
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 
FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
OF BAL TIM ORE, 

Plaint {//; 

vs. 

BP P.L.C., et al., 

Defendants. 

Case No. 24-C-18-004219 

(HEARING REQUESTED) 

CERTAIN DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS 
PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT FOR LACK OF PERSONAL JURISDICTION, 

AND REQUEST FOR HEARING 

Defendants BP p.1.c. (#1), BP America Inc. (#2), Chevron Corporation (#7), Chevron 

U.S.A. Inc. (#8) , Exxon Mobil Corp. (#9), ExxonMobil Oil Corporation (#10), Shell plc (#11), 

Shell USA, Inc. (#12), CITGO Petroleum Corp. (#13), ConocoPhillips (#14), ConocoPhillips 

Company (#15), Phillips 66 (#17), Phillips 66 Company (#18), Marathon Oil Company (#19), 

Marathon Oil Corporation (#20), Marathon Petroleum Corporation (#21 ), Speedway LLC (#22), 

Hess Corp. (#23), CNX Resources Corporation (#24), CONSOL Energy Inc. (#25), and CONSOL 

Marine Terminals LLC (#26), by their undersigned attorneys and pursuant to Maryland Rules 2-

311 and 2-322(a)( I), respectfully move to dismiss the Complaint filed by Plaintiff, Mayor and City 

Council of Baltimore, for lack of personal jurisdiction. 

For the reasons set forth in the accompanying Memorandum of Law, this Court should 

grant this Motion and dismiss all claims against these Defendants with prejudice. 



REQUEST FOR HEARING 

Pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-311 (f), Defendants respectfully request a hearing on all issues 

raised in this Motion and the accompanying Memorandum of Law. 

Dated : October 16, 2023 

~ ~ (tcQ .. ~.il.. 
la\;! 

Martha Thomsen (CPF No. 1212130213) 
Megan Berge (pro hac vice) 
Sterling Marchand (pro hac vice) 
BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 
700 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001-5692 
Tel.: (202) 639-7863 
Facsimile: (202) 508-9329 
E-mail: martha.thomsen@bakerbotts.com 
E-mail : megan.berge@bakerbotts.com 
E-mail: sterling.marchand@bakerbotts.com 

J. Scott Janae (pro hac vice) 
BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 
910 Louisiana Street, Sui te 3200 
Houston, TX 77002-4995 
Tel. : (713) 229-1553 
Facsimile: (713) 229-7953 
E-mail: scott.janoe@bakerbotts.com 

Respectfully submitted, 

'l\'lr--___.,...........=.-=-------
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/ 
1r onya Kel ly Cronin (AIS No. 0212180158) 
Alison C. Schurick (AIS No. 1412180119) 
BAKER, DONELSON, BEARMAN, 
CALDWELL & BERKOWITZ P.C. 
100 Light Street, 19th Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
Telephone: ( 410) 862-1049 
Facsimile: (410) 547-0699 
Email: tykelly@bakerdonelson.com 
Email: aschurick@bakerdonelson.com 

Theodore J. Boutrous, Jr. (pro hac vice 
forthcoming) 
William E. Thomson (pro hac vice 
forthcoming) 
GIBSON, DUNN & CRUTCHER LLP 
333 South Grand Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Telephone: 213 .229. 7000 
Facsimile: 213.229.7520 

Attorneys for Defendant 
CORPORATION (#23) 

HESS tboutrous@gibsondunn.com 
wthomson@gibsondunn.com 

I 
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Tracy A. Roman (pro hac vice) 
CROWELL & MORING LLP 
1001 Pe1msy lvania A venue, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
Tel : (202) 624-2500 
Fax : (202) 628-5116 

Andrea E. Neuman (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
GIBSON, DUNN & CRUTCHER LLP 

f' t.200 Park A venue 
1
lNew York, NY 10166 
Telephone: 212.351.4000 
Facsimile: 212.351.4035 
aneuman@gibsondunn.com 
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Thomas G. Hungar (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
GIBSON, DUNN & CRUTCHER LLP 



jmurphy@crowell.com 
troman@crowell .com 

Honor R. Costello (pro !we vice) 
Mara Lieber (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
CROWELL & MORING LLP 
590 Madison Avenue, 20th Fl. 
New York, NY 10022 
Tel.: (212) 223-4000 
Fax: (212) 223-4134 
hcostello@crowell .com 
mlieber@crowell.com 

Attorneys /or CONSOL Energy Inc (#25) . and 
CONSOL Marine Terminals LLC (#26) 

3 

1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., 
Washington, DC 20036 
Telephone: 202 .955.8500 
Facsimile: 202.467.0539 
thungar@gibsondunn.com 

Joshua D. Dick (pro hac vice forihcoming) 
GIBSON, DUNN & CRUTCHER LLP 
555 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105-0921 
Telephone: 415.393.8200 
Facsimile: 415.393.8306 
jdick@gibsondunn.com 

Attorneys for Defendants Chevron 
Corporation (#7) and Chevron U.S.A. Inc. (#8) 

~ a. ~(.~ (I - ...... .it. ~ 
Daniella A. Einik (AIS No . 1012140232)• .... q't,,. ,JL/ 
Noel J. Francisco (pro hac vice) 
David M. Morrell (pro hac vice) 
51 Louisiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 
Telephone: (202) 879-3939 
Facsimile: (202) 626-1700 
Email: njfrancisco@jonesday.com 
Email: dmo1Tell@jonesday.com 
Email: deinik@jonesday.com 

David C. Kiernan (pro hac vice) 
555 California Street, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: (415) 626-3939 
Facsimile: (415) 875-5700 
Email: dkiernan@jonesday.com 

Andy R. Stanton (pro hac vice pending) 
Joseph N. Parsons (pro hac vice pending) 
500 Grant Street, 45th Floor 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
Telephone: (412) 391-3939 
Facsimile: (412) 394-7959 
Email : astanton@jonesday.com 
Email: jparsons@jonesday.com 

Attorneys.for Defendant 



218 N011h Charles Street, Suite 400 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
Ph. : (410) 347-1365 
Fax: (410 468-2786 
rnsaudek@gej law.corn 

Robert Reznick (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE, 
LLP 
1152 15th Street NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
Tel.: (202) 339-8600 
Fax: (202) 339-8500 
rrezni ck@orrick. corn 

James Stengel (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
ORRICK, HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE, 
LLP 
51 West 52nd Street 
New York, New York 10019-6142 
Tel.: (212) 506-5000 
Fax: (212) 506-5151 
jstengel@orrick.com 

CNX Resources Corporation (#24) 

Derek M. Stikeleather (AIS #0412150333) 
Sean L. Gugerty (AIS #1512150280) 
Goodell, DeVries, Leech & Dann, LLP 
One South Street, 20th Floor 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
Telephone:( 410) 783-4000 
Facsimile: (410) 783-4040 
Email: lsw@gdldlaw.com 
Email: rrnb@gdldlaw.com 
Email: dstikeleather@gdldlaw.com 
Email : sgugerty@gdldlaw, com 

Theodore V. Wells, Jr. (pro hac vice) 
Daniel J. Toal (pro hac vice) 
Yahonnes Cleary (pro hac vice) 
Caitlin E. Grusauskas (pro hac vice) 
PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, 
WHARTON & GARRISON LLP 
1285 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10019-6064 
Telephone: (212) 373-3089 
Facsimile: (212) 492-0089 

Attorneys for Defendants Marathon Oi Email: twells@paulweiss.com 
Corporation (#/9) and Marathon Oil Compan; Email: dtoal@paulweiss.com 

(#20) Email: ycleary@paulweiss.com 
Email: cgrusauskas@paulweiss.com 
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Counsel.for Defendants EXXON MOBIL 
CORPORATION (#9) and EXXONMOBIL 
OIL CORPORATION (#10) 



--------------' 9.,J -:;~~~~~=~~~~~ e!eo .. ~,,v., 
William N. Sinclair (CPF No. 0808190003 rie Reiko Koyama (CPF No. 1612130346) ~) 
Ilona Shparaga (CPF No. l 712 140176) HUNTON ANDREWS KURTH LLP 
SILVERMAN THOMPSON 2200 Pennsylvania A venue, NW 
SLUTKIN & WHITE, LLC Washington, DC 20037 
400 E. Pratt St., Suite 900 Telephone: (202) 955-1500 
Baltimore, MD 21202 Facsimile: (202) 778-2201 
Telephone: (410) 385-2225 Email: PKoyama@HuntonAK.com 
Facsimile: (410) 547-2432 
Email: bsinclair@silvennanthompson.com 
Email: ishparaga@silvermanthompson.com 

David C. Frederick (pro hac vice) 
James M. Webster, III (CPFNo. 9412150266) 
Daniel S. Severson (pro hac vice) 
Grace W. Knofczynski (pro /we vice) 
KELLOGG, HANSEN, TODD, FIGEL 

& FREDERICK, P.L.L.C. 
1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Tel.: (202) 326-7900 
Fax: (202) 326-7999 
dfrederick@kellogghansen.com 
jwebster@kelloghansen.com 
dseverson@k el Io gghansen. com 
gknofczynski@kellogghansen.com 

Shannon S. Broome (pro hac vice) 
HUNTON ANDREWS KURTH LLP 
50 California Street, Suite 1700 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Telephone: (415) 975-3700 
Facsimile: (415) 975-3701 
Email: SBroome@HuntonAK.com 

Shawn Patrick Regan (pro hac vice) 
HUNTON ANDREWS KURTH LLP 
SRegan@huntonak.com 
200 Park A venue, 52nd Floor 
New York, NY 10166 
Telephone: (212) 309-1000 
Facsimile: (212) 309-1100 
Email: SRegan@HuntonAK.com 

Cassandra (Sandy) C. Collins (pro hac vice 
Counsel for Defendants Shell pie (flkla Royal pending) 
Dutch Shell plc) (#11) and Shell USA, Inc. HUNTON ANDREWS KURTH LLP 
(flkla Shell Oil Company) (#12) Riverfront Plaza, East Tower 

951 East Byrd Street 
Richmond, VA 
Tel: (804) 788-8692 
Fax: (804) 788-8218 
Email: SCollins@HuntonAK.com 

Counsel for Defendants MARATHON 
PETROLEUM CORPORATION (#21) and 
SPEEDWAY LLC (#22) 

~ A . 'i./~ (. ,c.n •v-)~ ~11> 11) • ~ ( ( Oil ~ .;i:\t-

Warren N. Weaver (CPF No. 8212010510) David B. Hamilton (CPF No. 8406010156) C""'~o)~) 
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PRESTON LLP DLA PIPER LLP (US) 
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Telephone: (410) 347-8757 
Facsimile: ( 410) 223-4177 
Email: wweaver@wtplaw.com 

EIMER ST AHL LLP 
Nathan P. Eimer, (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
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224 South Michigan A venue, Suite I l 00 
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neimer@eimerstahl.com 
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Attorneys for Defendant CITGO Petroleum 
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Jaime W. Luse (AIS No. 02l2190011) 
TYDINGS & ROSENBERG LLP 
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Richard C. Pepperman II (pro hac vice 
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peppermanr@sullcrom.com 

Amanda Flug Davidoff (pro hac vice pending) 
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Washington, D.C. 20006 
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Rebecca Weinstein Bacon (pro hac vice) 
BARTLIT BECK LLP 
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54 West Hubbard Street 
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Telephone: (312) 494-4400 
Facsimile: (312) 494-4440 
Emai I: rweinstein. bacon@bartlitbeck.com 

Jameson R. Jones (pro hac vice) 
Daniel R. Brody (pro hac vice) 
BARTLIT BECK LLP 
1801 Wewatta Street, Suite 1200 
Denver, CO 80202 
Telephone: (303) 592-3123 
Facsimile: (303) 592-3140 
Email: jameson.jones@bartlit-beck.com 
Email: dan.brody@bartlit-beck.com 

Steven M. Bauer (pro hac vice) 
Margaret A. Tough (pro hac vice) 
Nicole C. Valeo (pro hac vice) 
Katherine A. Rouse (pro hac vice ) 
LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
505 Montgomery Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94111-6538 
Telephone: (415) 391-0600 
Facsimile: ( 415) 395-8095 
Email: steven.bauer@lw.com 
Email: margaret.tough@lw.com 
Email: nicole.valco@lw.com 
Email: katherine.rouse@lw.com 

Matthew J. Peters (CPF No. 1212120369) 
LA THAM & WATKINS LLP 
555 Eleventh Street NW, Suite 1000 
Washington, DC 20004-1304 
Telephone: (202) 637-2200 
Facsimile: (202) 637-2201 
Email: matthew.peters@lw.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the 16th day of October, 2023, a copy of the foregoing was 

served on all counsel of record via e-mail. 

Ty Kelly Cronin 
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INTRODUCTION 

Defendants BP p.l.c., BP America Inc., Chevron Corporation, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., Exxon 

Mobil Corp., ExxonMobil Oil Corporation, Shell pie (f/k/a Royal Dutch Shell pie), Shell USA, 

Inc. (f/k/a Shell Oi l Company), CITGO Petroleum Corp., ConocoPhillips, ConocoPhillips 

Company, Phillips 66, Phi llips 66 Company, Marathon Oil Company, Marathon Oil Corporation, 

Marathon Petroleum Corporation, Speedway LLC, Hess Corp., CNX Resources Corporation, 

CONSOL Energy Inc., and CONSOL Marine Terminals LLC, by their undersigned attorneys and 

pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-322(a), respectfully submit this Joint Opening Brief in Support of 

their Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs Complaint for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction. For ease of 

reference, this Brief uses the term "Defendants" to refer to the 21 out-of-state Defendants 

challenging personal jurisdiction. 1 

Plaintiff~ the Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, claims that Maryland law permits it to 

seek damages from this group of Defendants for harms allegedly resulting from more than a 

century of energy consumption and climatic events around the world . The Complaint suffers from 

numerous fatal defects, including those addressed in Defendants' Memorandum of Law in Support 

of their Motion to Dismiss for Fail ure to State a Claim and the various briefs filed by individual 

Defendants. This Brief focuses on one defect in particular: the Complaint's allegations do not 

establish personal jurisdiction over these out-of-state Defendants. 

Plaintiff does not allege "general" personal jurisdiction over any of these Defendants 

because none of them is incorporated or headquartered in Maryland; thus, none is "at home" in 

this forum. Daimler AG v. Bauman, 571 U.S. 117, 122 (2014). The Court also lacks "specific" 

1 BP Products North America Inc. is incorporated in Maryland, and Crown Central LLC has its 
principal place of business in Maryland; neither challenge personal jurisdiction. 



personal jurisdiction over these Defendants for two separate reasons, each of which independently 

requires dismissal. 

First, based on Plaintiffs own allegations-which Defendants accept as true for purposes 

of this Motion only-Plaintiff's claims do not "arise out of or relate to" Defendants' alleged 

contacts with Maryland, as the exercise of specific personal juri sdiction demands. See Ford Motor 

Co. v. Mont. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 141 S. Ct. 1017, 1025 (2021). Under the Supreme Court's 

decision in Ford lvfotor, to satisfy the "arising out of or related to" prong, a plaintiff must allege 

facts that, taken as true, would show that use or malfunction ala defendant's product in the State 

injured rheplainriffin the State. See 141 S. Ct. at 1027. Plaintiff falls far short. Plaintiff has not 

alleged that the use or malfunction of any Defendant's products in Maryland (or any acts in 

Maryland) injured Plaintiff in Maryland. Plaintiff instead seeks to hold Defendants liable for 

injuries allegedly resulting from the cumulative worldwide use of all oil, natural gas, coal, and 

other sources of emissions-the vast majority of which have no connection to Defendants, much 

less to Maryland. Id at 1025. 

Plaintiff alleges that its injuries are "all due to anthropogenic global warming," Comp!. ,i 8, 

allegedly caused by the "increase in atmospheric CO2 and other greenhouse gases" from the 

worldwide combustion of oil and gas and other sources of emissions over the past century, id. ,i 2. 

Put simply, "[e]veryone has contributed to the problem of global wanning"-there are billions of 

contributors to greenhouse gas emissions across the world, including Plaintiff itself. See City of 

Oaklandv. BP p.l.c., 325 F. Supp. 3d 1017, 1026 (N.D. Cal. 2018) ("Oakland F'), vacated on other 

grounds, 960 F.3d 570 (9th Cir. 2020). And because "greenhouse gases once emitted become well 

mixed in the atmosphere," emissions from a particular State contribute no more to the effects of 

climate change in that State than emissions from elsewhere. See City <~l New York v. Chevron 
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Corp., 993 FJd 81, 92 (2d Cir. 2021) (quoting Am. £lee. Power Co., Inc, v. Connecticut, 564 U.S. 

410,422 (2011)) (cleaned up). So Plaintiffs claims ultimately have nothing to do with the amount 

of fossil fuels (if any) Defendants allegedly produced or sold in Maryland, or how much marketing 

or adve1iising (if any) purportedly occurred in Maryland. The claims therefore neither arise out of 

nor relate to Defendants' alleged activities in Maryland. 

Plaintiff's allegations of in-state marketing activities cannot save its claims from dismissal 

because the use of the marketed products in Maryland is not alleged to have injured Plaintiff in 

Maryland. Plaintiff's theory, if accepted, would dramatically expand the bounds of specific 

personal jurisdiction by subjecting defendants to jurisdiction in any State in which their products 

were marketed or used, no matter how insignificant and attenuated the connection with the alleged 

claims. Such an unprecedented and unprincipled expansion of personal jurisdiction would violate 

Defendants' due process rights and therefore has been squarely rejected by the U.S. Supreme 

Court. See Bristol-lvfyers Squibb Co. v. Superior Court, 582 U.S. 255, 264 (2017). 

Second, the exercise of specific personal jurisdiction over Defendants would be 

unreasonable under the Due Process Clause. Litigating this case in Maryland would contravene 

"the interstate judicial system's interest in obtaining the most efficient resolution of controversies" 

because Plaintiff's claims implicate global conduct and are not localized to Maryland. World­

Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286, 292 (1980). And it would threaten the "interest 

of the several States in furthering fundamental substantive social policies" because, among other 

reasons, many States and the federal government promote the very energy production, policies, 

and advocacy that Plaintiff seeks to penalize through this lawsuit. Id. Moreover, it would 

impermissibly require nonresident Defendants to submit to the "coercive power" of an out-of-state 

tribunal with respect to conduct unconnected with the forum, leaving their conduct in other States, 
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as well as national and even worldwide conduct, subject to conflicting state rules. See Bristol-

1',;Jyers Squibb, 582 U.S. at 263. 

Because the factual allegations in the Complaint provide no basis for exercising personal 

jurisdiction that would comport with the Due Process Clause, and because no amendment can 

remedy the inherent flaws in Plaintiffs jurisdictional theory, the Court should dismiss all claims 

against Defendants with prejudice. 

NATURE AND ST AGE OF THE PROCEEDINGS 

Plaintiff initiated this case on July 20, 2018 . Defendants filed a timely notice of removal 

to the United States District Court for the District of Maryland. The District Court remanded to 

this Court, which stayed the case pending proceedings before the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 

Fourth Circuit and the U.S. Supreme Court. This Court lifted the stay on May 12, 2023. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Plaintiffs claims expressly depend on the cumulative and worldwide use of fossil fuel 

products over the course of more than a century. Plaintiff alleges an attenuated ( and implausible) 

causal chain between Defendants' allegedly tortious acts and Plaintiffs purported injuries from 

global climate change. Among the links in Plaintiff's causal chain are the decisions of countless 

third parties around the world- including Plaintiff itself-to extract, refine, transport, promote, 

offer for sale, purchase, and ultimately com bust (i.e., use) fossil fuel products. 

Combusting fossil fuel products, among numerous other natural and mamnade actions, 

releases greenhouse gas emissions. Plaintiff alleges that those worldwide emissions-in addition 

to emissions originating from other sources, virtually all of which are also outside of Maryland­

increase the total amount of greenhouse gases in the global atmosphere. Compl. ~ 44. Plaintiff 

alleges that change in atmospheric composition causes the atmosphere to trap heat, which increases 
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global temperature and thereby raises global sea levels, among other effects. Id. ~ 178. Plaintiff 

contends that its injuries flow from rising sea levels and other alleged effects of climate change. 

Id.~~ 193-217. 

Put simply, Plaintiff repeatedly alleges ·that its injuries are caused by "antlu·opogenic 

climate change," Comp!. ~~ 8, 224, and that "the main driver of the gravely dangerous changes 

occurring to the global climate" is the "dramatic increase in the atmospheric CO2 and other 

greenhouse gases," id.~ 2. These emissions result from billions of daily choices, made over more 

than a century, by governments, companies, and individuals, about what activities to engage in, 

whether to use fossil fuels, what types of fuels to use, and how to use them. Although Plaintiff 

alleges that Defendants conducted business or promoted products in Maryland (which Defendants 

accept as true solely for purposes of this Motion only), Plaintiff does not, and cannot, allege that 

emissions from any Defendant's in-state activities or any in-state use of fossil fuels caused global 

warming or Plaintiff's alleged in-state injuries. Rather, Plaintiff alleges that it suffered injuries 

from the cumulative production, marketing, promotion, sale, and use of fossil fuel products 

occurring in every State in this Nation and every country in the world-among many other sources 

of greenhouse gases. 

ARGUMENT 

Plaintiff does not, and cannot, allege facts that support this Court 's exercise of personal 

jurisdiction over Defendants for the claims asserted in the Complaint. There is no general 

jurisdiction over Defendants because none of them is "at home" in Maryland, and none has 

consented to general jurisdiction in Maryland. Nor is there specific jurisdiction because (1) the 

Complaint avers that Plaintiffs alleged injuries arise out of and relate to worldwide conduct by 
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countless actors, not Defendants ' alleged contacts with Maryland, and not from using Defendants' 

fossil fuels in Maryland; and (2) exercising jurisdiction would be constitutionally unreasonable. 

I. LEGAL STANDARD 

Plaintiff bears the burden of establishing this Court's personal jurisdiction over 

Defendants. Pinner v. Pinner, 240 Md. App. 90, l 03 (2019) aff'd, 467 Md. 463 (2020). To carry 

that burden, Plaintiff must allege facts sufficient to make a prima facie case for personal 

jurisdiction over each Defendant. Beyond Sys., Inc. v. Rea/time Gaming Holding Co., 388 Md. 1, 

5 (2005). In evaluating whether Plaintiff has met this burden, the Court may not take as true mere 

conclusory asse11ions of minimum forum contacts unsupported by specific factual allegations. 

See, e.g., Beyond Sys., 388 Md. at 571 (finding that plaintiff failed to "demonstrate aprima.facie 

case of specific personal jurisdiction," where he alleged only "conclusory allegations"). Further, 

Plaintiff must establish personal jurisdiction over each Defendant with respect to each claim. Rush 

v. Savchuk, 444 U.S . 320, 332 (1980). 

A court may exercise personal jurisdiction only when doing so : (1) is authorized by the 

State's long-arm statute; and (2) comports with the due process requirements of the Fourteenth 

Amendment. Beyond Sys., 388 Md. at 14-15. Maryland courts have "consistently held that the 

reach of the long-arm statute is coextensive with the limits of personal jurisdiction delineated under 

the due process clause of the Federal Constitution." Id. at 22. Accordingly, the "statutory inquiry 

merges with [the] constitutional examination." Id. 

In applying the Due Process Clause, courts have recognized two types of personal 

jurisdiction: general and specific. Bristol-Myers Squibb, 582 U.S. at 262. General jurisdiction 

allows a court to adjudicate any claim against a defendant, regardless of the connection between 

the claim and the forum, so long as the defendant is "at home" in that forum. Id. (internal quotation 

6 



marks omitted) . Specific jurisdiction applies "only as to a narrower class of claims"-these claims 

''must arise out of or relate to the defendant ' s contacts with the forum." Ford Motor, 141 S. Ct. at 

1024-1025 (internal quotation marks omitted). To demonstrate specific jurisdiction, Plaintiff must 

establish that "the cause of action arises from, or is directly related to, the defendant's contacts 

with the forum state." CSR Ltd. v. Taylor, 411 Md. 457,477 (2009). 

II. DEFENDANTS ARE NOT SUBJECT TO GENERAL JURISDICTION IN 
MARYLAND. 

Plaintiff does not allege that Defendants are subject to general jurisdiction in Maryland and 

concedes that no Defendant is incorporated or headquartered in Maryland. Comp!.~~ 20(a); 20(d); 

22(a) ; 22(e); 23(a); 23(d); 24(a); 24(d); 25(a); 26(a); 26(d); 26(e); 26(f); 26(g); 27(a); 27(d); 27(e); 

27(f); 28(a); 29(a); 29(d); 29(e). Because no Defendant is "at home" in this State, the Court lacks 

general jurisdiction over Defendants. Daimler, 571 U.S. at 139 (citation omitted) .2 

III. DEFENDANTS ARE NOT SUBJECT TO SPECIFIC JURISDICTION IN 
MARYLAND. 

Because no Defendant is subject to general jurisdiction in Maryland, Plaintiff must 

establish specific jurisdiction over each Defendant independently, which it cannot do. See Rush, 

444 U.S. at 332. Specific jurisdiction exists only if:(!) the defendant purposefully availed itself 

of the privilege of conducting activities in the State; (2) the plaintiffs claims arise out of or relate 

2 The U.S . Supreme Cami's recent decision in Mallmy v. N01:folk Southern Rail-way Co., 600 
U.S. 122 (2023) on June 27, 2023, has no bearing on this case. In Mal!oty, the Court held that 
a Pennsylvania statute explicitly subjecting foreign corporations registered to do business in 
Pennsylvania to "general personal jurisdiction," 42 Pa. Conn. Stat. § 5301(a), comports with 
the Due Process Clause of the Constitution. But "Pennsylvania is the only State with a statute 
treating registration as sufficient for general jurisdiction." Mallory, 600 U.S . at 172 (Barrett, 
J. , dissenting). Maryland courts have repeated ly held that Maryland ' s statutory scheme 
governing business registration, which unlike Pennsy lvania's, contains no such provision, does 
not confer general jurisdiction over registered businesses. See Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. 
v. Ruby, 312 Md. 413 , 423 (1988) ("The fact that [ defendant] has appointed a registered agent 
in this State would not alone be sufficient to subject it to suit here.") . In fact, Maryland's 
statute explicitly disclaims such an effect. Md. Code, Corp. & Ass ' ns § 7-210. 

7 



to those activities; and (3) the exercise of personal jurisdiction would be constitutionally 

reasonable . Beyond Sys., 388 Md. at 26. These jurisdictional restrictions "are more than a 

guarantee of immunity from inconvenient or distant litigation. They are a consequence of 

territorial limitations on the power of the respective States," because a State's exercise of sovereign 

power "implie[s] a limitation on the sovereignty" of other States and even foreign nations. Bristol-

Myers Squibb, 582 U.S. at 263 (alteration in original) (internal citation and quotation marks 

omitted). See also Hollingsworth & Vose Co. v. Connor, 136 Md. App. 91, 106 (2000) ("The Due 

Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment limits the power of a state court to exert personal 

jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant."). Accordingly, 

[ e ]ven if the defendant would suffer minimal or no inconvenience from being 
forced to litigate before the tribunals of another State; even if the forum State has a 
strong interest in applying its law to the controversy; even if the forum State is the 
most convenient location for litigation, the Due Process Clause, acting as an 
instrument of interstate federalism, may sometimes act to divest the State of its 
power to render a valid judgment. 

Bristol-Myers Squibb, 582 U.S. at 263 (alteration in original) (quoting World-Wide Volkswagen, 

444 U.S. at 294). 

Plaintiff does not allege a primafacie case of specific jurisdiction because, with respect to 

each Defendant, the Complaint fails to satisfy at least the second and third requirements for specific 

jurisdiction: the claims asserted in the Complaint do not arise out of or relate to Defendants' alleged 

contacts with Maryland, and exercising personal jurisdiction in this case would be constitutionally 

unreasonable. 

A. Plaintifrs Claims Do Not "Arise Out Of Or Relate To" Defendants' Alleged 
Contacts With Maryland. 

Plaintiff cannot establish specific jurisdiction over each Defendant because the Complaint 

does not, and cannot, allege that Plaintiffs claims "arise out of or relate to" each Defendant's 

purported forum contacts. Ford .Motor, 141 S. Ct. at 1025 (quoting Bristol-A1yers Squibb, 582 
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U.S. at 275); see CSR, Ltd., 411 Md. at 477; Small Bus. Fin. Sols., LLC v. Corp. Client Servs., 

LLC, 2023 WL 1995414, at *6 (D. Md. Feb. 23, 2023). 3 As the Supreme Court recently explained 

in Ford Motor , "the first half of th[e] standard asks about causation," whereas the second half 

"contemplates that some relationships will support jurisdiction without a causal showing." 141 S. 

Ct. at 1026 (emphasis added). The Court cautioned that this "does not mean anything goes," and 

in "the sphere of specific jurisdiction, the phrase 'relate to' incorporates real limits." Id. 

Ford Motor illustrates those "real limits." Id. There, two individual consumers sued Ford 

in Montana and Minnesota state courts, asserting product-liability claims stemming from allegedly 

defective automobiles that Ford initially manufactured and sold out of State but that were later 

used and caused injuries in the forum States. The Supreme Court held that Ford's in-state sales 

and marketing activities were sufficiently related to the plaintiffs' claims for injuries caused by the 

in-state use and malfunction of the vehicles to satisfy the arising from or relating to prong. In 

reaching its conclusions, the Court relied heavily on its prior decision in World-Wide Volkswagen, 

where the Court reasoned that, if a "manufacturer or distributor" makes "eff01is ... to serve, 

directly or indirectly, the market for its product" in certain States, "it is not unreasonable to subject 

it to suit in one of those States if its allegedly defective merchandise has there been the source of 

injury to its owner or to others." Id. at 1027 (quoting 444 U.S. at 297) (emphasis added). Thus, 

under Ford Motor, personal jurisdiction may exist where "[l] a company ... serves a market for 

a product in the forum State and [2] the product ma?/unctions there" "[3] caus[ing] injury in the 

State to one of its residents." Id. at 1022, 1026-27 (emphases added). 

3 Maryland courts regularly look to federal court decisions on personal jurisdiction as persuasive 
authority. See, e.g., CSR, Ltd. v. Taylor, 411 Md. 457, 483-84 (2009); Beyond Sys., 388 Md. 
at 14-15. 
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In other words, although Ford Motor permitted the exercise of personal jurisdiction without 

requiring a strict but-for causal relationship between the defendant's in-state activities and the 

injury, it did so only where the alleged injury within the forum State results from use and 

malfunction of the defendant's product within the State. As a result, Ford Motor provides no 

support for Plaintiff's assertion of personal jurisdiction here. 

Applying Ford Motor, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit recently held that a 

New Hampshire plaintiff failed to establish specific jurisdiction in New Hampshire for its tmi 

claim against a former employee based in Georgia, who had solicited other employees away from 

the plaintiff. The plaintiff there had demonstrated only in-state effects (i.e., harm to its business), 

but not that the conduct giving rise to those injuries occurred in the forum State. Vapotherm, Inc. 

v. Santiago, 38 F.4th 252, 260-61 (1st Cir. 2022). The First Circuit explained that, under Ford 

Motor, "in-state injury alone is not sufficient under the Due Process Clause to prove relatedness 

for tort claims.·' Id. at 261. To the contrary, there must be a connection between the State and the 

underlying tortious conduct. Id. The defendant-employee's tortious solicitation of the New 

Hampshire plaint iff' s other employees was not a sufficient affiliation with New Hampshire to 

establish specific jurisdiction because the solicitation did not arise from or relate to the defendant's 

New Hampshire contacts. "[T]he three employees are connected to [the defendant] through their 

contacts in Florida and Georgia where they all worked throughout the duration of their 

employment with [the plaintiff]." Id. 

Indeed, courts across the country have consistently recognized that Ford Motor conditions 

the exercise of specific personal jurisdiction on a plaintiff suffering an in-state injury from the in­

state use and malfunction of a defendant's product. See, e.g., Vapotherm, 38 F.4th at 261; LNS 

Enters, LLC v. Cont 'I Motors, Inc., 22 F.4th 852, 863 (9th Cir. 2022); Hepp v. Facebook, 14 F.4th 



204,208 (3d Cir. 2021); Cappello v. Rest. Depot, LLC, 2023 WL 2588110, at *4 (D.N.H. Mar. 21, 

2023); Martins v. Bridgestone Am. Tire Ops., LLC, 266 A.3d 753, 761 (R.I. 2022). In Martins, 

for example, the Rhode Island Supreme Court held that "it was key in Ford that the injury . .. 

occurred in the forum state" where a "car accident occurred in the state where the suit was 

brought." Martins, 266 A.3d at 759-761. The Martins court emphasized that Ford Motor held 

specific personal jurisdiction was appropriate "[w]hen a company like Ford serves a market for a 

product in a [s]tate and that product causes injury in the [s]tate to one of its residents[.]" Id. 

( quoting 141 S. Ct. at 1022) ( emphasis in Martins). Ultimately, personal jurisdiction did not exist 

in Martins because the plaintiffs claims did not arise from the use and malfunction of the product 

in Rhode Island, even though the plaintiff alleged that the defendant-manufacturers had "extensive 

contacts with Rhode Island and their intent [was] to conduct business in Rhode Island." Id. at 759. 

Applying these principles, specific personal jurisdiction cannot be exercised over 

Defendants consistent with due process. Unlike in Ford Motor, neither the events giving rise to 

Plaintiffs claims, nor Plaintiff's alleged injuries, resulted from-or relate to-the use of 

Defendants' products in the.forum. See Ford Motor, 141 S. Ct. at 1022. 

Plaintiff's lawsuit is, at its core, "a suit over global greenhouse gas emissions" that seeks 

''damages caused by fossil fuel emissions no matter where in the world those emissions were 

released (or who released them). " City o/New York, 993 F.3d at 91, 93 ; see also City of Oakland 

v. BP p.l.c., 2018 WL 3609055, at *3 (N.D. Cal. July 27, 2018) (dismissing similar claims for lack 

of personal jurisdiction, and observing that climate-change claims necessarily depend on a global 

complex of geophysical cause and effect involving all nations of the planet").4 Plaintiff alleges 

4 The Court's decision in City of Oakland was later vacated on other grounds (removal), but the 
court was clear following remand that "in no way" should "vacatur be considered as changing 
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that its injuries are the product of all historical , global greenhouse gas emissions from the normal 

use-i. e., global combustion-of fossil fuels produced and sold by Defendants, as well as 

countless other sources. 

It is not simply that Plaintiff is incapable of pleading a causal relationship between its 

alleged injuries and the in-state use and malfunction of Defendants' products; it is that Plaintiff 

cannot plausibly plead any nexus. "[T]he undifferentiated nature of greenhouse gas emissions 

from all global sources and their worldwide accumulation over long periods of time" means "there 

is no realistic possibility of tracing any particular alleged effect of global warming to any particular 

emissions by any specific person, entity, [or] group at any particular point in time." Native Vil!. 

o/Kivalina v. ExxonMobil Corp., 663 F. Supp. 2d 863, 880 (N.D. Cal. 2009), qf/"d, 696 F.3d 849 

(9th Cir. 2012). So "it is not plausible to state which emissions-emitted by whom and at what 

time in the last several centuries and at what place in the world-'caused' Plaintifffs] alleged 

global warming related injuries." Id. at 881. At bottom, then, Plaintiff does not and cannot 

plausibly allege that its claims have any relation to, much less are caused by, Defendants' alleged 

in-forum activity. 

And even if Plaintiff could allege that Defendants' products were used in and 

malfunctioned in Maryland (which it cannot),5 jurisdiction could exist only if its claims were 

limited to injuries allegedly resulting from that use and malfimction of Defendants' products in 

Maryland. See, e.g. , Ford Motor, 141 S. Ct. 1026. But Plaintiffs claims are not so limited. 

Instead, Plaintiffs expansive claims seek damages for alleged injuries purportedly resulting from 

this Court's view on the personal jurisdiction issue." City ofOaklandv. BP p.l.c., No. 3:17-
cv-06011-WHA (N.D. Cal. Oct. 24, 2022), ECF No. 354. 

Indeed, Defendants' products did not malfunction at all. The release of carbon emissions is 
inherent in the combustion of fossil fuels by end-users. 
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the combined effects of the combustion and accumulation of greenhouse gas emissions worldwide, 

by Defendants, Plaintiff itself, and countless others. Plaintiff does not, and cannot, allege that the 

use of any of Defendants' products in Maryland caused global climate change and the injuries 

Plaintiff allegedly suffered as a result. Indeed, it is indisputable that total energy consumption in 

Maryland, with a population of less than seven million people, accounts for a de minimis 

percentage of energy consumption in the United States and around the world. Greenhouse gas 

emissions resulting from the use of fossil fuel products Defendants may produce, promote, or sell 

in Maryland (even assuming arguendo that such use was induced by Defendants' allegedly tortious 

marketing) thus make up, at most, a minuscule amount of the global greenhouse gas emissions that 

contribute to climate change and, ultimately, to Plaintiff's alleged injury . 

Plaintiff's attempts to base its claims on a so-called campaign of deception, Com pl. 4i[ 1, 

rather than production, do not change this court's lack of jurisdiction. Regardless of how Plaintiff 

characterizes its claims, Plaintiff alleges its injuries are "all due to anthropogenic global warming" 

from an increase in "global greenhouse gas" emissions from the extraction and consumption of 

fossil fuels around the world. Id. 4i[4i[ 1, 8 ( emphases added). But Plaintiff also does not limit its 

misrepresentation claims to in-forum conduct, instead alleging "changes occurring to the global 

climate" and "including Baltimore." Id 4i[ 2, 7; see also, e.g., id 4i[ 170 (alleging deception 

regarding "severe environmental threats and significant economic costs for coastal communities, 

including Baltimore"); id. 4i[4i[ 182,295,296. Thus, Plaintiff's claims do not arise from or relate to 

Defendants' alleged conduct in Maryland. 

Because Plaintiff does not and cannot allege that its injuries resulted from the use and 

malfunction of Defendants' fossil fuel products in Maryland, Plaintiff's allegations that 

Defendants tortiously marketed or sold those products in Maryland (even accepting those 
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allegations as true for purposes of this Motion only) fail to satisfy the "arises out of or relates to" 

requirement of the Due Process Clause. Under settled Supreme Court case law, if neither the 

defendant's in-state conduct nor the in-state use and malfunction of the defendant's product caused 

the alleged injury in the State, then personal jurisdiction is lacking irrespective of whether a 

defendant produces , markets, advertises, and sells those products in the State. Those are the 

fundamental lessons from World-Wide Volkswagen and Ford Motor, and they compel dismissal 

here. 6 

B. Exercising Personal Jurisdiction Over Defendants Would Be Unreasonable 
And Conflict With Principles Of Federalism. 

Because Plaintiff has not alleged, and cannot allege, facts that, if true, would show that its 

claims arise from or relate to each Defendant's alleged contacts with Maryland, the Court need not 

reach the reasonableness inquiry. Nonetheless, the unreasonableness of exercising jurisdiction 

here provides an additional, independent reason to dismiss the Complaint against Defendants. See, 

e.g., Ford Afotor, 141 S. Ct. at 1024. 

In determining whether jurisdiction is reasonable under the Due Process Clause, courts 

consider "the burden on the defendant, the forum State s interest in adjudicating the dispute, the 

plaintiff's interest in obtaining convenient and effective relief, the interstate judicial system's 

interest in obtaining the most efficient resolution of controversies, and the shared interest of the 

several States in furthering fundamental substantive social policies." Burger King Corp. v. 

6 To be clear, Defendants do not argue that personal jurisdiction is lacking because their alleged 
in-state activities were not the but-for cause of Plaintiffs alleged in-state injuries. Although 
but-for causation may be sufficient for specific jurisdiction, Ford Motor held that it is not 
necessary. Ford Motor, 141 S. Ct. at 1026. But Ford Jvlotor recognized that personal 
jurisdiction existed only where the in-state use of defendants' products injured plaintiff. And 
because Plaintiff does not, and cannot, allege that its injuries were caused by the in-state use 
of Defendants' products-Plaintiff's alleged injuries instead are based on the cumulative effect 
of global emissions-personal jurisdiction is lacking. 
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Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 477 (1985) (quoting World- Wide Volkswagen, 444 U.S. at 292) (internal 

quotations omitted). The primary concern in assessing the reasonableness of personal jurisdiction 

is the burden of '•submitting to the coercive power" of a court in light of the limits of interstate 

federalism on a court's ability to exercise jurisdiction. Bristol-Jvfyers Squibb, 582 U.S. at 263. 

"[R ]estrictions on personal jurisdiction 'are more than a guarantee of immunity from inconvenient 

or distant litigation. They are a consequence of territorial limitations on the power of the respective 

States. " ' Id. (quoting Hanson v. Denckla, 357 U.S. 235, 251 (1958)). Indeed, the Supreme Court 

has admonished courts to take into consideration the interests of the "several States," and 

emphasized that " [g]reat care and reserve should be exercised when extending our notions of 

personal jurisdiction into the international field." Asahi Metal Indus. Co. v. Superior Ct. ofCal!l, 

Solano Cty., 480 U.S . 102, 115 (1987) (internal quotation marks omitted). These fundamental 

constitutional principles weigh decisively against the exercise of personal jurisdiction here. 

First, exercising specific jurisdiction over these out-of-state Defendants for global climate­

change-related claims would expand the jurisdiction of this Court well beyond the limits of due 

process, burdening Defendants by interfering with the power of each Defendant's home 

jurisdiction over its corporate citizens. It would also enable States to interfere with commercial 

conduct that occurred outside their own borders in violation of the limits of interstate federalism . 

See Bristo/-Jvfyers Squibb , 582 U.S. at 263. This is not a case where one State has a more 

"significant interest[]" in addressing climate change. See Ford Motor, 141 S. Ct. at 1030. 

Plaintiffs position would resurrect the loose approaches to personal jurisdiction that the 

Supreme Court rejected in Daimler and Bristol-Myers Squibb, and would make companies subject 

to climate-change suits in every forum in the country based on the barest of activity within the 

forum, or perhaps even without any activity in the forum at all. This problem is particularly 
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pronounced with respect to non-U.S. Defendants.7 As the Supreme Court explained in Asahi, a 

products-liability case involving the sale and distribution of tires to California by foreign 

defendants : 

The procedural and substantive interests of other nations in a state court's asse1iion 
of jurisdiction over an alien defendant will differ from case to case. In every case, 
however, those interests, as well as the Federal interest in Government's foreign 
relations policies, will be best served by a careful inquiry into the reasonableness 
of the assertion of jurisdiction in the particular case, and an unwillingness to find 
the serious burdens on an alien defendant outweighed by minimal interests on the 
part of the plaintiff or the forum State. 

480 U.S. at 115. Under Plaintiff's theory, any non-U.S . company could be forced to appear before 

any court in the United States based on its alleged contribution to global climate change, so long 

as that company operates within that jurisdiction. Well-settled principles of due process do not 

permit such a result. 

Second, the assertion of jurisdiction here would offend the principles underlying the 

interstate judicial system because Plaintiff seeks to use Maryland tort law to penalize and regulate 

Defendants ' nationwide (indeed, worldwide) activities, including fossil fuel production, 

promotion, and sale-activities heavily regulated, and in many instances encouraged, by the 

federal government, all 50 States, and every other country in the world in which these companies 

operate . As the Second Circuit observed in a similar lawsuit brought by the City of New York, "a 

substantial damages award like the one requested by the City would effectively regulate the 

[energy companies'] behavior far beyond [the State]'s borders." City c~fNew York, 993 F.3d at 92. 

The interests of the "interstate judicial system" are not served by requiring witnesses and counsel 

7 As Plaintiff acknowledges, Defendants BP p.l.c. and Shell plc are registered in England and 
Wales. Comp!. ~~ 20(a), 24(a). 
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to lit igate identical climate-change actions simultaneously under different legal rules, especially 

given the substantial risk of inconsistent decisions. 

Third, the "substantive social policies" ~J1at P_l~intiff seeks to advance-chilling speech by 
. . 

Defendants on matters of public concern that Plaintiff deems misleading, curbing energy 

production and the use of fossil fuels, or allocating the downstream costs of global climate change 

to the energy companies to bear directly-are not shared uniformly across all the various States 

and nations. "[A]s states will invariably differ in their assessment of the proper balance between 

these national and international objectives, there is a real risk that subjecting the [ energy 

companies'] global operations to a welter of di fferent states' laws could undermine important 

federal policy choices ." Id. at 93; see also Oakland I, 325 F. Supp. 3d at 1026. In fact, in 2021, 

three years after Plaintiff filed its Complaint, the Biden Administration announced that it was 

"engaging with relevant OPEC+ members" to encourage "production increases" of crude oil in 

hopes oflowering "high[] gasoline costs," because "reliable and stable energy supplies" were (and 

still are) essential to the "ongoing global recovery" from the pandemic. 8 And as recently as March 

of this year, the Biden Administration praised the recent increase in U.S. oil and gas exports, 

acknowledging that "oil and gas is going to remain a part of our energy mix for years to come. 

Even the boldest projections for clean energy deployment suggest that in the middle of the century 

we are going to be using abated fossil fuels."9 Plaintiff's claims implicate the interests of numerous 

8 The White House, Statement by National Security Advisor Jake Sullivan on the Need for 
Reliable and Stable Global Energy Markets, Aug. 11, 2021, 
https ://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/08/l 1/statement-by­
national-security-advisor-jake-sullivan-on-the-need-for-reliable-and-stable-global-energy­
markets. 

9 Brian Dabbs, Eiden Admin Paradox: Boost Oil - and Cut CO2?, Energy Wire, March 9, 2023, 
h ttps ://subscriber. politico pro. com/article/ eenews/2 023/0 3 /09 /biden-admin-pa radox-boost-oil­
but-cut-co2-00086186. 
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other States and nations, and thus this Comi cannot reasonably exercise jurisdiction over 

Defendants. See Asahi, 480 U.S. at 115-16. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs claims against the out-of-state Defendants should be 

dismissed in their entirety, with prejudice, for lack of personal jurisdiction. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 
FOR BAL TIM ORE CITY 

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
OF BAL TIM ORE, 

Plaint(/(, 
Case No. 24-C-I 8-004219 

vs. 

BP P.L.C., et al., 

Defendants. 

[PROPOSED) ORDER 

Upon consideration of the Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs Complaint for Lack of Personal 

Jurisdiction filed by Defendants BP p.l.c. (#1) , BP America Inc. (#2), Chevron Corporation (#7), 

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. (#8), Exxon Mobil Corp. (#9), ExxonMobil Oil Corporation (#10), Shell plc 

(# 11), Shell USA, Inc. (#12), CITGO Petroleum Corp. (#13), ConocoPhillips (#14), 

ConocoPhillips Company (#15), Phillips 66 (#17), Phillips 66 Company (#18), Marathon Oil 

Company (# 19), Marathon Oil Corporation (#20) , Marathon Petroleum Corporation (#21 ), 

Speedway LLC (#22), Hess Corp. (#23), CNX Resources Corporation (#24), CONSOL Energy 

Inc. (#25) , and CONSOL Marine Terminals LLC (#26), Plaintiff's opposition thereto, and 

Defendants' reply, it is this __ day of _________ , 20 __ , hereby 

ORDERED that the Motion to Dismiss Plaintiffs Complaint for Lack of Personal 

Jurisdiction is GRANTED; it is fmiher 

ORDERED that all claims against Defendants BP p.Lc. (#1), BP America Inc. (#2), 

Chevron Corporation (#7), Chevron U.S.A. Inc. (#8), Exxon Mobil Corp. (#9), ExxonMobil Oil 

Corporation (# I 0), Shell pie (# 11 ), Shell USA, Inc. (# 12), CITGO Petroleum Corp. (# 13), 

ConocoPhillips (#14), ConocoPhillips Company (#15), Phillips 66 (#17), Phillips 66 Company 



(#18), Marathon Oil Company (#19), Marathon Oil Corporation (#20), Marathon Petroleum 

Corporation (#21), Speedway LLC (#22), Hess Corp. (#23), CNX Resources Corporation (#24), 

CONSOL Energy Inc. (#25), and CONSOL Marine Terminals LLC (#26) are DISMISSED 

WITH PREJUDICE; and it is further 

ORDERED that the Clerk of the Court shall deliver copies of this Order to all paiiies of 

record. 

Judge Videtta A. Brown 
Circuit Court for Baltimore City 
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