
 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 

(The courts oddly did not bother to read the writing in its entirety to see it 

was specifically stated within the writing that the payment was for the 

Manhattan Institute version. Concluding sentences, “In 2003, with the 
involvement of the US Chamber of Commerce and ex-developer, US 
Congressman Gary Miller (R-CA), the GlobalTox paper was 
disseminated to the real estate, mortgage and building 
industries'associations. A version of the Manhattan Institute 
commissioned piece may also be found as a position statement on 
the website of a United States medical policy-writing body, the 
American College of Occupational and Environmental Medicine.” 
http://www.prweb.com/releases/2005/03/prweb216604.htm)  

 



 
 

 
 

(US Chamber & ACOEM author, Kelman and his attorney, Keith Scheuer 
repeatedly used criminal perjury to make up a reason for purported personal 
malice while inflaming the courts. Over a five year period seven – now ten – San 
Diego judges and justices have been provided uncontroverted and irrefutable 
evidence of the criminal perjury. This far, they all seem to pretend that this 
evidence does not exist. One of numberous examples below of the San Diego 
courts being informed and evidenced) 
 
1. My name is John T Richards. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the 
State of California. 
 
2. In 2003, I represented the Kramer family as co-counsel in the case of 
Mercury vs. Kramer, GIN)24147, San Diego Superior Court, North County 
Division, Honorable Judge Michael P. Orfield presiding. 
 
3. On October 3, 2003, I took the deposition of Bruce J. Kelman of GlobalTox, 
Inc. Dr. Kelman is a toxicology who holds a PhD but not a medical degree. He 
had been retained as an expert witness for Mercury Insurance. This was the 
only time Dr. Kelman was deposed in the case. 
 

4. The evidence in this case was that Sharon Kramer suffered from 
hypersensitivity pneumonitis. Mrs. Kramer claimed that this caused her 
significant medical problems. However, Mrs. Kramer did not contend that this 



condition was terminal or life threatening to her. Nor did she ever claim that 
she had acquired toxicological illness from the mold in her home. Nor did her 
daughter make such a claim. Toxicological illness was not at issue in the case. 
 
5. There were approximately seven other expert witnesses for the defense in 
the case of Mercury vs. Kramer. I am not aware that any of these other experts 
have ever claimed Mrs. Kramer has exhibited personal malice for them or has 
ever “launched into an obsessive campaign to destroy their reputations” 
because of their testimony as experts for the defense in the case of Mercury vs. 
Kramer. 
 
I declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the State of California that 
the 
foregoing is true and correct and that this Declaration was executed by me on 
this ___ day of October, 2008 in _____________, California 
________________________________ 
John T. Richards, Esq 
 
 

ROSTON v. EDWARDS 127 Cal.App.3d 842  (1982) 

W. Patrick O'Keefe, Jr., Costello & Walcher, Edward J. Costello, Jr., and Keith 
Scheuer for Defendants and Respondents. 

The judgments of dismissal in the Edwards action and the Montessori Schools 
action are reversed and the trial courts are directed: (1) to vacate their orders 
requiring plaintiffs to furnish security as vexatious litigants, and (2) to return these 
actions to the civil active list for further proceedings.  

?FN 2. Defendants, in their zeal to present a portrait of plaintiff Roston (and his 
enterprises) that would enhance their position, made reference to a multitude of 
cases which were inappropriate for consideration by the trial court. Some were 
small claims cases; in many the plaintiff Roston prevailed; in many he was the 
party defendant; and, most patently erroneous, many cases dated back to 1965 
and 1966. While we will not gratuitously speculate why such cases were 
presented to the court, it seems obvious the reason was not to support the 
motion, because they did not fall within the applicable seven-year period. The 
presentation of such matter, if designedly done, is certainly to be discouraged. 
One might mistake it for an attempt to inflame the court against a party to the 
action. 

 
 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 



 



 

No truer words have been spoken as an accurate summary of this unbridled malicious litigation 

than the words of the Honorable Judge Lisa C. (“Schall”) on August 18, 2008, as she framed the 

scope of the trial in violation of C.C.P. 425.16(b)(3) and described how Judge Orfield had done 

the same when denying Kramer’s MSJ on June 22, 2008.  

 

“That’s why I like reading their [sic Justice McConnell’s, Aaron’s & 

McDonald’s] ruling because I know what I’d do. I won’t upset them if I 

follow their guidance to start with. They did a pretty good job on pointing 

to the kinds of evidence they considered in the anti-SLAPP, which is key 

because it’s the same thing that was adopted in the motion for summary 

judgment ruling that was made by Judge Orfield.” 


