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Statement of Writ-Grant Considerations
In denying a supervisory writ, the court of appeal let stand a district-court
decision in conflict with this Court’s decisions in Bazley v. Tortorich, 397 So. 2d 475
(La. 1981), and Fallo v. Tuboscope Inspection, 444 So. 2d 621 (La. 1984). This Court’s
review is called for under Rule X § 1(a)(1) (conflicting decisions).
The plaintiff-respondent, Truman Stanley, III, was injured in a workplace
accident when an oxygen cylinder being filled with compressed gas by a co-worker
exploded, injuring both Stanley and the co-worker. Among the defendants sued by
Stanley was his employer, Airgas-Southwest, Inc., predecessor of applicant here, Airgas
USA, LLC. To avoid Airgas USA’s immunity under the Worker’s Compensation Law,
Stanley alleged a theory of intentional tort.
After 18 months of discovery, including depositions of several of its employees,
Airgas USA moved for summary judgment, citing the absence of evidence to support
Stanley’s intentional-tort theory. In its reasons for judgment, the trial court itself
accurately referred to this incident as “an accident” and agreed with Airgas USA that
“certainly no one desired for the cylinder to explode ….”1 But the trial court denied
summary judgment because a defect in the cylinder—unnoticed by Stanley’s coemployee—caused the accident and made it “inevitable.” Yet neither the trial court nor
Stanley has cited any evidence showing that any Airgas USA employee either desired to
harm Stanley or believed that harm to Stanley was substantially certain to follow from
his or her actions.
The trial court’s reasoning, left undisturbed by the court of appeal, conflicts with
Bazley and Fallo.2 In Bazley, this Court held that, to prove an intentional tort defeating
an employer’s immunity under the Worker’s Compensation Law, the plaintiff must
prove that the actor either (1) consciously desired the physical result of his or her act, or
(2) believed that the result was substantially certain to follow from his or her conduct. In
Fallo, this Court reiterated the Bazley standard and emphatically rejected imposition of
1

See p. A6 below.

The trial court’s reasoning also conflicts with more recent decisions by this Court on this same
legal issue. See Miller v. Sattler Supply Co., 2013-2558 (La. 1/27/14), 132 So. 3d 386; and Danos
v. Boh Bros. Constr. Co., 2013-2605 (La. 2/7/14), 132 So. 3d 958.
2

v

intentional-act liability based on what the employer “should have known.” Under Bazley
and Fallo, the test is not whether an accident was “inevitable,” but whether the person
whose act caused the accident believed that the resulting injury was inevitable.
In his dissenting opinion in the court of appeal, Judge Guidry found that,
although Stanley’s allegations of fact may show negligence, the facts are insufficient to
show an intentional tort as defined in Bazley.3 Airgas USA agrees, and prays that this
Court grant a supervisory writ.

3

See p. A11 below.
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Memorandum
1.

Issue Presented for Review
To prove that a workplace injury was caused by an intentional act, an employee

must prove that the defendant either desired to cause the injury or knew with
substantial certainty that the injury would result from his or her act. Stanley was injured
when a cylinder being filled with oxygen accidentally exploded, injuring both Stanley
and the co-employee attempting to fill the cylinder. Can Stanley prove that his injury
was caused by an intentional act?

2.

Statement of the Case
A. Nature of the case and proceedings below.
This case is a civil action arising from a workplace accident. The accident

occurred at the Geismar, Louisiana facilities of Airgas-Southwest, Inc. The plaintiff,
Truman Stanley, III, and a co-employee, Uc Nguyen, were filling cylinders with
compressed gas when one of the cylinders being filled by Nguyen exploded, injuring
both men. Because Stanley was injured in the course and scope of his employment,
Airgas-Southwest and its successor, Airgas USA, LLC, have been paying workers’
compensation benefits on his behalf.
Despite receiving workers’ compensation benefits, Stanley filed a personal-injury
suit against Airgas-Southwest and several other parties. Airgas USA, LLC answered the
suit. Among the affirmative defenses pleaded by Airgas USA is its immunity from tort
liability under the exclusive-remedy provision of the Louisiana Workers’ Compensation
Law, La. R.S. 23:1032(A). Anticipating this defense, Stanley alleged four claims against
his employer: intentional tort, spoliation, ultrahazardous activity, and failure to provide
emergency medical care.
After a year and a half of discovery, Airgas USA moved for summary judgment. In
response, Stanley dropped his claims of ultrahazardous activity and failure to provide
emergency medical care, but pressed forward with his claims of spoliation and
intentional tort. The district court granted summary judgment dismissing Stanley’s
spoliation claim, but denied summary judgment on his intentional-tort claim.

1

Both sides applied to the court of appeal for a supervisory writ. The court of
appeal granted Stanley’s writ application and reinstated his spoliation claim. A
two-judge majority of the same panel denied Airgas USA’s application without giving
reasons. Judge Guidry dissented, finding that, while the facts may be sufficient to show
negligence, they are insufficient to show an intentional tort under the standards set by
this Court in Bazley v. Tortorich, 397 So. 2d 475, 482 (La. 1981).4 Judge Guidry would
have granted the writ and reversed the district court’s judgment. Airgas USA now
applies to this Court to review the district court’s judgment.

B. Facts
The accident occurred on the morning of June 20, 2011. Stanley was filling a rack
of nitrogen cylinders while, nearby, Nguyen was filling a rack of oxygen cylinders.
Stanley heard a hissing sound and felt a wind on the back of his neck. He turned toward
the oxygen rack and put his right hand in the air to try to determine where the wind was
coming from. Suddenly, one of the oxygen cylinders exploded, sending two of its parts
flying. One part struck Stanley in the right arm, severing it below the elbow. The other
part struck Nguyen, causing a compound fracture of his right forearm and a puncture
wound to his left hand.
The cause of the accident is undisputed. The cylinder that exploded had a leak in
its wall near the bottom. In fact, sometime before the accident, Nguyen himself had
written the word “leak” on the cylinder, with a circle and arrow indicating the spot of the
leak. Airgas USA had a policy that any cylinder in this condition must be sent to the
maintenance department to be condemned and scrapped, because any attempt to fill it
creates the danger of a catastrophic failure. This policy, like other ordinary workplace
policies, is intended to prevent employees’ actions that are likely to cause injury to
themselves or to fellow employees. Undisputed evidence establishes that Airgas USA’s
employees, including Stanley and Nguyen, were trained to follow this policy.
Unfortunately, it appears that in this instance, the maintenance department erroneously

4

See appendix p. A11 below.
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attempted to repair the cylinder by replacing the valve. After the attempted repair, the
cylinder found its way to Nguyen for filling.
Airgas USA’s procedures required Nguyen to visually inspect the cylinders before
attempting to fill them. Accordingly, a checklist filled out by Nguyen on the morning of
the accident reflects that he carried out the visual inspection. But for unknown reasons,
he did not see the word “leak” still visible on the cylinder. Had he seen the word “leak”
on the cylinder, he would not have placed himself and Stanley in danger by attempting
to fill it. But unfortunately, Nguyen missed the word “leak,” placed the cylinder in the
rack, and attempted to fill it along with the others in the rack. The resulting accident,
though perhaps inevitable as a matter of physics, was certainly not intended by Nguyen.
To the contrary, Nguyen’s affidavit confirms the common-sense fact that he had no
desire to injure himself, Stanley, or any other co-worker.
Besides suing his employer, Stanley originally sued four other parties, alleging
products-liability or negligence claims against them.5 Through an amended petition,
Stanley added as a defendant Airgas, Inc., the parent company of Airgas USA, LLC,
alleging Airgas, Inc.’s independent negligence and vicarious liability for the fault of
Airgas USA.6
Currently, the only two remaining defendants are Airgas USA and Airgas, Inc.7
And as mentioned above, Stanley has conceded two of his four claims against Airgas
USA (ultrahazardous activity and failure to provide emergency medical care).
In the district court, Airgas USA moved for summary judgment, and Airgas, Inc.,
pleaded a declinatory exception of lack of personal jurisdiction. The district court

The other defendants were Praxair, Inc.; Gulf Coast Hydrostatic Testers, LLC; Engineered
Controls International, LLC; and T.H. Cochrane Laboratories, Ltd.
5

Stanley’s claim of vicarious liability against Airgas, Inc. is dubious, because a parent company,
like any shareholder, is not vicariously liable for actions of a subsidiary. Stanley’s claim of
independent negligence against Airgas, Inc., is that the company failed to ensure that its
subsidiary implemented adequate safety procedures—a most difficult claim to prove. For the
elements of this claim, see Bujol v. Entergy Servs., Inc., 2003-0492 (La. 5/25/04), 922 So. 2d
1113. Stanley’s theory against Airgas, Inc., is contrary to his intentional-tort theory against
Airgas USA, as no amount of safety procedures can prevent someone from committing an
intentional tort.
6

T.H. Cochrane was dismissed on a declinatory exception of lack of personal jurisdiction.
Stanley voluntarily dismissed his claims against Praxair, Gulf Coast, and Engineered Controls.
7

3

granted summary judgment on Stanley’s spoliation claim but denied summary
judgment on his intentional-tort claim. The district court also overruled Airgas, Inc.’s
declinatory exception. All three parties applied to the court of appeal for supervisory
writs. The court of appeal granted Stanley’s application, reinstating his spoliation claim.
The court of appeal denied Airgas, Inc.’s application.
A majority of the court of appeal also denied Airgas USA’s application regarding
Stanley’s intentional-tort claim without giving reasons for its ruling. In dissent, Judge
Guidry found the district court’s judgment contrary to this Court’s decision in Bazley v.
Tortorich:
I find that, although the allegations of fact raised in this
matter may be sufficient to show negligence, the facts are
insufficient to show an intentional tort, as Respondent,
Truman Stanley, III, was unable to show that he will be able
to prove that Relator, Airgas USA, LLC either desired to
bring about harm to Mr. Stanley, or believed that harm to
Mr. Stanley was substantially certain to follow its act of
putting the defective tank back out for reuse. Bazley v.
Tortorich, 397 So. 2d 475, 482 (La. 1981). Accordingly, I
would grant the writ, reverse the portion of the September 3,
2014 judgment denying the motion for summary judgment
of the intentional tort, and dismiss this claim.
Airgas, Inc. has elected to forgo an application to this Court on the issue of
personal jurisdiction. Likewise, Airgas USA has elected to forgo an application to this
Court to review the court of appeal’s reinstatement of Stanley’s spoliation claim. The
sole issue presented by this writ application is whether Stanley can prove his claim of
intentional tort against his employer, Airgas USA, under the standard established by
this Court in Bazley.

3.

Assignment of Error
The district court erred in denying summary judgment on Stanley’s intentional-

tort claim against his employer, Airgas USA, LLC. The court of appeal erred in failing to
grant a writ to review the district court’s judgment.

4.

Summary of the Argument
In denying summary judgment on Stanley’s intentional-tort claim, the district

court applied the wrong legal standard. The district court defined the issue as “whether
4

this accident was inevitable based on the circumstances that were put into place by the
cylinder being re-valved and put back into use.”8 The issue is not whether the accident
was inevitable. Indeed, any violation of a workplace safety policy can be said to lead to
inevitable injury. The issue is whether any Airgas USA employee acted with the desire to
harm Stanley or believed that harm was substantially certain to follow from his or her
action. Under this Court’s decision in Bazley v. Tortorich, 397 So. 2d 475, 482 (La.
1981), the meaning of “intent” is that the person who acts either (1) consciously desires
the physical result of his or her act, or (2) believes that the result is substantially certain
to follow from the act.
As Judge Guidry’s dissenting opinion makes clear, application of that test here
should have led to summary judgment dismissing Stanley’s claim of intentional tort. The
district court itself correctly observed that “certainly no one desired for the cylinder to
explode ….”9 And as Judge Guidry found, Stanley has no evidence enabling him to carry
his burden of proving that an Airgas USA employee either desired to harm him or knew
that harm to him was substantially certain to follow from his or her act of putting this
cylinder out for reuse.10

5.

Argument
A. In ruling on Airgas USA’s motion for summary judgment on Stanley’s
intentional-act claim, the district court applied the wrong legal
standard.

Generally, the remedies provided an injured employee under the Louisiana
Workers’ Compensation Law are “exclusive of all other rights, remedies, and claims for
damages … as against [the employee’s] employer, or any principal or any officer,
director, stockholder, partner, or employee of such employer or principal, for said injury
….” La. R.S. 23:1032(A)(1)(a). The exception to this general rule invoked by Stanley is
for civil liability “resulting from an intentional act.” La. R.S. 23:1032(B).

8

See appendix p. A6 below.

9

See appendix p. A6 below.

10

See appendix p. A11 below.

5

This Court, relying on the legislative history behind La. R.S. 23:1032, has
interpreted “intentional act” to have “a narrow scope, limited to conduct which is truly
intentional.” Reeves v. Structural Preservation Sys., 98-1795 p. 5 (La. 3/12/99), 731 So.
2d 208, 210. Under Reeves, not even gross negligence qualifies as an intentional act:
Even if the alleged conduct goes beyond aggravated
negligence, and includes such elements as knowingly
permitting a hazardous work condition to exist, knowingly
ordering a claimant to perform an extremely dangerous job,
or willfully failing to furnish a safe place to work, this still
falls short of the kind of actual intention to injure that robs
the injury of its accidental character.
Reeves, p. 5, 731 So. 2d at 210, quoting Larson, 2A Workmen’s Compensation Law,
§ 68.13 (1989).
In ruling on Airgas USA’s motion for summary judgment on Stanley’s
intentional-act claim, the district court applied the wrong legal standard. In its reasons
for judgment, the district court defined the issue as “whether this accident was
inevitable based on the circumstances that were put into place by the cylinder being
re-valved and put back into use.” But in deciding whether Stanley was injured by an
intentional act, the proper legal standard is not whether “this accident was inevitable,”
but rather whether the persons whose actions caused Stanley’s injury knew with
substantial certainty that their actions would cause Nguyen’s and Stanley’s injuries.
In Bazley v. Tortorich, 397 So. 2d 475 (La. 1981), this Court held that “intent”
depends not on the inevitability of the injury, but on the actor’s state of mind regarding
inevitability: the actor must either desire to cause the injury or know that the injury is
substantially certain to result from his or her conduct:
[W]e construe [La. R.S. 23:1032(B)] as providing that the
exclusive remedy rule shall be inapplicable to intentional
torts or offenses. The meaning of intent in this context is that
the defendant either desired to bring about the physical
results of his act or believed that they were substantially
certain to follow from what he did.
Bazley, 397 So. 2d at 482. In rejecting plaintiff’s argument equating “intentional act”
with “voluntary act,” this Court stressed the importance of “the actor’s state of mind
concerning the consequences of his act.” Id. at 481–82. It is precisely this “state of
mind” requirement that the district court failed to consider.
6

In subsequent decisions, this Court has twice reversed the imposition of
intentional-act liability based on what the employer “should have known.” In Fallo v.
Tuboscope Inspection, 444 So. 2d 621 (La. 1984), this Court labeled as “clear error” the
court of appeal’s imposition of liability based on what the employer “should have
known.” Id. at 622. Thirty years later, in Danos v. Boh Brothers Construction Co.,
2013-2605 (La. 2/7/14), 132 So. 3d 958, this Court held that an employer was entitled to
summary judgment despite an affidavit from the plaintiff’s expert that the employer
“should have known” that its work practice would cause injury. The expert’s affidavit
was insufficient to overcome the foreman’s affidavit that he did not believe the plaintiff
would be injured. Id. pp. 2–3, 132 So. 3d at 960.
These decisions demonstrate that it is not an accident’s inevitability that
establishes an intentional act. Rather, an intentional act is established by the actor’s
state of mind in either desiring to cause harm or believing that harm is substantially
certain to follow from his or her act. In defining the issue as “whether this accident was
inevitable,” the district court applied the wrong legal standard—one in conflict with
Bazley, Fallo, and Danos.
Here, it is undisputed that Nguyen did not have the state of mind required to
commit an intentional act under La. R.S. 23:1032(B); he neither desired to injure
himself and Stanley nor believed that their injuries were substantially certain to result
from attempting to fill the cylinder. Indeed, the trial court acknowledged that “certainly
no one desired for the cylinder to explode ….”11

B. Under the correct standard, Stanley cannot carry his burden of proving
an intentional act.

This Court has held that, to avoid the general rule that an employee’s exclusive
remedy against an employer for a job-related injury is workers’ compensation, the
employee must prove that the injury resulted from an intentional act. Mayer v.
Valentine Sugars, Inc., 444 So. 2d 618, 619–20 (La. 1984). Thus, to defeat summary
judgment, Stanley must prove that an Airgas USA co-employee, acting within the course

11

See p. A6 below.

7

and scope of employment, either (1) desired to cause Stanley’s injury, or (2) believed
that his or her conduct was substantially certain to cause Stanley’s injury. Stanley
offered no evidence to prove either of these.
Although Airgas USA did not have the burden of proof, it supported its motion
for summary judgment with the affidavit of Uc Nguyen, the employee whose actions
directly caused the accident and the resulting injuries to Stanley and himself. He
testified that he inspected the cylinder in question before attempting to fill it, and saw
that it had a new valve and appeared to have been painted. Unfortunately, he did not see
the word “leak” written on the cylinder before he began to fill it. He did not want the
cylinder to fail and certainly did not want Stanley and himself to be injured. Stanley
offered nothing to contradict Nguyen’s affidavit.
In an attempt to raise an issue of material fact, Stanley offered two affidavits: one
from Corey Reiter, a former Airgas USA employee; the other from C. Michael Neal, an
engineer and purported expert witness. These affidavits, at best, established the general
proposition that, as a matter of physics, a cylinder with a wall leak is certain to
catastrophically fail if an attempt is made to fill it with compressed gas, and that Airgas
USA personnel knew this asserted scientific fact.
But these affidavits fall short of what Stanley must prove. As this Court’s Danos
decision shows, it is not enough to show that an engineer, conducting a retrospective
analysis, can opine that the accident was substantially certain to occur. See Danos, p. 2,
132 So. 3d at 959–60 (expert’s affidavit indicating what employer “should have known”
insufficient to defeat summary judgment). Under Bazley and Fallo, Stanley must prove
that, before the accident occurred, an Airgas USA employee knew that this particular
cylinder had a leak, believed that an explosion was substantially certain to follow from
any attempt to fill it, and—knowing these things—ordered Nguyen to fill it. Stanley has
no evidence that any Airgas USA employee had this kind of knowledge.
Unable to carry his burden of proof, Stanley attempted to shift the burden to
Airgas USA by asking the court of appeal to presume non-existent facts. He conjured up
an unknown employee in Airgas USA’s maintenance department who, despite knowing
that this cylinder had a leak in the wall and knowing the company’s safety policy to the

8

contrary, deliberately disguised it as a repaired, usable cylinder. The unknown employee
did this, according to Stanley, intending for Nguyen to attempt to fill it and believing
that, if Nguyen did so, it would explode, injuring Nguyen and anyone else in the area.
Stanley then accused Airgas USA of concealing the identity of this unknown employee
and urged the court of appeal to presume that this unknown employee’s testimony
would result in Airgas USA’s tort liability. Stanley failed to suggest any reason why any
co-employee would do such a thing. Stanley likewise failed to explain why this
imaginary co-employee, wanting Nguyen to think the cylinder could be filled safely,
would deliberately leave the word “leak” visible on the cylinder.12
The Code of Civil Procedure does not allow a party to defeat summary judgment
by imagining an implausible scenario and challenging the moving party to disprove it.
Rather, as the party with the burden of proving an intentional act, Stanley was required
to come forward with competent summary-judgment evidence (affidavits, depositions,
answers to interrogatories, or admissions on file) showing that he will be able to carry
his burden of proof at trial. See La. Code Civ. P. art. 966(C)(2). Similarly, a party faced
with a properly supported motion for summary judgment cannot rest on mere
allegations in pleadings. The party’s response, by affidavits or other competent evidence,
must set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for trial. La. Code Civ.
P. art. 967(B).
Stanley has come forward with no affidavits, depositions, or other competent
evidence showing that any co-employee of Airgas USA either intended to injure him or
knew that returning this cylinder for reuse was substantially certain to cause his injury.
Therefore, Airgas USA is entitled to summary judgment dismissing his intentional-act
claim.

Had Nguyen seen the word “leak” on the cylinder, he never would have placed it on the fill
rack, and he and Stanley would not have been injured. This undeniable fact alone suffices to
break any “inevitable” causal chain. The accident occurred because of two independent errors,
not the intentional act of any co-employee.
12

9

C. This Court’s jurisprudence shows the writ-worthiness of the issue raised
by this application.

Proving the writ-worthiness of the issue raised here, this Court has often granted
supervisory writs in cases like this one, where a plaintiff employee alleged but could not
prove an intentional act causing a workplace injury, the district court nevertheless
denied the employer’s motion for summary judgment, and the court of appeal denied
the employer’s application for a supervisory writ—the same procedural scenario
presented by the this case.
A prime example of this line of cases is Casto v. Fred’s Painting, Inc., in which
this Court granted two separate writ applications. The case first came before this Court
after the district court denied summary judgment and the court of appeal denied a
supervisory writ. This Court granted a writ and remanded the case to the court of appeal
for briefing, argument, and an opinion. 96-1629 (La. 9/27/96), 679 So. 2d 1358. On
remand, the court of appeal affirmed denial of summary judgment. 96-405 (La. App. 5
Cir. 1/15/97), 688 So. 2d 72. This Court granted a second writ, reversed, and rendered
judgment in the employer’s favor. 97-0374 (La. 4/4/97), 692 So. 2d 408.
In at least four other cases involving an employee’s allegation of an intentional
act, this Court has responded similarly. In all four cases, the district court denied
summary judgment and the court of appeal denied a supervisory writ. This Court
responded by granting a writ, reversing the district court’s judgment, and rendered
summary judgment in the employer’s favor. These decisions include the following:


Simoneaux v. Excel Group, LLC, 2006-1050 (La. 9/1/06), 936 So. 2d
1246.



Batiste v. Bayou Steel Corp., 2010-1561 (La. 10/1/10), 45 So. 3d 167.



Miller v. Sattler Supply Co., 2013-2558 (La. 1/27/14), 132 So. 3d 386.



Danos v. Boh Bros. Constr. Co., 2013-2605 (La. 2/17/14), 132 So. 3d 958.

In granting writs in cases like these, this Court has recognized the importance of
the Louisiana Workers’ Compensation Law and has upheld its integrity. The Law is a
compromise, under which an employee injured on the job is guaranteed payment of
medical expenses and compensation benefits without having to prove fault, and in
return gives up the right to sue the employer for full damages. See H. Alston Johnson, 13
10

La. Civ. L. Treatise: Workers’ Compensation Law & Practice § 32, 37 (5th ed. West
2010); see also La. R.S. 23:1020.1(D)(1) (Workers’ Compensation Law is “based on the
mutual renunciation of legal rights and defense by employers and employees alike”).
When the intentional-act exception to the exclusive-remedy provision of the Workers’
Compensation Law is interpreted too broadly, the employer is robbed of its end of the
bargain, and the legislative intent expressed in La. R.S. 23:1032 is defeated.

6.

Conclusion
In his dissenting opinion in the court of appeal, Judge Guidry analyzed this case

accurately: “[A]lthough the allegations of fact raised in this matter may be sufficient to
show negligence, the facts are insufficient to show an intentional tort ….” Airgas USA,
LLC prays that this Court agree, grant a supervisory writ, reverse the district court’s
judgment on the issue of an intentional act, render summary judgment dismissing
Stanley’s intentional-act claim, and remand this case to the district court for further
proceedings. In the alternative, Airgas USA prays that the Court grant a supervisory writ
and remand this case to the court of appeal for briefing, argument, and an opinion.

Respectfully submitted:
/s/ Raymond P. Ward
Raymond P. Ward, # 20404
(504) 585-0339
ray.ward@arlaw.com

ADAMS AND REESE LLP
701 Poydras Street, Suite 4500
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State of Louisiana
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Christine L. Crow
Clerk of Court

Post Office Box 4408
Baton Rouge, LA

70821- 4408
225) 382- 3000

Notice of Judgment and Disposition

January 12, 2015
Docket Number: 2014 - CW - 1450

Truman Stanley, III
versus

Airgas- Southwest, Inc., Praxair, Inc., Gulf Coast Hydrostatic

Testers, LLC, Engineered Controls International, LLC, and
T.H. Laboratories, Ltd

TO:

Raymond Peter Ward

Robert Louis Bonnaffons Esf

ADAMS& REESE, L. L. P.

4500 One Shell Square

One Shell Square Suite 4500

701 Poydras Street

701 Poydras Street

New Orleans, 701309

New Orleans, LA 70139

ray.ward @arlaw.com
William B. Gaudet

Hester Ruth Doman

ADAMS & REESE

6651 Jefferson Highway

701 Poydras St., Ste. 4500

Baton Rouge, LA 70806

New Orleans, LA

hesterd @ksbrlaw.com

70139- 4596

Jay G. McMains Esq.
6651 Jefferson Highway

Joseph E. Ritch

Baton Rouge, LA 70806

321 Artesian Street

jgmcmains @ksbrlaw.com

Corpus Christi, TX 78401

Robert Elton Kleinpeter

Hon Jessie LeBlanc

ELLIOTT & RITCH, LLP

KLEINPETER & SCHWART

P. O. Box 268

6651 Jefferson Highway

Napoleonville, LA 70390

Baton Rouge, LA 70806
rek @ksbrlaw.com

In accordance with Local Rule 6 of the Court of Appeal, First Circuit, I hereby certify that this notice of judgment and
disposition and-.the attached disposition were transmitted this date to the trial judge or equivalent, all counsel of record,

and all parties not represented by counsel.
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