenary AG; DeBeers Consolidated Mines Ltd.;

DeBeers S.A.; DeBeers UK Ltd.; DeBeers Jewelers US, Inc.; Angle
American US Holdings Inc.; Element Six US Corp.; Element Six

Technologies US Corp.; Element Six Technologies (OR) Corp.;
First Mode Holdings, Inc.; Platinum Guild International (USA)

Jewelry Inc.; Forevermark US Inc.; Anglo American Crop Nutrients

(USA), LLC; Charter Consolidated Ltd.; ESAB Corporation;

Central Mining & Investment Corporation Ltd.; Cape Holdco Ltd.;

The Law Debenture Corporation PLC; Cape Industrial Services
Group Ltd.; Mohed Altrad; Altrad UK Ltd.; Cape UK Holdings
Neweco Ltd.; Altrad Services Ltd., f/k/a Cape Industrial Services

Ltd.; Altrad Investment Authority SAS; Sparrows Offshore Group
Ltd.; Hawk Bidco US Inc.; Arranco US, LLC; Sparrows Offshore,
LLC; The Sparrows Group, LLC,........ccccooviiriiiniieiieieeiieieeieee

Defendants,

Appellant,

Third-Party
Plaintiff/
Respondent,

Third-Party
Defendants,



of which

ArranCo US, LLC, Hawk Bidco US Inc., Sparrows Offshore, LLC,

Mohed Altrad, Altrad Investment Authority SAS, Charter

Consolidated Ltd., ESAB Corporation, and Central Mining &

Investment Corporation Ltd. are the..........ccccceeevieiciieiieniiciieieee. Appellants.

THE ALTRAD DEFENDANTS’ MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO
DISMISS AND EXPEDITE

“The right of trial by jury shall be preserved inviolate.”"

“The right of trial by jury as declared by the Constitution or as given by a statute of South
Carolina shall be preserved to the parties inviolate.’”

“Issues of fact in an action for the recovery of money only or of specific real or personal
property must be tried by a jury, unless a jury trial be waived.”

INTRODUCTION

Once more, the Receiver comes to this Court with inflammatory language designed to
vilify parties who protest the trampling of their rights and lawyers who defend them. This routine
mode-of-trial appeal is not designed to ‘“subvert justice” or “delay circuit court rulings on
important matters” or “frivolously delay the trial” or “flagrant[ly] violat[e] South Carolina
appellate procedure,” as suggested by the Receiver. (Motion to Dismiss and Expedite at 4, 5, 12.)

Instead, it is designed to protect the sacred right to a jury trial. The Altrad Defendants
wrote exactly that on their Notice of Appeal to avoid such wild rhetoric and backlash from the
Receiver: “Please take notice that Mohed Altrad and Altrad Investment Authority SAS appeal the

attached order entered on June 20, 2024, by the circuit court setting this matter for a bench trial,

1" S.C. Const. art. I, § 14.
2 Rule 38(a), SCRCP.
P Id.



rather than a jury trial as demanded.” (Altrad Defendants’ Notice of Appeal (Aug. 30, 2024)

(emphasis added).)

It is hornbook law in South Carolina that parties must immediately appeal any order that
disrupts their right to a jury trial, and a failure to do so amounts to a waiver of that constitutional
right. See Jean H. Toal, et al., Appellate Practice in South Carolina 156 (3d ed. 2016) (“[T]he
failure to timely appeal an order affecting the mode of trial effects a waiver of the right to appeal
that issue.”); id. at 157 (reiterating that ‘“these orders must be appealed immediately”).
Accordingly, this appeal is not only proper, it is compulsory a matter of South Carolina law. The
Receiver’s motion should be denied.

BACKGROUND

The Court is familiar with the background of this dispute. To summarize:

Nine months after the Park v. Armstrong International, Inc., Case No. 2021-CP-40-
02727, personal injury case was fully resolved, those plaintiffs moved for the circuit court to
appoint a receiver over Cape PLC, an active company in the Bailiwick of Jersey that has no
connection at all to the State of South Carolina and against which the Park plaintiffs had no
judgment or active claim. The circuit court granted that motion without a hearing and appointed
Peter Protopapas as the Receiver over Cape PLC.

The Receiver then filed a putative “third-party complaint” in this case against Mr. Altrad
(an individual French citizen with no connection to South Carolina), the Altrad Investment
Authority SAS (a French company with no connection to South Carolina), and dozens of
additional “third-party defendants” that also have no connection to South Carolina. The group of
third-party defendants moved to dissolve the receivership on numerous grounds, as it was plainly

invalid for a host of reasons.



In response to the dissolution arguments, the Receiver requested—and the circuit court
agreed—to modify the initial receivership appointment to appoint the Receiver over an entirely
different entity: Cape Intermediate Holdings Limited, a U.K. company that also has no
connection to South Carolina.

In addition to the circuit court’s lack of personal jurisdiction—an objection they have
staunchly stood by, and continue to do so—the Altrad Defendants and other third-party
defendants moved to dismiss the third-party complaint on grounds that it was not supported by
Rule 14, SCRCP. The third-party defendants argued the Receiver was not attempting to impute
any “derivative liability” to thems, which is the only instance where Rule 14 allows third-party
practice. The circuit court denied that motion as well, so the Altrad Defendants answered the
third-party complaint.

On the first page of their answer, the Altrad Defendants included the following in the
caption of their pleading: “Jury Trial Demanded on All Issues so Triable.” (Receiver’s App. at
133.) On the last page of their answer, the Altrad Defendants included the following: “The Altrad
Defendants demand a jury trial on all issues so triable.” (Receiver’s App. at 195.)

On September 6, 2023, the circuit court issued an “Asbestos Trial Docketing Order as of
September 6, 2023.” (Receiver’s App. 69.) That order indicated that the 7ibbs case would be
tried on April 15, 2024. (Id.) It didn’t mention anything about a “bench trial” or a “nonjury trial.”

On June 10, 2024, counsel for the Receiver wrote a letter to the circuit court: “As the
Court is aware, I serve as the Speaker of the South Carolina House of Representatives. Due to
my unavailability once Session starts in January, the Receiver requests the Court schedule trial
before the end of the year.” (Ex. A, Correspondence from Smith Regarding Legislator Protection

(June 10, 2024).) It didn’t mention anything about a “bench trial” or a “nonjury trial.”



A week and a half later, the circuit court entered the order on appeal. It states: “The
matter is now scheduled for a bench trial on the week of December 9, 2024 at the Richland
County Judicial Center, Courtroom 3B, beginning at 9:30 AM. (Receiver’s App. 648.)

That’s not what the Altrad Defendants demanded in their responsive pleading. They
rightly demanded a jury trial, as provided by the South Carolina Constitution. See S.C. Const.
art. I, § 14 (“The right of trial by jury shall be preserved inviolate.”). Because the circuit court’s
order setting this case for a bench trial wipes out that right, the Altrad Defendants immediately
appealed that order.

The Receiver’s motion to dismiss this appeal asks the Court to rule on the merits of this
appeal without following the appellate process of fully briefing the issues, preparing the record,
and arguing to the panel. It is an improper attempt to evade appellate review of the circuit court’s
violation of a litigant’s sacred right to a jury trial, and the Court should deny it.

ARGUMENT

L. The order eliminating the jury trial to which the Altrad Defendants are entitled is
immediately appealable.

It is settled law that orders impacting mode of trial, including trial by jury, “affect
substantial rights under S.C. Code Ann. § 14-3-330(2)” and are thus subject to immediate appeal.
Lester v. Dawson, 327 S.C. 263, 266, 491 S.E.2d 240, 241 (1997); see also Hagood v.
Sommerville, 362 S.C. 191, 196-97, 607 S.E.2d 707, 709 (2005) (mode of trial is a “well-
established exception to the general rule” that nonfinal orders are nonappealable); Senter v.
Piggly Wiggly Carolina Co., 341 S.C. 74, 78, 533 S.E.2d 575, 577 (2000) (“The majority of
cases requiring immediate appeal involve review of denials of trial by jury and are based on the
public policy consideration of advancing the constitutional mandate to preserve the right to trial

by jury inviolate.”) (collecting cases).



Not only may the issue be appealed immediately, litigants are required to appeal on an
interlocutory basis or they will be precluded from raising their jury trial rights in any further
appeal. See, e.g., Lester, 327 S.C. at 266, 491 S.E.2d at 241 (failure to immediately appeal “an
order affecting the mode of trial effects a waiver of the right to appeal that issue”); Toal,
Appellate Practice in South Carolina 156 (“[T]he failure to timely appeal an order affecting the
mode of trial effects a waiver of the right to appeal that issue.”); id. at 157 (reiterating that “these
orders must be appealed immediately”’). The requirement of immediate appeal is intended to
“preserve” the constitutional jury trial right “which would otherwise be lost” if appeal is delayed
until final judgment. Hagood, 362 S.C. at 197, 607 S.E.2d at 709 (citing Bateman v. Rouse, 358
S.C. 667, 675, 596 S.E.2d 386, 390 (Ct. App. 2004)). Here, the Altrad Defendants are entitled to
a jury trial for multiple independent reasons.

First-Party Jury Trial. First, and as a dispositive threshold point, the Altrad Defendants

are third-party defendants in this case. As a matter of law, they can be exposed to potential
liability if, and only if, a jury first determines that Cape PLC has any liability to the 7ibbs
plaintiffs. See, e.g., First Gen. Servs. of Charleston, Inc. v. Miller, 314 S.C. 439, 442, 445 S.E.2d
446, 447 (1994) (“Under Rule 14, the third-party plaintiff must have a substantive claim against
the third-party defendant founded upon derivative liability.”). As Judge Gergel explains:

“The third party claim must be ‘derivative’ of the plaintiff’s claim because
derivative liability is central to the operation of Rule 14. It is not sufficient
that the third-party claim is a related claim; the claim must be derivatively
based on the original plaintiff’s claim.” “Rule 14(a) does not allow the
defendant to assert a separate and independent claim even though the
claim arises out of the same general set of facts as the main claim.” In
other words, impleader “must involve an attempt to pass on to the third
party all or part of the liability asserted against the defendant.” . . . A third-
party claim may be asserted under Rule 14(a)(1) “only when the third
party’s liability is in some way dependent on the outcome of the main
claim or when the third party is secondarily liable to the defending party.”



CNH Indus. Cap. Am. LLC v. Able Contr., Case No. 9:16-cv-2520-RMG, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
16988, at *3—4 (D.S.C. Feb. 7, 2017) (quoting Scott v. PPG Indus. Inc., 920 F.2d 927 (4th Cir.
1990), United States v. Olavarrieta, 812 F.2d 640 (11th Cir. 1987), Moore’s Federal Practice
§ 14.04[3][a], and Wright, Miller, Kane & Marcus, 6 Federal Practice & Procedure Civil
§ 1446) (cleaned up).

Here, the Tibbs plaintiffs asserted claims of negligence, strict liability, breach of
warranties, and loss of consortium against Cape PLC (and all other “products defendants™). (Ex.
B, Am. Compl. (May 3, 2023).) These are claims at law requiring a jury trial, just as the Tibbs
plaintiffs demanded. And it will be up to a jury to assess how liability is to be apportioned among
the several defendants. S.C. Code Ann. §§ 15-38-15(c), (d).

Rule 14(a), SCRCP, entitles the Altrad Defendants to “assert against the plaintiff any
defenses which the third-party plaintiff has to the plaintiff’s claim” at that trial. In other words,
the Receiver cannot simply allege endless, unknown damages against the Altrad Defendants
through a third-party complaint. As a matter of law, the third-party defendants’ only potential
exposure is “derivative” of whatever a jury first determines to be Cape PLC’s liability to the
Tibbs plaintiffs. And South Carolina law gives the Altrad Defendants the right to appear at the
first-party jury trial to defend against any potential liability against Cape PLC, where a “zero
liability” outcome in the first-party trial would necessarily eliminate any potential exposure of
the Altrad Defendants to supposed “derivative” liability.

While the Altrad Defendants moved to dismiss the third-party complaint because it fails
to comport with Rule 14, there is no doubt that, in the circuit court’s view, the Altrad Defendants’
potential liability is only derivative. In fact, after a different group of third-party defendants

removed the case to federal court, Judge Toal wrote a letter to federal Judge Lewis regarding the



case, in which Judge Toal described the claims against the Altrad Defendants as “derivative”
three times in a single page. (Ex. C, Letter from Toal to Lewis (July 9, 2024).)

Importantly, though, the Altrad Defendants have only recently learned about a secret
agreement between the Receiver and the lawyers representing the 7ibbs plaintifts (and the Park
plaintiffs, and numerous other plaintiffs on the Asbestos Docket) through which the plaintiffs
purportedly agreed to dismiss their claims against Cape PLC in exchange for the Receiver tolling
the statute of limitations on behalf of Cape PLC. That agreement actually predates the third-party
complaint.

The Altrad Defendants acknowledge that there is no stipulation of dismissal entered in
the Public Index; however, the fact that Cape PLC is no longer a defendant in the first-party case
has been confirmed repeatedly by the plaintiffs in both writing and orally in open court. See Rule
43(k), SCRCP (confirming that agreements between the parties become binding when “made in
open court and noted upon the record”). (Ex.  , Confirmations of Cape PLC’s Dismissal by
Plaintiffs’ Counsel.)

The fact that the 7ibbs plaintiffs have confirmed that they have no claim pending against
Cape PLC should be all the Court needs to dismiss the third-party complaint outright, as the
absence of any potential first-party liability necessarily erases the Altrad Defendants’ potential
exposure to any derivative liability as a matter of law. But if the Court believes that there may
still be a chance of first-party liability against Cape PLC, that can only be established after a jury
trial. The order on appeal eliminated that jury trial, and it is immediately appealable accordingly.

Third-Party Jury Trial. If a jury ever assigns any liability to Cape PLC—which, as

noted above, will never happen because of the agreement between the Receiver and the 7ibbs

plaintiffs’ counsel—then the Altrad Defendants are also entitled to a jury trial regarding the



Receiver’s claims. No doubt, the Receiver has attached labels to his claims to suggest they are
equitable and not for a jury’s consideration. But in South Carolina, labels don’t matter; the
substance of a pleading controls. See, e.g., Ins. Fin. Servs., Inc. v. S.C. Ins. Co., 271 S.C. 289,
293-94, 247 S.E.2d 315, 317-18 (1978) (finding a case was “equitable” despite the suggestion of
tort liability because the “main purpose” of the complaint “is to permanently enjoin the
respondent from terminating the appellant’s contract,” not to recover money).

Here, the only actual relief the Receiver seeks is money. As he puts it, the Receiver seeks
“billions of dollars” from the third-party defendants as a “reckoning.” (Receiver’s App. 10.) And
while he affixes equitable labels to his claims, his requested relief is limited to money.
(Receiver’s App. 59-60, 9 130 (requesting that the circuit court “require that each of the [third-
party defendants] to return funds that have been wrongfully diverted from meeting obligations
and responsibilities in the United States, in an amount to be proven at trial”’); Receiver’s App. 61,
9 136 (requesting that the circuit court “require each of the [third-party defendants] to return
funds that have been wrongfully diverted from meeting Cape’s obligations and responsibilities in
the United States, in an amount to be proven at trial””); Receiver’s App. 63—64 (alleging “alter
ego” and “accounting” claims to assist with determining how much money should allegedly be
returned to Cape PLC).)

When a party only seeks to recover money, a jury trial is required, irrespective of how a
litigant styles its claims. Rule 38(a), SCRCP. And even if the Court believes that there are some
equitable remedies in the Receiver’s third-party complaint that push his pleading outside of this
rule, there is no doubt that he seeks relief at law—*billions of dollars” in alleged damages—such
that the equitable issues cannot be determined until after a jury first resolves the legal issues. See

Floyd v. Floyd, 306 S.C. 376, 37980, 412 S.E.2d 397, 398-99 (1991) (“Even in a case in equity

10



if, during the trial of such case, any question should arise which a party is entitled to have
determined on the law side of the court, such determination should be had. Where legal and
equitable issues and rights are asserted in the same complaint, legal issues are for determination
by a jury and equitable issues for the judge sitting as chancellor.”); Bateman, 358 S.C. at 673,
596 S.E.2d at 389 (“Where legal and equitable issues or rights are raised in the same complaint,
the legal issues are for determination by a jury and the equitable issues are for determination by
the court.”).

The Receiver even conceded in his filings to the circuit court that his claims “sound[] in
equity and law.” (Ex. E, Receiver’s Motion to Preadmit Exhibits as a Discovery Sanction at 2
(Apr. 3, 2024) (emphasis added).) The Court should reject his attempts now to rewrite his
pleadings and disregard his representations below in order to void the Altrad Defendants’ right to

a jury trial and dodge appellate review of the issue.*

* ok ok Kk

Because the Altrad Defendants are entitled to a jury trial on the Receiver’s claims if, and
only if, a jury first assesses any first-party liability against Cape PLC. The Altrad Defendants are
also entitled to—and required to—appeal the circuit court’s order that set this case for a bench
trial. See Floyd, 306 S.C. at 379, 412 S.E.2d at 398 (reviewing on appeal an order transferring a

case “to the non-jury calendar); Ins. Fin. Servs., 271 S.C. at 292, 247 S.E.2d at 317 (reviewing

4 Similarly, the Receiver argues the Altrad Defendants’ counsel’s response to the Receiver’s

requested contempt sanction creating an “adverse inference” against the third-party defendants
amounts to an “express[] admi[ssion]” this case should be tried as a bench trial. (Mot. at 11.)
This makes little sense. Counsel was arguing about how illogical one of the Receiver’s proposed
contempt sanctions was: for a trial judge to give herself an instruction about what to infer
regarding the evidence. This wasn’t an “admission” that the case should be a bench trial; it was
pointing out the absurdity of the Receiver’s requested. The circuit court ultimately granted that
relief and, in so doing, struck a portion of the Altrad Defendants’ answer.
11



on appeal an order “that the action be transferred to the equity calendar”); cf. Lester, 327 S.C. at
266, 491 S.E.2d at 241 (“Here, Client’s failure to immediately appeal the order designating this
case as a non-jury matter bars his current appeal of that issue.”). The Court should deny the
Receiver’s motion to dismiss this standard mode-of-trial appeal accordingly.
I1. The Altrad Defendants have not waived their right to a jury trial.

The Receiver ends his motion by claiming the Altrad Defendants have waived their right
to a jury trial. Under Rule 38(d), SCRCP, such a waiver happens under two circumstances: (1) a
party fails to demand a jury trial within ten days after serving its responsive pleading, or (2) a
jury demand is withdrawn by consent of all parties. Case law identifies a third way to waive
one’s right to a jury trial: failing to timely appeal an order setting a bench trial. E.g., Lester, 327
S.C. at 266, 491 S.E.2d at 241 The Receiver doesn’t identify any of these in his motion, because
the Altrad Defendant certainly have not waived their right to a jury trial.

No Failure to Demand a Jury Trail. The Altrad Defendants asserted their demand for a

jury in their responsive pleading. (Receiver’s App. at 133, 195.) In his motion, the Receiver
suggests the Altrad Defendants waived their right to a jury trial because they “vaguely demanded
a trial by jury without identifying any issues that would be triable by a jury.” (Mot. at 11.) This is
not a serious argument.

The Altrad Defendants’ answer included the following: “The Altrad Defendants demand a
jury trial on all issues so triable.” (Receiver’s App. at 195.) This is not “vague”; it matches the
pleadings requirements of South Carolina law. See Rule 38(c), SCRCP (“In his demand a party
may specify the issues which he wishes so tried; otherwise, he shall be deemed to have
demanded trial by jury for all the issues so triable.”). The first potential basis for waiver is not

applicable.

12



Demand Not Withdrawn. The Receiver does not suggest that the Altrad Defendants

have withdrawn their jury demand with consent of all parties. The second potential basis for
waiver is not applicable.

All Orders Have Been Timely Appealed. The order on appeal is the first one that

actually sets this case for a bench trial, and there is no dispute that the Altrad Defendants have
timely appealed it (even though the Receiver argues that it cannot be appealed). To the extent the
Receiver believes a prior order of the circuit court somehow set this case for a bench trial and
impacted the Altrad Defendants’ right to a jury trial, all such orders have, in fact, been
appealed—a point the Receiver bemoans, but that also voids his “waiver” argument. The third
and final potential basis for waiver is not applicable, and the Receiver’s waiver argument fails as
a matter of law.

CONCLUSION

The Altrad Defendants have rightly appealed the circuit court’s order that impairs their
constitutional right to a jury trial. It is a standard appeal in South Carolina under the long-settled
rule that orders that alter the mode of trial are both immediately appealable under South Carolina
Code § 14-3-330(2) and must be appealed in order to retain that right. The Court should deny the

Receiver’s motion and allow this appeal to proceed in the normal course.’

5 The Altrad Defendants file this memorandum without waiving, and while specifically

preserving, their objections to personal jurisdiction. Additionally, they respectfully join and
adopt by reference the opposition memoranda filed by the Sparrows Defendants and the Charter
Defendants.

13



Respectfully submitted,
WOMBLE BOND DICKINSON (US) LLP

By: /s/ M. Todd Carroll
S.C. Bar No. 74000
todd.carroll@wbd-us.com
Kevin A. Hall
S.C. Bar No. 15063
kevin.hall@wbd-us.com
M. Elizabeth O’Neill
S.C. Bar No. 104013
elizabeth.oneill@wbd-us.com
1221 Main Street, Suite 1600
Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 454-6504

Attorneys for Mohed Altrad and Altrad
Investment Authority SAS

September 10, 2024
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SMITHI |||ROBINSON
| 3200 Devine Street 126 N. Main Street 935 Broad Street

Forward thinkingi Results driven. Columbia, SC 29205 Sumter, SC 29151 Camden, SC 29020
P: 803.254.5445 P: 803.778.2471 P: 803.432.1992
F: 803.254.5007 F: 803.778.1643 F: 803.432.0784

Reply To: Columbia
June 10, 2024

VIA FILING AND E-MAIL:
jtoal(@sscourts.org

The Honorable Jean Hoefer Toal
Chief Justice (retired)

Richland County Courthouse
1701 Main Street

Columbia, SC 29201

Re:  John A. Tibbs, et al v. Cape PLC, et al v. Anglo American PLC, et al
Civil Action No.: 2023-CP-40-01759

Dear Chief Justice Toal,

I represent Peter D. Protopapas, in his capacity as the court-appointed Receiver for Cape
PLC, individually and as successor in interest to Cape Asbestos Company Limited, n/k/a Cape
Intermediate Holdings Ltd. This case was previously scheduled for trial on April 15, 2024.
However, the Court continued at the April 10, 2024 pretrial status conference due to the lack of
participation in the discovery process by the Third-Party Defendants. I am writing to request that
the Court schedule trial in this matter on December 9, 2024, to prevent further delays in this case.

As the Court is aware, I serve as the Speaker of the South Carolina House of
Representatives. Due to my unavailability once Session starts in January, the Receiver requests
the Court schedule trial before the end of the year. I have several Legislative commitments for the
remainder of the year, including Freshman Orientation on November 19-20 and Organizational
Session on December 3-4, and would request the Court set a date certain trial in this case so I can
ensure my availability.

6G.T007dDE20Z#ASYD - SYATd NOWINOD - ANVTHIIY - INd 8%:€ OT unf #20¢ - d371Id AT1vOINOHLO3 13

A December 9, 2024 trial would allow the parties adequate time to complete the remaining
discovery in this case and dispositive and pretrial motions in advance of trial, provided the parties
comply with their discovery obligations and the directives of this Court.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

G. Murrell Smith, Jr.

GMS/dIf
cc: All counsel of record

SMITH ROBINSON HOLLER DUBOSE & MORGAN, LLC SMITHROBINSONLAW.COM



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

)

COUNTY OF RICHLAND ) FOR THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

JOHN A. TIBBS and
MARGARET B. TIBBS

Plaintiffs,
V.

3M COMPANY

4520 CORP., INC.

A.O. SMITH CORPORATION

A.W. CHESTERTON COMPANY

ABB INC.

AIR & LIQUID SYSTEMS CORPORATION
AIW-2010 WIND DOWN CORP.

AMENTUM ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY,
INC.

ANCHOR/DARLING VALVE COMPANY
ARMSTRONG INTERNATIONAL, INC.
ASBESTOS CORPORATION LIMITED
ASCO, L.P.

ATLAS ASBESTOS CO

ATLAS TURNER, INC.

AWT AIR COMPANY, INC.

BAHNSON, INC.

BANNER INDUSTRIES INTERNATIONAL,
INC.

C/A NO. 2023-CP-40-01759

In Re:
Asbestos Personal Injury Litigation
Coordinated Docket

FIRST AMENDED SUMMONS
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BANNER INDUSTRIES, LLC
BANNER INDUSTRIES OF N.E., INC.
BARRETTS MINERALS INC.
BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC.
BECHTEL CORPORATION
THE BONITZ COMPANY
BRAND INSULATIONS, INC.
BW/IP INC.

CANVAS CT, LLC

CAPE PLC

CARBOLINE COMPANY
CB&I LAURENS, INC.
CLEAVER-BROOKS, INC.

CONSOLIDATED ELECTRICAL
DISTRIBUTORS, INC.

COPES-VULCAN, INC.
COVIL CORPORATION

CRANE INSTRUMENTATION &
SAMPLING, INC.

CROSBY VALVE, LLC
DANIEL INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

DAVIS MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS,
INC.

DEZURIK, INC.

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC
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DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION
EATON CORPORATION

ELLINGTON INSULATION COMPANY,
INC.

EMERSON ELECTRIC CO.

FISHER CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL LLC
FLAME REFRACTORIES, INC.
FLOWSERVE CORPORATION
FLOWSERVE US INC.

FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL

FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL, INC.

FLUOR DANIEL SERVICES CORPORATION
FLUOR ENTERPRISES, INC.
FMC CORPORATION

FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY
CORPORATION

GARDNER DENVER NASH, LLC

GENERAL BOILER CASING COMPANY,
INC.

GENERAL CABLE CORPORATION
GENERAL CABLE INDUSTRIES, INC.
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
GOULD ELECTRONICS INC.

GOULDS PUMPS, INCORPORATED

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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GOULDS PUMPS LLC

GREAT BARRIER INSULATION CO.
GRINNELL LLC

HAJOCA CORPORATION

HOWDEN NORTH AMERICA INC.
HPC INDUSTRIAL SERVICES, LLC
IMO INDUSTRIES INC.

ITT LLC

JOY GLOBAL UNDERGROUND MINING
LLC

K-MAC SERVICES INCORPORATED

METROPOLITAN LIFE INSURANCE
COMPANY

MINE SAFETY APPLIANCES COMPANY,
LLC

MP SUPPLY, INC.

THE NASH ENGINEERING COMPANY
OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL CORPORATION
PARAMOUNT GLOBAL

PATTERSON PUMP COMPANY

PECW HOLDING COMPANY

PFIZER INC.

PIEDMONT INSULATION, INC.

PLASTICS ENGINEERING COMPANY

PRESNELL INSULATION CO., INC.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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REDCO CORPORATION

RILEY POWER INC.

ROCKWELL AUTOMATION, INC.
RSCC WIRE & CABLE LLC
SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC USA, INC.
SEQUOIA VENTURES INC.

SPIRAX SARCO, INC.

SPX CORPORATION

STAFFORD INSULATION COMPANY

STANDARD INSULATION COMPANY OF
N. C., INC.

STARR DAVIS COMPANY, INC.

STARR DAVIS COMPANY OF S.C., INC.
STERLING FLUID SYSTEMS (USA) LLC
TE WIRE & CABLE LLC

THERMO ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.
UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION
VALVES AND CONTROLS US, INC.
VELAN VALVE CORP.

VIKING PUMP, INC.

VISTRA INTERMEDIATE COMPANY LLC
THE WILLIAM POWELL COMPANY
WIND UP, LTD.

YUBA HEAT TRANSFER LLC

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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ZURN INDUSTRIES, LLC

Defendants.

N N N N

FIRST AMENDED SUMMONS

TO DEFENDANTS ABOVE-NAMED:

[ THIS SPACE IS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK ]
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YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the First Amended Complaint
in this action, a copy of which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your answer to
this complaint upon the Plaintiffs’ counsel, at the address shown below, within thirty (30) days
after service hereof, exclusive of the day of such service. If you fail to answer the complaint,
judgment by default will be rendered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Theile B. McVey

Theile B. McVey (SC Bar No. 16682)
Jamie D. Rutkoski (SC Bar No. 103270)
KASSEL MCVEY ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1330 Laurel Street

Post Office Box 1476

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-1476
T: 803-256-4242

F: 803-256-1952
tmecvey@kassellaw.com
jrutkoski@kassellaw.com

Other email: emoultrie@kassellaw.com

and

Kevin W. Paul (To Be Admitted PHYV)

Charles W. Branham, III (7o Be Admitted PHY)
DEAN OMAR BRANHAM SHIRLEY, LLP
302 N. Market Street, Suite 300

Dallas, Texas 75202

T: 214-722-5990

F: 214-722-5991

tbranham@dobslegal.com
kpaul@dobslegal.com

spepin@dobslegal.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS

May 3, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

)
COUNTY OF RICHLAND ) FOR THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

JOHN A. TIBBS and
MARGARET B. TIBBS

C/A NO. 2023-CP-40-01759

Plaintiffs,
V. In Re:
Asbestos Personal Injury Litigation
3M COMPANY Coordinated Docket

f/k/a MINNESOTA MINING AND
MANUFACTURING COMPANY Living Lung Cancer
4520 CORP., INC.

individually and as successor-in-interest to

BENJAMIN F. SHAW COMPANY FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT

A.O. SMITH CORPORATION

A.W. CHESTERTON COMPANY (Jury Trial Demanded)

ABB INC.

AIR & LIQUID SYSTEMS CORPORATION
individually and as successor-in-interest to
BUFFALO PUMPS, INC.

AIW-2010 WIND DOWN CORP.
individually and as successor-in-interest to
AMERICAN INSULATED WIRE
CORPORATION

AMENTUM ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY,
INC. f/k/a AECOM ENERGY &
CONSTRUCTION, INC., individually and as
successor-in-interest to YEARGIN
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC.
successor to IMPAC, INC.

ANCHOR/DARLING VALVE COMPANY
ARMSTRONG INTERNATIONAL, INC.

ASBESTOS CORPORATION LIMITED
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ASCO, L.P.
f/k/a ASCO VALVE, INC.

ATLAS ASBESTOS CO
ATLAS TURNER, INC.
as successor to ATLAS ASBESTOS CO, a

foreign company

AWT AIR COMPANY, INC.
f/k/a RESEARCH-COTTRELL, INC.

BAHNSON, INC.

BANNER INDUSTRIES INTERNATIONAL,

INC.
BANNER INDUSTRIES, LLC

BANNER INDUSTRIES OF N.E., INC.
individually and as successor-in-interest to
BANNER INDUSTRIES, INC.

BARRETTS MINERALS INC.

BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC.
f/k/a GUY M. BEATY & CO.

BECHTEL CORPORATION

THE BONITZ COMPANY
f/k/a BONITZ INSULATION COMPANY

BRAND INSULATIONS, INC.

BW/IP INC.
and its wholly-owned subsidiaries

CANVAS CT, LLC
individually and as successor to MARLEY
COOLING TOWER COMPANY

CAPE PLC

individually and as successor-in-interest to
CAPE INDUSTRIES LTD. f/k/a CAPE
ASBESTOS COMPANY LTD. and its
subsidiaries and global affiliates

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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CARBOLINE COMPANY

CB&I LAURENS, INC.
individually and as successor-in-interest to
CHICAGO BRIDGE & IRON COMPANY

CLEAVER-BROOKS, INC.
f/k/a AQUA-CHEM, INC.
d/b/a CLEAVER-BROOKS DIVISION

CONSOLIDATED ELECTRICAL
DISTRIBUTORS, INC.

d/b/a CED, INC., individually and as successor-

in-interest to MILL-POWER SUPPLY
COMPANY

COPES-VULCAN, INC.

COVIL CORPORATION

CRANE INSTRUMENTATION &
SAMPLING, INC.

f/k/a CIRCOR INSTRUMENTATION
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. f/k/a HOKE INC.
CROSBY VALVE, LLC

DANIEL INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION

DAVIS MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS,
INC.

DEZURIK, INC.

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC
f/k/a DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION

DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION
EATON CORPORATION

ELLINGTON INSULATION COMPANY,
INC.

EMERSON ELECTRIC CO.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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individually and as successor-in-interest to
COPELAND CORPORATION

FISHER CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL
LLC

FLAME REFRACTORIES, INC.

FLOWSERVE CORPORATION
f/k/a THE DURIRON COMPANY INC.

FLOWSERVE US INC.

individually and as successor-in-interest to
EDWARD VALVES, INC. and ROCKWELL
MANUFACTURING COMPANY

FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL
f/k/a FLUOR CORPORATION

FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL, INC.

FLUOR DANIEL SERVICES
CORPORATION

FLUOR ENTERPRISES, INC.

FMC CORPORATION
on behalf of its former Peerless Pump business

FOSTER WHEELER ENERGY
CORPORATION

GARDNER DENVER NASH, LLC
individually and as successor-in-interest to THE
NASH ENGINEERING COMPANY

GENERAL BOILER CASING COMPANY,
INC.

GENERAL CABLE CORPORATION
GENERAL CABLE INDUSTRIES, INC.

individually and as successor-in-interest to
CAROL CABLE CO.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY

GOULD ELECTRONICS INC.
individually and as successor-in-interest to ITE
CIRCUIT BREAKER CO.

GOULDS PUMPS, INCORPORATED

GOULDS PUMPS LLC
f/k/a GOULDS PUMPS INC.

GREAT BARRIER INSULATION CO.

GRINNELL LLC
d/b/a GRINNELL CORPORATION

HAJOCA CORPORATION

HOWDEN NORTH AMERICA INC.

f/k/a HOWDEN BUFFALO, INC., individually
and as successor-in-interest to BUFFALO
FORGE COMPANY and NEW
PHILADELPHIA FAN CO.

HPC INDUSTRIAL SERVICES, LLC
f/k/a CLEAN HARBORS INDUSTRIAL
SERVICES INC., solely in its capacity as the
successor-by-merger and name change to
BRAND INSULATIONS, INC.

IMO INDUSTRIES INC.

ITT LLC

f/k/a ITT CORPORATION, ITT INDUSTRIES
INC,, ITT FLUID PRODUCTS CORP.,
HOFFMAN SPECIALTY MFG. CORP., BELL
& GOSSETT COMPANY, ITT MARLOW and
KENNEDY VALVE COMPANY

JOY GLOBAL UNDERGROUND MINING
LLC

f/k/a JOY TECHNOLOGIES, INC., f/k/a JOY
TECHNOLOGIES LLC

K-MAC SERVICES INCORPORATED

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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METROPOLITAN LIFE INSURANCE
COMPANY
a wholly owned subsidiary of METLIFE INC.

MINE SAFETY APPLIANCES COMPANY,
LLC

MP SUPPLY, INC.
f/k/a MILL-POWER SUPPLY COMPANY

THE NASH ENGINEERING COMPANY

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL
CORPORATION

individually and as successor-in-interest to
DUREZ CORPORATION

PARAMOUNT GLOBAL

f/k/a VIACOMCBS INC., f/k/a CBS
CORPORATION, a Delaware corporation f/k/a
VIACOM, INC., successor-by-merger to CBS
CORPORATION, a Pennsylvania corporation,
f/k/a WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC
CORPORATION and as successor-in-interest to
BF STURTEVANT

PATTERSON PUMP COMPANY

PECW HOLDING COMPANY
f/k/a PLASTICS ENGINEERING COMPANY

PFIZER INC.
PIEDMONT INSULATION, INC.

PLASTICS ENGINEERING COMPANY
d/b/a PLENCO

PRESNELL INSULATION CO., INC.

REDCO CORPORATION
f/k/a CRANE CO.

RILEY POWER INC.

f/k/a BABCOCK BORSIG POWER INC.,
f/k/a DB RILEY, INC., f/k/a RILEY STOKER
CORPORATION

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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ROCKWELL AUTOMATION, INC.
individually and as successor-in-interest to
ALLEN-BRADLEY COMPANY LLC f/k/a
ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION

RSCC WIRE & CABLE LLC

d/b/a ROCKBESTOS SUPERNANT CABLE
CORP.

SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC USA, INC.
f/k/a SQUARE D COMPANY

SEQUOIA VENTURES INC.
f/k/a BECHTEL CORPORATION

SPIRAX SARCO, INC.

SPX CORPORATION

individually and as successor-in-interest to
KINNEY PUMPS

STAFFORD INSULATION COMPANY

STANDARD INSULATION COMPANY OF
N. C,, INC.

STARR DAVIS COMPANY, INC.

STARR DAVIS COMPANY OF S.C., INC.
STERLING FLUID SYSTEMS (USA) LLC
TE WIRE & CABLE LLC

THERMO ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.
f/k/a THERMO ELECTRIC WIRE & CABLE
CO.

UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION
VALVES AND CONTROLS US, INC.

f/k/a WEIR VALVES & CONTROLS USA
INC. d/b/a ATWOOD & MORRILL CO., INC.

VELAN VALVE CORP.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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VIKING PUMP, INC.

VISTRA INTERMEDIATE COMPANY
LLC

individually and as successor-in-interest to

CRSS INC.

THE WILLIAM POWELL COMPANY
WIND UP, LTD.

YUBA HEAT TRANSFER LLC

ZURN INDUSTRIES, LLC

individually and as successor-in-interest to

ZURN INDUSTRIES, INC.

Defendants.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs, JOHN A. TIBBS and MARGARET B. TIBBS (hereinafter “Plaintiffs”), sue the
named Defendants for compensatory and punitive damages, by and through their attorneys, and
come before this court and allege as follows:

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

1. Plaintiff John A. Tibbs has been diagnosed with lung cancer.
2. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants because Plaintiffs’ claims
arise from Defendants’ conduct in:
(a) Transacting business in this State, including the sale, supply, purchase,
and/or use of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, within this
State;
(b) Contracting to supply services or things in the State;

() Commission of a tortious act in whole or in part in this State;

(d) Having an interest in, using, or possessing real property in this State; and/or
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(e) Entering into a contract to be performed in whole or in part by either party
in this State.

3. Each Defendant, or its predecessors in interest, that manufactured, sold, and/or
distributed asbestos-containing products or raw asbestos materials for use in South Carolina and
other states at times relevant to this action are referred to herein as “Product Defendants.” At all
times relevant to this action, the Product Defendants and the predecessors of the Product
Defendants for whose actions the Product Defendants are legally responsible, were engaged in the
manufacture, sale and distribution of asbestos-containing products and raw materials.

4. Each Defendant, or its predecessors in interest, that owned and/or controlled the
work sites where Plaintiff John A. Tibbs experienced occupational exposure as a result of working
with and around others working with asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or
equipment in his immediate vicinity are referred to herein as the “Premises Defendants.” At all
times relevant to this action:

(a) the Premises Defendants owned the property and approved the use of
asbestos-containing materials on its premises.

(b) the Premises Defendants invited the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs as a mechanic
electrician, and/or his father as a superintendent of maintenance, on to
Defendants’ premises to perform construction work for Defendants’
benefit. Plaintiff was an invitee who had express permission to enter
Defendants’ premises for the purpose of benefitting the owner (Defendant).

() the Premises Defendants owed a duty of due care to discover risks and take
safety precautions to warn of and eliminate unreasonable risks.

(d) the Premises Defendants’ failure to warn of or eliminate the unreasonable
risks associated with working on or around asbestos-containing materials
on Defendants’ premises was a substantial factor contributing to cause
Plaintiff John A. Tibbs’s lung cancer.

5. Each Defendant, or its predecessors in interest, that provided labor, materials,

goods, and/or services as architects, consultants, engineers, draftsmen, technicians, surveyors, or
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otherwise in connection with the design and/or repairs at the work sites where Plaintiff John A.
Tibbs and/or his father experienced occupational exposure as a result of working with and around
others working with asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, are
referred to herein as the “Design Defendants.”

6. Plaintiffs’ claims against the Product Defendants, as defined herein, arise out of
Defendants’ purposeful efforts to serve directly or indirectly the market for their asbestos and/or
asbestos-containing products in this State, either through direct sales or through utilizing an
established distribution channel with the expectation that their products would be purchased and/or
used within South Carolina.

7. Plaintiffs’ claims against the Premises Defendants, as defined herein, arise out of
Defendants’ ownership and/or control of real property located in South Carolina and North
Carolina, and the purchase and use of asbestos-containing products on their premises located in
South Carolina and North Carolina, and/or contracting with the employer of Plaintiff John A. Tibbs
and/or his father John H. Tibbs in South Carolina and North Carolina for Plaintiff and others to
cross state lines to work on Defendant’s premises.

8. Plaintiffs’ claims against the Design Defendants, as defined herein, arise out of
Defendants’, and/or Defendants’ employees’, direct and/or indirect purchase and use of asbestos
and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment at the various industrial sites located
in South Carolina where Plaintiff John A. Tibbs experienced occupational exposure to lethal doses
of asbestos as a result of working with and around others working with asbestos and/or asbestos-
containing products, materials, or equipment.

0. All of the named Defendants are corporations who purposefully availed themselves
of the privilege of doing business in this State, and whose substantial and/or systematic business

in South Carolina exposed Plaintiff John A. Tibbs to asbestos in this State, subjecting them to the

10
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jurisdiction of the South Carolina courts pursuant to the South Carolina Long-Arm Statute and the
United States Constitution.

10.  In addition to being exposed through his own work, Plaintiff John A. Tibbs was
exposed to asbestos through asbestos dust and fibers brought home on his father John H. Tibbs’s
work clothes, from asbestos dust in his vehicle and asbestos dust on his body including his hair,
and from the dust being distributed and re-entrained in the family home. Plaintiff John A. Tibbs’s
exposure to asbestos dust and fibers occurred through his contact with his father John H. Tibbs’s
work clothing and person when greeting him and interacting with him on a daily basis at the end
of each workday. Plaintiff John A. Tibbs’s exposure to asbestos dust and fibers also occurred
through spending time in his father’s vehicle in which asbestos dust and fibers had been deposited,
and through sharing a home contaminated with asbestos fibers that were constantly being stirred
up and re-entrained in the air that they breathed throughout their family home.

11. Plaintiff John A. Tibbs’s cumulative exposure to asbestos as a result of acts and
omissions of Defendants and their defective products, individually and together, was a substantial
factor in causing Plaintiff John A. Tibbs’s lung cancer and other related injuries and therefore
under South Carolina law, is the legal cause of Plaintiff’s injuries and damages.

12.  Plaintiffs were not aware at the time of exposure that asbestos or asbestos-
containing products presented any risk of injury and/or disease.

13.  Plaintiff John A. Tibbs worked with, or in close proximity to others who worked
with, asbestos-containing materials including but not limited to asbestos-containing products and
other asbestos-containing materials manufactured and/or sold by Defendants identified above.

14.  Each of the named Defendants is liable for damages stemming from its own tortious
conduct or the tortious conduct of an “alternate entity” as hereinafter defined. Defendants are

liable for the acts of their “alternate entity” and each of them, in that there has been a corporate

11
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name change, Defendant is the successor by merger, by successor in interest, or by other
acquisition resulting in a virtual destruction of Plaintiffs’ remedy against each such “alternate
entity”; Defendants, each of them, have acquired the assets, product line, or a portion thereof, of
each such “alternate entity”’; such “alternate entities” have acquired the assets, product line, or a
portion thereof of each such Defendant; Defendants, and each of them, caused the destruction of
Plaintiffs’ remedy against each such “alternate entity”; each such Defendant has the ability to
assume the risk-spreading role of each such “alternate entity;” and that each such defendant enjoys

the goodwill originally attached to each “alternate entity.”

DEFENDANT ALTERNATE ENTITY

MINNESOTA MINING AND

3M COMPANY MANUFACTURING COMPANY

4520 CORP., INC. BENJAMIN F. SHAW COMPANY

AIR & LIQUID SYSTEMS

CORPORATION BUFFALO PUMPS, INC.

AMERICAN INSULATED WIRE

AIW-2010 WIND DOWN CORP. CORPORATION

AECOM ENERGY & CONSTRUCTION, INC.,

AMENTUM ENVIRONMENT & YEARGIN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

ENERGY, INC. INC., and IMPAC, INC.

ASCO, L.P. ASCO VALVE, INC.

ATLAS TURNER, INC. ATLAS ASBESTOS CO

AWT AIR COMPANY, INC. RESEARCH-COTTRELL, INC.
BANNER INDUSTRIES OF N.E., INC. | BANNER INDUSTRIES, INC.
BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC. GUY M. BEATY & CO.

12
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DEFENDANT

ALTERNATE ENTITY

THE BONITZ COMPANY

BONITZ INSULATION COMPANY

BW/IP INC.

its wholly owned subsidiaries

CANVAS CT, LLC

MARLEY COOLING TOWER COMPANY

CAPE PLC

CAPE INDUSTRIES LTD., CAPE ASBESTOS
COMPANY LTD., and its subsidiaries and
global affiliates

CB&I LAURENS, INC.

CHICAGO BRIDGE & IRON COMPANY

CLEAVER-BROOKS, INC.

AQUA-CHEM, INC. and
CLEAVER-BROOKS DIVISION

CONSOLIDATED ELECTRICAL
DISTRIBUTORS, INC.

CED, INC. and MILL-POWER SUPPLY
COMPANY

CRANE INSTRUMENTATION &
SAMPLING, INC.

CIRCOR INSTRUMENTATION
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. and HOKE INC.

DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC

DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION

EMERSON ELECTRIC CO.

COPELAND CORPORATION

FLOWSERVE CORPORATION THE DURIRON COMPANY INC.
EDWARD VALVES, INC. and
FLOWSERVE US INC. ROCKWELL MANUFACTURING COMPANY
FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL FLUOR CORPORATION
FMC CORPORATION PEERLESS PUMP

GARDNER DENVER NASH, LLC

THE NASH ENGINEERING COMPANY

13
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DEFENDANT ALTERNATE ENTITY
GENERAL CABLE INDUSTRIES, INC. CAROL CABLE CO.
GOULD ELECTRONICS INC. ITE CIRCUIT BREAKER CO.
GOULDS PUMPS LLC GOULDS PUMPS INC.
GRINNELL LLC GRINNELL CORPORATION
HOWDEN BUFFALO INC.,

HOWDEN NORTH AMERICA INC.

BUFFALO FORGE COMPANY, and
NEW PHILADELPHIA FAN CO.

HPC INDUSTRIAL SERVICES, LLC

CLEAN HARBORS INDUSTRIAL SERVICES
INC. and BRAND INSULATIONS, INC.

ITT LLC

ITT CORPORATION, ITT INDUSTRIES INC.,
ITT FLUID PRODUCTS CORP., HOFFMAN
SPECIALTY MFG. CORP., BELL & GOSSETT
COMPANY, ITT MARLOW and KENNEDY
VALVE COMPANY

JOY GLOBAL UNDERGROUND
MINING LLC

JOY TECHNOLOGIES, INC. and
JOY TECHNOLOGIES LLC

METROPOLITAN LIFE INSURANCE
COMPANY

METLIFE INC.

MP SUPPLY, INC.

MILL-POWER SUPPLY COMPANY

OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL

CORPORATION DUREZ CORPORATION
VIACOMCBS INC., CBS CORPORATION, a
Delaware corporation, VIACOM, INC., CBS
PARAMOUNT GLOBAL CORPORATION, a Pennsylvania corporation,

WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC
CORPORATION, and BF STURTEVANT

PECW HOLDING COMPANY

PLASTICS ENGINEERING COMPANY
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DEFENDANT ALTERNATE ENTITY

PLASTICS ENGINEERING COMPANY PLENCO

REDCO CORPORATION CRANE CO.

BABCOCK BORSIG POWER INC,,

RILEY POWER INC. DB RILEY, INC., and RILEY STOKER
CORPORATION
ALLEN-BRADLEY COMPANY LLC and

ROCKWELL AUTOMATION, INC. ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION

RSCC WIRE & CABLE LLC ROCKBESTOS SUPERNANT CABLE CORP.

SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC USA, INC. SQUARE D COMPANY

SEQUOIA VENTURES INC. BECHTEL CORPORATION

SPX CORPORATION KINNEY PUMPS

THERMO ELECTRIC COMPANYY,

INC THERMO ELECTRIC WIRE & CABLE CO.

WEIR VALVES & CONTROLS USA INC. and

VALVES AND CONTROLS US, INC. ATWOOD MORRILL CO., INC.

VISTRA INTERMEDIATE COMPANY

LLC CRSS INC.
WNDUR LD PP & DOLER DSULATION N
ZURN INDUSTRIES, LLC ZURN INDUSTRIES, INC.

15. Plaintiffs have been informed and believe, and thereon allege, that at all times

herein mentioned, Defendants or their “alternate entities” were or are corporations, partnerships,

unincorporated associations, sole proprietorships and/or other business entities organized and
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existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of South Carolina, or the laws of some other
state or foreign jurisdiction, and that said Defendants were and/or are authorized to do business in
the State of South Carolina, and that said Defendants have regularly conducted business in the
State of South Carolina.

16. Plaintiffs have been informed and believe, and thereon allege, that progressive lung
disease, lung cancer and other serious diseases are caused by inhalation of asbestos fibers without
perceptible trauma and that said disease results from exposure to asbestos and asbestos-containing
products over a period of time.

17.  Asadirect and proximate result of the conduct as alleged within, Plaintiff John A.
Tibbs suffered permanent injuries, including, but not limited to, lung cancer and other lung
damage, as well as the mental and emotional distress attendant thereto, from the effect of exposure
to asbestos fibers, all to his damage in the sum of the amount as the trier of fact determines is
proper.

18.  Asadirect and proximate result of the conduct as hereinafter alleged, Plaintiff John
A. Tibbs incurred liability for physicians, surgeons, nurses, hospital care, medicine, hospices, x-
rays and other medical treatment, the true and exact amount thereof being unknown to Plaintiffs
at this time. Plaintiffs request leave to supplement this Court and all parties accordingly when the
true and exact cost of Plaintiff John A. Tibbs’s medical treatment is ascertained.

19.  As a further direct and proximate result of the conduct as hereinafter alleged,
Plaintiff John A. Tibbs incurred, and will continue to incur, loss of profits and commissions, a
diminishment of earning potential, and other pecuniary losses, the full nature and extent of which
are not yet known to Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs pray leave to supplement this Court and all parties

accordingly to conform to proof at the time of trial.
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20.  Plaintiffs hereby disclaim each and every claim or cause of action which does or
may arise from or on any federal enclave. Plaintiffs are disclaiming each and every claim or cause
of action arising from any exposure to asbestos as a result of the Plaintiffs presence on or at any
federal enclave. Plaintiffs further disclaim each and every claim or cause of action arising under
the United States Constitution and under any Federal Law or Regulation. Finally, Plaintiffs
disclaim each and every claim or cause of action which may be asserted under federal admiralty
or maritime law. Courts across the Country have found that such disclaimers are proper and within
the province of the Plaintiffs to disclaim. Any removal by any defendant on the basis of the
disclaimed claims will result in a motion for sanctions and seeking attorneys’ fees.

THE PARTIES

21.  Plaintiffs John A. Tibbs and Margaret B. Tibbs are currently residents of the State
of North Carolina. Plaintiff John A. Tibbs was exposed to asbestos during the course of his career
at various job sites, primarily located in South Carolina and North Carolina. He was also exposed
to asbestos fibers carried home on the clothing and person of his father while he also worked as a
superintendent of maintenance at various jobsites while Plaintiff John A. Tibbs lived in the family
home.

22.  Defendant, 3M COMPANY f/k/a MINNESOTA MINING AND
MANUFACTURING COMPANY, was and is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of
business in Minnesota. At all times material hereto, 3M COMPANY mined, manufactured,
processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or
retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or
equipment, or products fraudulently marketed to prevent asbestos exposure including, but not

limited to, 3M masks and other asbestos-containing products. 3M COMPANY is sued as a Product
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Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against 3M COMPANY arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

23. Defendant, 4520 CORP., INC., as successor-in-interest to BENJAMIN F. SHAW
COMPANY, was and is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in Oregon. At
all times material hereto, 4520 CORP., INC. mined, manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not
limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at
numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. 4520 CORP., INC. is sued as a
Product Defendant. 4520 CORP., INC. is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites
in the southeastern United States which exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff
John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against 4520 CORP., INC. arise out
of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

24. Defendant, A.O. SMITH CORPORATION, was and is a Delaware corporation
with its principal place of business in Wisconsin. At all times material hereto, A.O. SMITH
CORPORATION manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied,
installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-
containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing
boilers and heaters, including Burkey boilers, present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and
North Carolina. A.O. SMITH CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims
against A.O. SMITH CORPORATION arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State

of South Carolina.
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25. Defendant, A W. CHESTERTON COMPANY, was and is a Massachusetts
corporation with its principal place of business in Massachusetts. At all times material hereto, A.W.
CHESTERTON COMPANY manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded,
supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or
asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-
containing cloth, gaskets, packing, and rope, present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and
North Carolina. A.W. CHESTERTON COMPANY is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’
claims against A.W. CHESTERTON COMPANY arise out of this Defendant’s business activities
in the State of South Carolina.

26. Defendant, ABB INC., was and is a Delaware corporation with its principal place
of business in North Carolina. At all times material hereto, ABB INC. manufactured, processed,
imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed
substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment,
including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing ITE circuit breakers, present at numerous jobsites
in South Carolina and North Carolina. ABB INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims
against ABB INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

27. Defendant, AIR & LIQUID SYSTEMS CORPORATION, individually and as
successor-in-interest to BUFFALO PUMPS, INC., was and is a Pennsylvania corporation with its
principal place of business in Pennsylvania. At all times material hereto, AIR & LIQUID
SYSTEMS CORPORATION mined, manufactured, processed, imported, converted,
compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited
to, asbestos-containing Buffalo pumps present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North

Carolina. AIR & LIQUID SYSTEMS CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’
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claims against AIR & LIQUID SYSTEMS CORPORATION arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

28. Defendant, AIW-2010 WIND DOWN CORP., individually and as successor-in-
interest to AMERICAN INSULATED WIRE CORPORATION, was and is a Delaware corporation
with its principal place of business in New York. At all times material hereto, AIW-2010 WIND
DOWN CORP. manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed,
replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing electrical
wires, present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. AIW-2010 WIND
DOWN COREP. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against AIW-2010 WIND
DOWN COREP. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

29. Defendant, AMENTUM ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY, INC., f/k/a AECOM
ENERGY & CONSTRUCTION, INC., individually and as successor-in-interest to YEARGIN
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC. successor to IMPAC, INC., was and is an Ohio corporation
with its principal place of business in Ohio. At all times material hereto, AMENTUM
ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY, INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted,
compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited
to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to
gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous
jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. AMENTUM ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY,
INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. AMENTUM ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY, INC. is also
sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern United States which

exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of
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asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against AMENTUM ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY, INC. arise out of
this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

30. Defendant, ANCHOR/DARLING VALVE COMPANY, was and is a
Pennsylvania corporation with its principal place of business in Texas. At all times material hereto,
ANCHOR/DARLING VALVE COMPANY manufactured, processed, imported, converted,
compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited
to, asbestos-containing Darling valves present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North
Carolina. ANCHOR/DARLING VALVE COMPANY is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’
claims against ANCHOR/DARLING VALVE COMPANY arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

31.  Defendant, ARMSTRONG INTERNATIONAL, INC., was and is a Michigan
corporation with its principal place of business in Michigan. At all times material hereto,
ARMSTRONG INTERNATIONAL, INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted,
compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including but not limited
to Armstrong steam traps and strainers present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North
Carolina. ARMSTRONG INTERNATIONAL, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’
claims against ARMSTRONG INTERNATION, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

32. Defendant, ASBESTOS CORPORATION LIMITED, was and is a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the country of Canada, with its principal place of business
in Canada. At all times material hereto, ASBESTOS CORPORATIONN LIMITED mined,

manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
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repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, raw asbestos fibers present at
numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. ASBESTOS CORPORATION
LIMITED 1is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against ASBESTOS
CORPORATION LIMITED arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South
Carolina.

33, Defendant, ASCO, L.P., f/k/a ASCO VALVE, INC., was and is a Delaware limited
partnership with its principal place of business in New Jersey. At all times material hereto, ASCO,
L.P. manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing ASCO valves
present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. ASCO, L.P. is sued as a
Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against ASCO, L.P. arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

34. Defendant, ATLAS ASBESTOS CO, was and is a corporation organized and
existing under the laws of the country of Canada, with its principal place of business in Canada.
At all times material hereto, ATLAS ASBESTOS CO mined, manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, raw asbestos fibers present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North
Carolina. ATLAS ASBESTOS CO is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against
ATLAS ASBESTOS CO arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South

Carolina.
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35. Defendant, ATLAS TURNER, INC., as successor to ATLAS ASBESTOS CO,
was and is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the country of Canada, with its
principal place of business in Canada. At all times material hereto, ATLAS TURNER, INC. mined,
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, raw asbestos fibers present at
jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. ATLAS TURNER, INC. is sued as a Product
Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against ATLAS TURNER, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s
business activities in the State of South Carolina.

36.  Defendant, AWT AIR COMPANY, INC., f/k/a RESEARCH-COTTRELL, INC.,
was and is a New Jersey corporation with its principal place of business in New Jersey. At all times
material hereto, AWT AIR COMPANY, INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted,
compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited
to, asbestos-containing precipitators present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North
Carolina. AWT AIR COMPANY, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against
AWT AIR COMPANY, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South
Carolina.

37. Defendant, BAHNSON, INC., was and is a North Carolina corporation with its
principal place of business in North Carolina. At all times material hereto, BAHNSON, INC.
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, the installation and removal of

asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other
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asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern
United States. BAHNSON, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. BAHNSON, INC. is also sued
for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern United States which exposed
tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos.
Plaintiffs’ claims against BAHNSON, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the
State of South Carolina.

38. Defendant, BANNER INDUSTRIES INTERNATIONAL, INC., was and is a
Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in Massachusetts. At all times material
hereto, BANNER INDUSTRIES INTERNATIONAL, INC. manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, asbestos-containing Patterson pumps present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina
and North Carolina. BANNER INDUSTRIES INTERNATIONAL, INC. is sued as a Product
Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against BANNER INDUSTRIES INTERNATIONAL, INC. arise out
of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

39, Defendant, BANNER INDUSTRIES, LLC, was and is a Delaware limited liability
company with its principal place of business in Massachusetts. At all times material hereto,
BANNER INDUSTRIES, LLC manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded,
supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or
asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-
containing Patterson pumps present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina.
BANNER INDUSTRIES, LLC is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against
BANNER INDUSTRIES, LLC arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of

South Carolina.
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40.  Defendant, BANNER INDUSTRIES OF N.E., INC., individually and as successor-
in-interest to BANNER INDUSTRIES, INC., was and is a Massachusetts corporation with its
principal place of business in Massachusetts. At all times material hereto, BANNER INDUSTRIES
OF N.E., INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed,
replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Patterson
pumps present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. BANNER
INDUSTRIES OF N.E., INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against BANNER
INDUSTRIES OF N.E., INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South
Carolina.

41.  Defendant, BARRETTS MINERALS INC., was and is a Delaware corporation
with its principal place of business in Montana. At all times material hereto, BARRETTS
MINERALS INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied,
installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-
containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing
talc present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. BARRETTS MINERALS
INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against BARRETTS MINERALS INC.
arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

42, Defendant, BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC. f/k/a GUY M. BEATY & CO., was
a North Carolina corporation with its principal place of business in North Carolina. At all times
material hereto, BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted,
compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of
asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited

to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to
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gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous
jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC. is sued as a
Product Defendant. BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC. is also sued for the work it did at the various
industrial sites in the southeastern United States which, during the actual operations of Beaty
Investments, Inc., exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to
lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against BEATY INVESTMENTS, INC. arise out of
this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

43. Defendant, BECHTEL CORPORATION, was and is a Nevada corporation with
its principal place of business in Virginia. At all times material hereto, BECHTEL CORPORATION
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, the installation and removal of
asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other
asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern
United States. BECHTEL CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. BECHTEL
CORPORATION is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern
United States which exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to
lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against BECHTEL CORPORATION arise out of this
Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Corporation.

44. Defendant, THE BONITZ COMPANY f/k/a BONITZ INSULATION
COMPANY, was a North Carolina corporation with its principal place of business in North
Carolina. At all times material hereto, THE BONITZ COMPANY manufactured, processed,
imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed

substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment,

26

6S.T00VdDEZ0Z#ASYD - SYI1d NOWINOD - ANV IHOIY - INd TT:¥ €0 A8 €202 - 3114 ATTVOINOY 10313



including, but not limited to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials,
including but not limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and
equipment at numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. THE BONITZ
COMPANY is sued as a Product Defendant. THE BONITZ COMPANY is also sued for the work
it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern United States which, during the actual
operations of The Bonitz Company, exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff
John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against THE BONITZ COMPANY
arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

45. Defendant, BRAND INSULATIONS, INC., was and is an Illinois corporation
with its principal place of business in Illinois. At all times material hereto, BRAND
INSULATIONS, INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied,
installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-
containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, the installation and
removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to gaskets, packing, insulation
and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous jobsites throughout the
southeastern United States. BRAND INSULATIONS, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant.
BRAND INSULATIONS, INC. is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the
southeastern United States which exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John
A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against BRAND INSULATIONS, INC.
arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Corporation.

46. Defendant, BW/IP INC. and its wholly-owned subsidiaries, was and is a Delaware
corporation with its principal place of business in Texas. At all times material hereto, BW/IP INC.
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,

repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
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products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Byron Jackson
pumps and Borg Warner pumps and valves present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and
North Carolina. BW/IP INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against BW/IP INC.
arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

47. Defendant, CANVAS CT, LLC, individually and as successor to MARLEY
COOLING TOWER COMPANY, was and is a Delaware limited liability company with its principal
place of business in Kansas. At all times material hereto, CANVAS CT, LLC manufactured,
processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or
retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or
equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Marley cooling towers present at
numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. CANVAS CT, LLC is sued as a Product
Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against CANVAS CT, LLC arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

48. Defendant, CAPE PLC, individually and as successor-in-interest to CAPE
INDUSTRIES LTD f/k/a CAPE ASBESTOS COMPANY LTD., and its subsidiaries and global
affiliates, was and is a private liability company organized and existing under the laws of the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland with its court appointed Receiver maintaining its
principal place of business in South Carolina. At all times material hereto, CAPE PLC
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, raw asbestos fibers present at
numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. CAPE PLC is sued as a Product
Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against CAPE PLC arise out of this Defendant’s business activities

in the State of South Carolina.
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49.  Defendant, CARBOLINE COMPANY, was and is a Delaware corporation with
its principal place of business in Missouri. At all times material hereto, CARBOLINE COMPANY
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing coatings
present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. CARBOLINE COMPANY is
sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against CARBOLINE COMPANY arise out of this
Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

50. Defendant, CB&I LAURENS, INC., individually and as successor-in-interest to
CHICAGO BRIDGE & IRON COMPANY, was and is a South Carolina corporation with its
principal place of business in South Carolina. At all times material hereto, CB&I LAURENS, INC.
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Foxboro
valves present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. CB&I LAURENS, INC.
is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against CB&I LAURENS, INC. arise out of this
Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

51. Defendant, CLEAVER-BROOKS, INC. f/k/a AQUA-CHEM, INC. d/b/a
CLEAVER-BROOKS DIVISION, was and is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of
business in Georgia. At all times material hereto, CLEAVER-BROOKS, INC. manufactured,
processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or
retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or
equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Cleaver-Brooks boilers and distillers

present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. CLEAVER-BROOKS, INC.
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is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against CLEAVER-BROOKS, INC. arise out of
this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

52.  Defendant, CONSOLIDATED ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTORS, INC., d/b/a
CED, INC., individually and as successor-in-interest to MILL-POWER SUPPLY COMPANY, was and
is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in Texas. At all times material hereto,
CONSOLIDATED ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTORS, INC. manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, asbestos-containing insulation materials, gaskets, packing, fireproofing, refractory
products, and equipment which contained asbestos-containing materials present at numerous
jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. CONSOLIDATED ELECTRICAL
DISTRIBUTORS, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against
CONSOLIDATED ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTORS, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

53. Defendant, COPES-VULCAN, INC., was and is a Delaware corporation with its
principal place of business in Pennsylvania. At all times material hereto, COPES-VULCAN, INC.
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Vulcan
blowers and valves present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. COPES-
VULCAN, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against COPES-VULCAN,
INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

54. Defendant, COVIL CORPORATION, was a South Carolina corporation with its

principal place of business in South Carolina. At all times material hereto, COVIL
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CORPORATION manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied,
installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-
containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, the installation and
removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to gaskets, packing, insulation
and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous jobsites throughout the
southeastern United States. COVIL CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. COVIL
CORPORATION is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern
United States which, during the actual operations of Covil Corporation, exposed tens of thousands
of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims
against COVIL CORPORATION arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of
South Carolina.

55. Defendant, CRANE INSTRUMENTATION & SAMPLING, INC., f/k/a
CIRCOR INSTRUMENTATION TECHNOLOGIES, INC., f/k/a HOKE INC., was and is a New
York corporation with its principal place of business in South Carolina. At all times material
hereto, CRANE INSTRUMENTATION & SAMPLING, INC. manufactured, processed,
imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed
substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment,
including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Hoke valves present at numerous jobsites in
South Carolina and North Carolina. CRANE INSTRUMENTATION & SAMPLING, INC. is sued
as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against CRANE INSTRUMENTATION &
SAMPLING, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

56. Defendant, CROSBY VALVE, LLC, was and is a Nevada limited liability
company with its principal place of business in Missouri. At all times material hereto, CROSBY

VALVE, LLC manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed,
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replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Crosby valves
present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. CROSBY VALVE, LLC is
sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against CROSBY VALVE, LLC arise out of this
Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

57. Defendant, DANIEL INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION, was and is a South
Carolina corporation with its principal place of business in South Carolina. At all times material
hereto, DANIEL INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not
limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at
numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. DANIEL INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. DANIEL INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern
United States which exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs to
lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against DANIEL INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

58. Defendant, DAVIS MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS, INC., was a South
Carolina corporation with its principal place of business in North Carolina. At all times material
hereto, DAVIS MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS, INC. manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but

not limited to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not
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limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at
numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. DAVIS MECHANICAL
CONTRACTORS, INC. 1is sued as a Product Defendant. DAVIS MECHANICAL
CONTRACTORS, INC. is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the
southeastern United States which, during the actual operations of Davis Mechanical Contractors,
Inc., exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of
asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against DAVIS MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS, INC. arise out of
this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

59. Defendant, DEZURIK, INC., was and is a Delaware corporation with its principal
place of business in Minnesota. At all times material hereto, DEZURIK, INC. manufactured,
processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or
retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or
equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Vulcan blowers and valves present
at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. DEZURIK, INC. is sued as a Product
Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against DEZURIK, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business
activities in the State of South Carolina.

60. Defendant, DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC f/k/a DUKE ENERGY
CORPORATION, was and is a North Carolina limited liability company with its principal place
of business in North Carolina. At all times material hereto, DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC
owned and/or controlled premises at which Plaintiff John A. Tibbs and his father John H. Tibbs
was exposed to asbestos-containing products, equipment, and asbestos dust from said products at
various facilities in South Carolina and North Carolina, including but not limited to the Duke
power plants listed in paragraph 134 of this Complaint. DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC is

sued as a Premises Defendant.
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61. Defendant, DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION, was and is a Declaware
corporation with its principal place of business in North Carolina. At all times material hereto,
DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION owned and/or controlled premises at which Plaintiff John A.
Tibbs and his father John H. Tibbs was exposed to asbestos-containing products, equipment, and
asbestos dust from said products at various facilities in South Carolina and North Carolina,
including but not limited to the Duke power plants listed in paragraph 134 of this Complaint.
DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION is sued as a Premises Defendant.

62. Defendant, EATON CORPORATION, was and is an Ohio corporation with its
principal place of business in Ohio. At all times material hereto, EATON CORPORATION
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Cutler-
Hammer electrical products present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina.
EATON CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against EATON
CORPORATION arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

63. Defendant, ELLINGTON INSULATION COMPANY, INC., was a North
Carolina corporation with its principal place of business in North Carolina. At all times material
hereto, ELLINGTON INSULATION COMPANY, INC. manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not
limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at
numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. ELLINGTON INSULATION

COMPANY, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. ELLINGTON INSULATION COMPANY,
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INC. is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern United States
which, during the actual operations of Ellington Insulation Company, Inc., exposed tens of
thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’
claims against ELLINGTON INSULATION COMPANY, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s
business activities in the State of South Carolina.

64. Defendant, EMERSON ELECTRIC CO., individually and as successor-in-
interest to COPELAND CORPORATION, was and is a Missouri corporation with its principal
place of business in Missouri. At all times material hereto, EMERSON ELECTRIC CO.
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Hancock
valves present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North Carolina. EMERSON ELECTRIC
CO. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against EMERSON ELECTRIC CO. arise
out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

65. Defendant, FISHER CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL LLC, was and is a
Delaware limited liability company with its principal place of business in Missouri. At all times
material hereto, ISHER CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL LLC mined, manufactured, processed,
imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed
substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment,
including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing Fisher valves present at numerous jobsites in
South Carolina and North Carolina. FISHER CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL LLC is sued as a
Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against FISHER CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL LLC

arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.
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60. Defendant, FLAME REFRACTORIES, INC., was a North Carolina corporation
with its principal place of business in Florida. At all times material hereto, FLAME
REFRACTORIES, INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied,
installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-
containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, the installation and
removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to gaskets, packing, insulation
and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous jobsites throughout the
southeastern United States. FLAME REFRACTORIES, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant.
FLAME REFRACTORIES, INC. is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in
the southeastern United States which, during the actual operations of Flame Refractories, Inc.,
exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of
asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against FLAME REFRACTORIES, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s
business activities in the State of South Carolina.

67. Defendant, FLOWSERVE CORPORATION, f/k/a THE DURIRON
COMPANY INC., was and is a New York corporation with its principal place of business in Texas.
At all times material hereto, FLOWSERVE CORPORATION manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, asbestos-containing Duriron pumps present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina
and North Carolina. FLOWSERVE CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’
claims against FLOWSERVE CORPORATION arise out of this Defendant’s business activities
in the State of South Carolina.

68. Defendant, FLOWSERVE US INC., individually and as successor-in-interest to

EDWARD VALVES, INC. and ROCKWELL MANUFACTURING COMPANY, was and is a
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Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in Texas. At all times material hereto,
FLOWSERVE US INC. manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied,
installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-
containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, asbestos-containing
Edward valves and Rockwell valves present at numerous jobsites in South Carolina and North
Carolina. FLOWSERVE US INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. Plaintiffs’ claims against
FLOWSERVE US INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South
Carolina.

69. Defendant, FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS INTERNATIONAL f/k/a/ FLUOR
CORPORATION, was and is a California corporation with its principal place of business in Texas.
At all times material hereto, FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS INTERNATIONAL mined,
manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced,
repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing
products, materials, or equipment, including, but not limited to, the installation and removal of
asbestos-containing materials, including but not limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other
asbestos materials on piping and equipment at numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern
United States. FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS INTERNATIONAL is sued as a Product Defendant.
FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS INTERNATIONAL is also sued for the work it did at the various
industrial sites in the southeastern United States which exposed tens of thousands of people,
including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against FLUOR
CONSTRUCTORS INTERNATIONAL arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the
State of South Carolina.

70. Defendant, FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS INTERNATIONAL, INC., was and is

a California corporation with its principal place of business in Texas. At all times material hereto,
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FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS INTERNATIONAL, INC. manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not
limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at
numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL, INC. is sued as a Product Defendant. FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL, INC. is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the
southeastern United States which exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John
A. Tibbs, to lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against FLUOR CONSTRUCTORS
INTERNATIONAL, INC. arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South
Carolina.

71. Defendant, FLUOR DANIEL SERVICES CORPORATION, was and is a
Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in Texas. At all times material hereto,
FLUOR DANIEL SERVICES CORPORATION mined, manufactured, processed, imported,
converted, compounded, supplied, installed, replaced, repaired, used, and/or retailed substantial
amounts of asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products, materials, or equipment, including, but
not limited to, the installation and removal of asbestos-containing materials, including but not
limited to gaskets, packing, insulation and other asbestos materials on piping and equipment at
numerous jobsites throughout the southeastern United States. FLUOR DANIEL SERVICES
CORPORATION is sued as a Product Defendant. FLUOR DANIEL SERVICES
CORPORATION is also sued for the work it did at the various industrial sites in the southeastern

United States which exposed tens of thousands of people, including the Plaintiff John A. Tibbs, to
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lethal doses of asbestos. Plaintiffs’ claims against FLUOR DANIEL SERVICES
CORPORATION arise out of this Defendant’s business activities in the State of South Carolina.

72. Defendant, FLUOR ENTERPRISES, INC., was and is a California corporation
with its principal place of business in Texas. At all times material hereto, FLUOR ENTERPRISES,
INC. mined, manufactured, processed, imported, converted, compounded, s