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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that a trial court applying forum non conveniens may consider

the effect of removal to federal court and transfer to multidistrict litigation on the convenience of the

alternative forum. It concluded that the trial court abused its discretion by failing to consider those

effects when dismissing the asbestos personal injury action in favor of Arkansas. The court remanded

for application of the forum non conveniens factors with proper consideration of removal and MDL

transfer.
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Weyerhaeuser sought review of the Washington Court of Appeals'
reversal of a trial court's forum non conveniens dismissal. The
Supreme Court affirmed the Court of Appeals and remanded to the

trial court for reconsideration under the proper legal standard.

A trial court's forum non conveniens decision is reviewed for abuse of
discretion. A decision based on an erroneous view of the law

constitutes an abuse of discretion.
Published Washington Supreme Court en banc opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the doctrine of forum non conveniens permits a Washington court to consider the possibility
that an action filed in the proposed alternative forum will be removed to federal court and transferred to
multidistrict litigation.

2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by dismissing on forum non conveniens grounds without
fully considering the effect of potential removal and multidistrict proceedings on the convenience of

litigating in Arkansas.

3. Whether a forum non conveniens dismissal may be conditioned on the defendant's stipulation to litigate

in the alternative forum's state courts.

HOLDINGS

1. The doctrine of forum non conveniens permits a court to consider the effect of removal to another
jurisdiction and subsequent multidistrict transfer on the convenience of litigating in the proposed

alternative forum.

2. The trial court abused its discretion by applying an erroneous view of the law that prevented it from
considering the effect of potential removal and transfer to multidistrict litigation when determining

whether Arkansas was a more convenient forum.

3. A trial court may condition a forum non conveniens dismissal on the defendant's stipulation to submit to
jurisdiction and litigate in the alternative forum, including by refusing to dismiss if the defendant will

not agree to proceed in that forum.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The efficacy of forum non conveniens depends on the court's power to subject dismissal on the fact that the

parties will litigate in the alternative forum.” (177 P.3d at 1125)

“We hold that the doctrine of forum non conveniens permits a court to consider the effect of removal to

another jurisdiction on the convenience of the litigation in the alternative forum.” (177 P.3d at 1127)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Charles Sales grew up in Arkansas, where his father worked for Weyerhaeuser at a lumber mill. Sales alleged
that asbestos carried home on his father's clothing exposed him to asbestos and caused mesothelioma. He filed
suit in Washington, where Weyerhaeuser was incorporated and where many former corporate employees who
might be witnesses resided; Weyerhaeuser argued Arkansas was more convenient because the exposure,
residence, and medical treatment were there. Sales also asserted that refiling in Arkansas state court could lead to
removal to federal court and transfer to an asbestos multidistrict litigation proceeding in Pennsylvania, causing
delay and expense given his terminal illness.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Sales filed a personal injury action against Weyerhaeuser in Pierce County Superior Court. The trial court
dismissed without prejudice on forum non conveniens grounds, finding Arkansas more convenient, and denied
reconsideration. The Court of Appeals reversed and directed the trial court to condition dismissal on
Weyerhaeuser's stipulation to proceed in Arkansas state court. The Washington Supreme Court granted review,

affirmed the Court of Appeals, and remanded for proper consideration of removal and multidistrict litigation
consequences.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The trial court must reapply the Myers private and public interest factors and fully consider the effect of
potential removal to federal court and transfer to multidistrict litigation on the convenience of litigating in
Arkansas. If the MDL would make Arkansas less convenient, the court may deny dismissal or condition
dismissal on Weyerhaeuser's stipulation not to remove. If Arkansas remains more convenient, the court may

dismiss without that stipulation.
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