
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

DONNA PALMER, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

HEIDELBERG USA, INC., 
ET AL. I 

Defendants. 

CONSOLIDATED UNDER 
MDL 875 

E.D. PA CIVIL ACTION NO. 
5:12-05034-ER 

0 RD ER 

.AND NOW, this 15th day of October, 2014, it is hereby 

ORDERED that the Motion for Summary Judgment of Defendant 

Heidelberg USA, Inc. (Doc. No. 25) is GRANTED. 1 

1 This case originated in Pennsylvania state court. In 
August of 2012, it was removed by a defendant to the Eastern 
District of Pennsylvania and became part of MDL-875. 

Plaintiff alleges that James Palmer ("Decedent" or "Mr. 
Palmer") was exposed to asbestos while working as a machinist at 
various locations in New Jersey and Pennsylvania from 1962 to 
1977. Defendant Heidelberg USA, Inc. ("Heidelberg"), is a 
successor to the Mergenthaler Linotype company, which 
manufactured Mergenthaler Linotype machines, which Plaintiff 
alleges was used with raw asbestos as specified by Defendant. 

Plaintiff was diagnosed with an asbestos-related 
illness and passed away in October of 2012. 

Plaintiff has brought claims against various 
defendants. Defendant Heidelberg has moved for summary judgment, 
arguing that (1) there is insufficient product identification 
evidence to establish causation with respect to its product(s), 
and (2) it is entitled to the bare metal defense. 

The parties agree that Pennsylvania law applies. 












