
'If U. S. DISTRICT COURT 
FUID AT-efeftRHSSURG, W. VA.

3*

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR AUG ?. S 1983 
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA

THOMAS F. STAFFORD 
CLERK

)
BARBARA CANTWELL CHRISTMAN, et al.f )

)
Plaintiffs, )

)
v. )

)
AMERICAN CYANAMID COMPANY, )

)
Defendant. )
;)

Civil Action 
No. 80-0024-P

DEFENDANT AMERICAN CYANAMID COMPANY'S 
FIRST RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS' THIRD 

INTERROGATORIES____ ______

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 33, 

defendant provides the following responses to Plaintiffs' Third 

Interrogator ies.jjy

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

OBJECTION 1

Cyanamid objects to responding to Plaintiffs' Third 

Interrogatories because they require Cyanamid to respond long 

after the Court's deadline for completion of discovery. On

Cyanamid will supplement these interrogatories only to the 
extent required by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(e).
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October 6 1982, Judge Haden ordered that all dicsovery shall be 

completed by July 25, 1983. See Order of October 6, 1982, 

Christman v. American Cyanamid Co., No. 80-0024-P (N.D.

W.Va.). These interrogatories were served after the deadline 

for propounding written discovery ordered by Judge Haden had 

elapsed. Cyanamid should not be burdened with untimely 

discovery while it prepares its case for trial.

OBJECTION 2

Cyanamid objects to responding to these interroga­

tories on the ground that they exceed the maximum number of 

permissible interrogatories prescribed by Local Rule 2.06(b). 

That rule provides that "(u)nless otherwise permitted by the 

court for good cause shown, no party shall serve upon any other 

party, at one time or cumulatively, more than 30 written inter­

rogatories, including all parts and subparts, pursuant to Rule 

33, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure." Plaintiffs long ago 

exceeded the permissible number of interrogatories. Without 

even considering subparts as expressly required by the rule, 

plaintiffs have served Cyanamid with a total of one-hundred 

eight interrogatories. Plaintiffs have neither sought nor 

obtained Court approval and have not attempted to show good 

cause. Plaintiffs’ Third Interrogatories alone includes 

twenty-six interrogatories and thirty subparts. Plaintiffs 

cannot show good cause why Cyanamid should be required to 

respond to these additional interrogatories.
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OBJECTION 3

Cyanamid objects to definition 1 on page 2 of 

Plaintiffs' Second Interrogatories which plaintiffs incorporate 

by reference in Plaintiffs' Third Interrogatories. It defines 

"Cyanamid" or "defendant" to refer to American Cyanamid Company 

and all of its divisions or departments, predecessors or succes­

sors, corporate subsidiaries, and its agents, employees, serv­

ants or representatives. Defendant will use the term "Cyanamid" 

or "defendant" in the following response to refer to American 

Cyanamid Company, the only defendant in this action, and not to 

any other entity.

OBJECTION 4

Cyanamid objects to definition 3 of Plaintiffs' Second 

Interrogatories which plaintiffs incorporate by reference in 

Plaintiffs' Third Interrogatories to the extent it seeks identi­

fication of the custodian(s) of any documents identified in 

response to these interrogatories on the ground that it imposes 

an onerous and undue burden on defendant. Such information also 

is entirely irrelevant unless it is necessary for purposes of 

establishing the admissibility of a document at trial. To the 

extent custodian information is necessary to establish the 

admissibility of a document at trial, defendant will attempt to 

provide the information at the appropriate time.

3



OBJECTION 5

Defendant objects to any interrogatories that seek 

information protected by the attorney-client privilege or the 

work product rule.

OBJECTION 6

The Court has held that plaintiffs are entitled only 

to Willow Island plant-wide discovery and to any data used at 

corporate headquarters directly or indirectly to develop the 

medical policy at issue in this case as originally announced 

and/or applied at the Willow Island plant. Christman v. 

American Cyanamid Co., No. 80-0024-P(H), slip op. at 4, 

(N.D.W.Va. March 24, 1982). Therefore, unless otherwise noted, 

Cyanamid objects to any interrogatories seeking discovery on a 

broader basis than stated above on the ground that such infor­

mation is irrelevant and unduly burdensome.

OBJECTION 7

Cyanamid objects to the extent these interrogatories 

seek information that duplicates information the parties 

necessarily will provide in preparation for pretrial. Cyanamid 

believes that providing the same information twice while it 

prepares for trial imposes an onerous and undue burden.



83. Identify each witness defendant expects to call 

to testify at trial and state the subject matter and substance 

of his or her testimony.

Answer; See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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84. Identify each witness defendant expects to call 

as an expert at trial, and as to each:

a. State the subject matter of which the expert is 

expected to testify, including but not limited to specification 

of any chemical substance included or considered for inclusion 

in the Female Production Worker Policy at any time and any 

other aspect of that policy.

Answer:

DARELL A. BEVIS

If called at trial, Mr. Bevis is expected to testify 

about the feasibility of respiratory protection equipment as an 

alternative to the exclusion of affected employees from 

positions in the Pigments Department at the Willow Island 

facility under the Company's medical protection policy. He is 

also expected to testify about protection factors of 

respirators, the respiratory protection program employed by 

Cyanamid, the effectiveness of different respirators in 

operation, the technological capability of different 

respirators, and other matters related to respiratory 

protection.

JOHN C. LUMSDEN

If called at trial, Mr. Lumsden is expected to 

testify about industrial hygiene, with particular emphasis on 

engineering controls. He will also testify about the
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feasibility of engineering controls and work practices as an 

alternative to the exclusion of affected employees from 

positions in the Pigments Department at Willow Island under the 

Company's medical protection policy.

JOSEPH C. CAPOROSSI

If called at trial# Mr. Caporossi is expected to 

testify about the subject matter of industrial hygiene with 

emphasis on engineering controls and respiratory protection 

equipment. He may also testify about the effects of lead on 

the human body.

BERNARD R. SISKIN# Ph.D.

/ If called at trial. Dr. Siskin is expected to testify

about the relevant labor market for entry level production 

positions at the Willow Island plant and about statistical data 

regarding the hiring of women into entry-level production 

positions at that plant.

J. JULIAN CHISOLM, M.D.

If called at trial, Dr. Chisolm is expected to test­

ify about lead. He is expected to testify about general princ­

iples regarding human exposure to lead, the toxicity of lead, 

the toxicity of lead to the fetus from exposure during 

pregnancy, the available evidence regarding the effects of lead 

on male reproductive capability, and the scientific validity of 

Cyanamid's medical protection policy.
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THOMAS H. SHEPARD, M.D.

If called at trial, Dr. Shepard is expected to test­

ify about embryo and fetal development, exposure of the embryo 

and fetus during pregnancy to chemicals present in the work 

place, and the scientific validity of Cyanamid's policy.

Cyanamid believes that since lead was the only chem­

ical in use at Willow Island to which its medical protection 

policy applied, scientific evidence with respect to the other 

chemicals in its policy is irrelevant to the issues in this 

case. If, however, plaintiffs seek to introduce and the Court 

allows evidence with respect to the other substances included 

in Cyanamid's policy or other substances considered by the 

company in connection with its policy. Dr. Shepard may provide 

testimony relating to the toxicity of such substances to the 

embryo and fetus from exposure during pregnancy and to the 

scientific validity of Cyanamid's policy.

DAVID BRUSICK, Ph.D.

If called at trial. Dr. Brusick is expected to 

testify about genetic toxicology including the test systems 

relating to mutagenic activity and the interpretation of data 

generated by such tests. Dr. Brusick is also expected to 

testify about the available data on the mutagenic activity of 

lead, and the scientific validity of Cyanamid's medical 

protection policy from a genetic toxicological perspective.

Cyanamid believes that since lead was the chemical in 

use at Willow Island to which its policy applied, scientific
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evidence with respect to the other chemicals in its policy is 

irrelevant to the issues in this case. If/ however, plaintiffs 

seek to introduce and the Court allows evidence with respect to 

the other substance included in Cyanamid's policy or other 

substances considered by the company in connection with its 

policy. Dr. Brusick may provide testimony relating to the 

genetic toxicology of such substances.

ROBERT M. CLYNE, M.D.

If called as an expert at trial. Dr. Clyne is 

expected to testify about occupational medicine and clinical 

toxicology and Cyanamid's medical protection policy.

JOHN F. NOBLE, Ph.D.

If called as an expert at trial. Dr. Noble is 

expected to testify about various aspects of toxicology 

including reproductive and genetic toxicology, evaluation of 

toxicological data, and the review of the chemicals by 

Cyanamid's Occupational Exposure Review Committee ("OERC").

JOHN W. LARSEN, JR., M.D.

If called at trial. Dr. Larsen is expected to testify 

about the age range in which women are considered medically 

able to bear children; contraceptive use and efficacy; the 

ability of women to plan pregnancy; and how and at what stage 

of gestation pregnancy can be detected. He will also testify 

about risks to the health or viability of the fetus from
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parental exposure to workplace chemicals and about matters 

relating to the assessment of fertility.

RONALD R. RINDFUSS, Ph.D.

If called at trial. Dr. Rindfuss is expected to 

testify about the age range at which women in the United States 

are capable of bearing children. He will also testify about 

the efficacy of contraceptive methods and the ability of women 

in the United States to plan pregnancy.

Cyanamid may also call a psychiatrist or psychologist 

as an expert rebuttal witness. A final decision on whether 

such testimony is necessary will be made on the basis of Dr. 

Callahan's deposition. If Cyanamid decides to call a 

psychiatrist or psychologist at trial, it will be either Dr. 

Julius Hoffman, M.D., Dr. Michael Mills, Ph.D., Dr. Anita 

Solomon, Ph.D., and/or Dr. Lawrence Raifmond. When Cyanamid 

makes its decision, the information requested by this 

interrogatory will, subject to pertinent objections, be 

provided.
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b. State the profession, occupation or field in 

which defendant claims the witness is an expert; provide a 

summary of the expert's qualifications, including educational 

background, specialized training or experience, organizational 

memberships, past and present positions, the name and address 

of the employer for each position; and identify all publica­

tions, papers, speeches, technical writings or other documents 

authored or edited by the expert.

Answer; A curriculum vitae for each expert is supplied 

herewith.
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c. Identify any depositions, trials, hearings, or 

agency proceedings at which the expert has testified or 

submitted comments whether orally, in writing or both, includ­

ing the name of the deposition, trial, hearing, or agency 

proceeding, the court, committee, subcommittee or agency, and 

numerical designation or docket number of the trial, hearing, 

or agency proceeding, the issues involved and the substance of 

the expert's testimony or comments .j^/

Answer:

DARELL A. BEVIS

(1) Secretary of Labor v. Conrail, OSHRC Docket 

No. 81-1025. Testimony on emergency use respirators around 

hazardous chemicals.

(2) Secretary of Labor v. RSR Corp., OSHRC Docket 

No. 79-6221. Testimony on the adequacy of respirators used by 

RSR for protecting employees against lead.

(3) Secretary of Labor v. PPG Industries, Inc., 

OSHRC Docket No. 77-2235. Testimony on the adequacy of 

respirators to protect employees against tetraethyl lead.

*J Although defendant has made a similar request for infor­
mation that it believes is proper in its Interrogatory 2(c), it 
objects to providing any information not provided by plaintiffs 
in response to defendant's Interrogatory 2(c). For this reason 
defendant incorporates plaintiffs' objection to defendant's 
Interrogatory 2(c). Without waiving this objection, defendant 
will provide a short identifying statement regarding the subject 
matter of all prior testimony of its experts where available.
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(4) OSHA Standard for Occuaptional Exposure to Lead/ 

OSHA Docket No. H-049A. Written comments on the adequacy of 

qualitative fit-test protocols and of types of respirators for 

providing employee protection against lead.

(5) Standards Completion Program: Ketone Hearings,

Docket No. SCP-1. Oral and written comments about protection 

factor studies at the informal hearings on the proposed ketone 

standard.

(6) OSHA Standard: Occupational Exposure to

Acrylonitrile, Docket NO. H-108. Submitted oral and written 

comments on the adequacy of various respirators for protection 

against acrylonitrile.

(7) American National Standards Institute. Standard

Z88.2-1980: "Practices for Respiratory Protection." Served as

a committee member and submitted oral and written comments on 

all aspects of respiratory protection.

(8) OSHA Standard: Occupational Exposure to

Benzene, Docket No. H-059B. Submitted comments concerning the 

adequacy of different respirators for protecting employees 

exposed to benzene.

(9) Amerata Hess Virgin Islands, union 

arbitration. Testimony on the necessity of respirator wearants 

to be clean shaven.

13



JOHN C. LUMSDEN

Defendant is still in the process of obtaining 

responsive information and will provide it as soon as it is 

available.

JOSEPH C. CAPOROSSI

Information responsive to this interrogatory is 

contained in Mr. Caporossi's deposition and other documents 

provided during discovery.

BERNARD R. SISKIN/ Ph.D.

The following is the list of cases in which Dr. 

Siskin has testified or submitted comments. Information 

regarding numerical designations and docket numbers for these 

cases have not been retained by Dr. Siskin.

The issues in these cases generally involved alleged 

discrimination on the basis of age, national origin, race and 

sex relating with respect to a number of employment practices, 

including hiring, placement, promotion, compensation and 

termination. In these cases Dr. Siskin has provided expert 

testimony in the fields of statistics and labor economics, has 

performed labor market analyses to determine the availability 

of minorities or women in the relevant labor market and has 

reviewed the validity of testing procedures and the impact of 

testing procedures on minorities.
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Government v. City of Philadelphia (Federal-Philadelphia) 

Rivers v. Westinghouse (Federal-Philadelphia)

Scott v. University of Delaware (Federal-Wilmington)

Kunda v. Muhlenburg College (Federal-Philadelphia)

Dickerson v. U.S. Steel (Federal-Philadelphia)

Carter v. Newsday (Federal-New York)

Dylson v. VPI (Federal-Richmond)

EEOC v. DuPont (Federal-Wilmington)

Nath v. General Electric (Federal-Philadelphia)

Stalling v. Container Corp. (Federal-Wilmington)

Commonwealth v. Operating Engineers (Federal-Philadelphia) 

Perez v. Pennsylvania State Policy (Federal-Philadelphia) 

Boulden v. Pennsylvania State Police (Federal-Philadelphia) 

Commonwealth v. Rizzo (Federal-Philadelphia)

Rechlicz v. Mars Industry (Federal-Scranton)

Wilmore v. Wilmington Fire Department (Federal-Wilmington)

EEOC v. Sears (Federal-Chicago)

Government v. Nassau County Police Department (Federal-New 

York)

Government v. North Carolina Highway Police (Federal-Raleigh) 

Wadja v. Penn Mutual (Federal-Philadelphia)

Taylor v. Marshall (Federal-Philadelphia)

Harmon v. Septa (Federal-Philadelphia)

Government v. Virginia State Police (Federal-Richmond)

Rynski v. Price Waterhouse (Federal-Milwaukee)

Sharp, Lewis et al. v. Owen Corning Fiberglass (Federal-Toledo) 

EEOC v. Garland Bank (Federal-Dallas)
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EEOC v. Local 60 AFL-CIO (Federal-Pittsburgh)

Walton v. Eaton Corp. (Federal-Philadelphia)

Shipp v. TDES (Federal-Memphis)

Colbert v. Witchita (Federal-Witchita)

Wack v. Peabody-Wind (Federal-Philadelphia) 

Commonwealth v. O'Neill (Federal-Philadelphia) 

Moorhouse v. Boeing (Federal-Philadelphia)

Karan v. Nabisco (Federal-Pittsburgh)

Rinfort v. U.S. Steel (Federal-Chicago)

Hopf v. Merrill Lynch (Federal-Philadelphia)

Goodman v. Lukens Steel (Federal-Philadelphia)

Groves v. INA (Federal-Philadelphia)

Walker v. Robbins Hose No. 1 (Federal-Wilmington) 

Dobry v. Eastern Stainless Steel (Federal-Baltimore) 

Gramby v. Westinghouse (Federal-Philadelphia)

Douglas v. KYW (Federal-Philadelphia)

Alexander v. Ginos (Federal-Philadelphia)

Sinclair v. Trenton Times (Federal-Trenton)

PHRC v. Crown Cork & Seal (Admin.-Philadelphia)

PHRC v. Liquor Control Board (Admin.-Harrisburg) 

Walker v. Smith (Federal-Philadelphia)

Backsalary v. Commonwealth (Federal-Philadelphia) 

WDAS v. ARB (Federal-Philadelphia)

Sun Ship v. Grace Lines (Admin.-D.C.)

Sun Oil v. Shippers (Federal-Philadelphia)
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Achilles v. Westinghouse (Federal-Philadelphia)

Green, et al. v. U.S. Steel (Federal-Philadelphia)

AAUP v. University of Rhode Island (Federal-Providence)

DAVID BRUSICK, Ph.D.

1. United States Department of Labor, Occupational 

Safety and Health Administration Proposed Standard on the 

Identification, Classification and Regulation of Toxic Sub­

stances Posing a Potential Occupational Carcinogenic Risk. 

Testimony on test systems for assessment of carcinogenicity.

2. Statement before Food and Drug Administration 

regarding acrylonitrile.

3. Testimony before Food and Drug Administration 

regarding food dyes.

4. Joseph Schlitz Brewing Co. v. Burke Pest 

Control, Inc, and Superior Fertilizer and Chemical Co., Inc., 

No. 77-12244 (Div. A., Circuit Ct. 13th Judicial Circuit of 

State of Florida, Hillsborough County). Deposition on 

chloropicrin as residue in beer cans.

5. Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to 

Pesticides v. Block, _et: al., 83-6272-E, U.S. D.C., Ore. 

Testimony on phenoxy herbicides.

THOMAS SHEPARD, M.D.

Dr. Shepard has given testimony in several previous 

actions. The subject matter of that testimony has generally 

involved an assessment of the teratogenicity of various chem­
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ical substances. Dr. Shepard, however, has not retained ident­

ifying information specifying the name, court, or docket number 

in the cases in which he has given testimony.

ROBERT M. CLYNE, M.D.

Information responsive to this interrogatory is 

contained in Dr. Clyne's deposition.

JOHN F. NOBLE, Ph.D.

Information responsive to this interrogatory is 

contained in Dr. Noble's deposition.

J. JULIAN CHISOLM, M.D.

Testimony on Regulation of Fuel and Fuel Additives before the 
EPA.

Testimony on Proposed National Ambient Air Quality Standard for 
Lead before the EPA.

Testimony before the Senate Committee on Public Workers, 
Subcommittee on Environmental Polution. jle: Hearings on
health effects of automobile lead emissions.

Testimony before Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Subcommittee on Health. jle: Hearings on lead based paint.

Testimony before Senate Committee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs, jle: Hearings on lead poisoning in small children.

Testimony before Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Subcommittee on Health. Re: Hearings on lead based paint.

Testimony before Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Subcommittee on Housing and Urban Affairs, jle: Urban Housing.

Testimony before House Committee on Banking and Currency, 
Subcommittee on Housing, jle: Hearings on lead based paint.
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City of El Paso, et. al., v. Asarco, No. 70-1701, 41st District 
Judicial Court, El Paso, Texas. Testimony on exposure of 
children to lead.

Yoss, et. al., v. Bunker Hill Co. et. al., C.A. No. 77-2030 
(U.S.D.C. Id.). Testimony on exposure of children to lead.

Schlebinski v. Asarco, C.A. No. 74-0347, (U.S.D.C. Neb.). 
Testimony on alleged effects of exposure of an adult to lead.

French v. California Dairymen's Assoc., et. al.. Riverside 
County Superior Court, Indio No. 23347. Testimony on alleged 
effects of exposure to lead in a child.

Dr. Chisolm has also testified in numerous cases in the City of 

Baltimore and elsewhere regarding the effects on children from 

the ingestion of paint containing lead. Dr. Chisolm is unable 

to provide more specific information about the actions in which 

this testimony was given.

JOHN w. LARSEN, JR., M.D.

Slaughter v. Sibley Memorial Hospital, C.A. No. 7325- 

82 (Superior Court of the District of Columbia); Testimony on 

whether delay in delivering the plaintiff's child by cesarean 

section could have exacerbated the harm caused by an automobile 

accident.

RONALD R. RINDFUSS, Ph.D.

Testimony before the United States Senate 

Subcommittee on Health and Scientific Research Re: Health

risks from the elective induction of labor.

Testimony before the Food and Drug Administration 

Hearing on Injestable Oxytoxic Drugs, Docket No. 78-N-0108.

Re: Practice of inducing labor in pregnant women in the United

States.
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d. State the substance of the facts to which the 

expert is expected to testify at trial, including but not lim­

ited to specification of facts regarding any chemical substance 

included or considered for inclusion in the Female Production 

Workers Policy at any time and regarding any other aspect of 

that policy.

Answer:

DARELL A. BEVIS

Mr. Bevis will testify that he has been made aware of 

the exposure standards for lead under Cyanamid1s medical 

protection policy, the types of respirators Cyanamid had 

considered in assessing the feasibility of respirators as an 

alternative to the exclusion of women from certain areas of the 

facility in order to comply with the policy, the protection 

factors associated with those respirators, and the reasons why 

Cyanamid determined respirators were not a feasible altern­

ative. Mr. Bevis will also provide background facts on 

research done at the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory to 

establish protection factors for respirators, research and 

other testing he has done since that time related to the abil­

ity to obtain in actual workplace operations the protection 

factors assigned to a particular respirator from laboratory 

tests and variables inherent in the use of respirators that 

affect the ability to obtain in a workplace setting the
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protection factor assigned to a particular respirator or a 

given exposure limit.

JOHN C. LUMSDEN

Mr. Lumsden will provide testimony related to the 

engineering controls that were used or that were recommended 

for use in the Willow Island Pigments Department. He will also 

testify concerning various studies conducted by Cyanamid with 

respect to the Willow Island Pigments Department. He will also 

testify about Mr. Chamberlin's recommended changes in the 

engineering controls and other industrial hygiene practices in 

the Pigments Department at Willow Island. He will testify 

generally about the capability of engineering controls to 

reduce exposure to a hazard and will relate it to the 

circumstances presented in the Pigments Department at Willow 

Island.

JOSEPH C. CAPOROSSI

Mr. Caporossi will testify about his experience in 

industrial hygiene, including Cyanamid's industrial hygiene 

program and, in particular, its application at the Willow 

Island Pigments Department. He will testify about the adequacy 

of that program to protect worker health. He will testify 

about the ability to obtain a 50ug/m3 airborne lead level or a 

50ug/m3 air-lead level behind the mask of a respirator in the 

Pigments Department at Willow Island through the use of 

engineering controls or a combination of engineering controls
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and respirators. He will also testify about the ability to 

obtain a 30ug/m3 blood-lead level in employees in the Pigments

Department at Willow Island through the use of engineering 

controls, respirators and other industrial hygiene practices. 

Mr. Caporossi will testify about the effects of lead on the 

body and the blood-lead levels at which various effects may be 

documented in the literature.

BERNARD R. SISKIN, Ph.D.

Dr. Siskin will testify that there is no statistical 

evidence of discrimination by the Willow Island plant against 

women in the hiring of entry-level production employees at the 

plant after April 3, 1979. This testimony will be based on an 

analysis of actual hires, applicant flow data and relevant 

labor market data that will demonstrate that during the 

relevant period defendant hired women into such jobs at or 

about the rate at which women applied for such positions and at 

or above their availability in the relevant labor market.

Cyanamid believes that hiring data prior to April 3, 

1979 is not relevant to the claim at issue in this case. If, 

however, plaintiffs offer evidence concerning earlier periods 

and the Court receives such evidence. Dr. Siskin will be 

prepared to testify that with the exception of the period in 

which Cyanamid's medical protection policy impacted the hiring 

of women into entry-level production positions, there is no 

statistical evidence that the Willow Island plant discriminated
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against women in its hiring of employees in entry-level produc­

tion positions since it first hired women into such positions. 

This testimony will be based on an analysis of actual hires, 

applicant flow data and relevant labor market data.

J. JULIAN CHISOLM, M.D.

Dr. Chisolm will testify that the fetus is exposed to 

lead during pregnancy and that such exposure presents a risk to 

the fetus, including a risk of neurobehavioral impairments.

Dr. Chisolm will also testify about scientific evidence of 

impaired learning and behavior in young children exposed to 

lead and experimental evidence of similar effects in animals. 

Finally, Dr. Chisolm will testify about the ingestion, absorp­

tion, retention and excretion of lead, the biological measures 

of exposure to lead, and the relationship between lead exposure 

and toxicity.

THOMAS H. SHEPARD, M.D.

Dr. Shepard will testify about the principles of 

embryology, prenatal development, and teratology. He will also 

testify about enhanced susceptibility of the embryo and fetus 

to injury from exposure to teratogenic and fetotoxic agents, 

the stages of embryo and fetal development, the events that 

take place in each and the exposure of the embryo and fetus to 

drugs and chemicals during pregnancy.

Cyanamid believes that since lead was the only chem­

ical in use at Willow Island with respect to which its medical
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protection policy applied/ scientific evidence with respect to 

the other chemicals in its policy is irrelevant to the issues 

in this case. If/ however, plaintiffs' seek to introduce and 

the Court allows evidence with respect to the other substances 

included in Cyanamid's policy or other substances considered by 

Cyanamid in connection with its policy. Dr. Shepard may also 

provide testimony about the teratogenicity and fetotoxicity of 

methotrexate, thiotepa, hydrazine hydrate and hydrazine sulfate 

and the scientific basis for Cyanamid's decision to establish 

exposure limits to protect the embryo and fetus from adverse 

effects from exposure to these substances during pregnancy. 

Finally, Dr. Shepard may also provide testimony about the 

available scientific evidence relating to other substances 

considered by Cyanamid in connection with its policy.

DAVID BRUSICK Ph.D.

Dr. Brusick will testify about the available data 

regarding the mutagenic activity of lead and the interpretation 

of such data in assessing the risk of heritable genetic changes 

in humans. He will also testify about different test systems 

utilized in ascertaining mutagenic activity, the type of data 

generated by such systems, and the appropriate principles for 

interpretation of such data. Finally, Dr. Brusick may also 

testify about matters relating to the assessment of adult 

reproductive capability.

Cyanamid believes that since lead was the only chem­

ical in use at the Willow Island facility to which its medical
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protection policy applied, scientific evidence with respect to 

the other chemicals in its policy is irrelevant to the issues 

in this case. If however, plaintiffs seek to introduce and the 

Court allows evidence with respect to the other substances 

considered by Cyanamid in connection with its policy. Dr. 

Brusick may also provide testimony about the available data 

regarding mutagenic activity of methotrexate, thiotepa, hydra­

zine hydrate and hydrazine sulfate and the interpretation of 

such data in assessing the risk of heritable genetic changes in 

humans. If necessary. Dr. Brusick may also provide testimony 

relating to the genetic toxicology of some of the other sub­

stances considered by Cyanamid in connection with its policy.

ROBERT M. CLYNE, M.D.

Dr. Clyne is expected to testify about his experience 

in occupational medicine and the occupational medicine program 

of American Cyanamid Company. He will also testify about the 

necessity for and the medical principles underlying the formu­

lation of Cyanamid's medical protection policy. Dr. Clyne will 

also testify about evidence considered by Cyanamid's OERC in 

the course of its activities.

JOHN F. NOBLE, Ph.D.

Dr. Noble is expected to testify about his experience 

in toxicological testing, the interpretation of data generated 

in such testing, and its use in assessing the toxicity of 

chemical substances. He will also testify about the review of
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the chemicals by the OERC, including the data reviewed by the 

OERC and its conclusions.

JOHN W. LARSEN, JR., M.D.

Dr. Larsen will testify that a woman is considered to 

be medically able to bear children until she goes through 

menopause and that the average age of menopause is 50. In 

addition. Dr. Larsen will testify about the various forms of 

contraception and the efficacy of each form; and the ability of 

women to plan when and if they will become pregnant. Dr.

Larsen will testify regarding the effectiveness of pregnancy 

tests in detecting pregnancy after conception and that other 

factors besides the effectiveness of a pregnancy test determine 

when pregnancy is first detected. Dr. Larsen will also testify 

about adult reproductive capability and about the relationship, 

if any, between occupational exposure of male workers and risk 

to the health of the fetus or offspring.

RONALD R. RINDFUSS, Ph.D.

Dr. Rindfuss will testify, based on demographic data, 

regarding the fecundity of an average woman and the extent of 

unplanned pregnancies. Finally, he will testify as to the lack 

of reliability of contraception and of the use by women of less 

effective forms of contraception.
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e. State the substance of the opinions or 

conclusions to which the expert is expected to testify and a 

summary of the grounds for each opinion or conclusion, includ­

ing but not limited to specification of the grounds for each 

opinion or conclusion relating to any chemical substance 

included or considered for inclusion in the Female Production 

Workers Policy at any time and relating to any other aspect of 

that policy.

Answer:

DARELL A. BEVIS

Mr. Bevis will testify that he could not guarantee 

the consistent achievement of a 50ug/m3 air-lead level behind 

the mask of respirators used in the Pigments Department at 

Willow Island. Mr. Bevis also will testify that the use of 

respirators on a full-time basis could not guarantee the 

consistent achievement of a 30ug/100ml blood-lead level in 

employees in the Pigments Department at Willow Island. Mr. 

Bevis will also testify that the use of respirators in conjunc­

tion with work practices or other administrative controls could 

not guarantee the achievement of a 50ug/m3 air-lead level 

behind the mask of a respirator or a 30ug/100ml blood-lead 

level in employees in the Pigments Department at Willow 

Island. Mr. Bevis will testify that the use of respirators 

conjunction with any ventilation controls or other engineering 

controls that might be employed as part of a comprehensive
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industrial hygiene program could not guarantee the consistent 

achievement of a 50ug/m3 air-lead level behind the mask of a 

respirator or a 30 blood-lead level in employees in the 

Pigments Department at Willow Island. Mr. Bevis will also 

testify that the use of respirators on a full-time basis in the 

Pigments Department at Willow Island could not guarantee that 

an employee could, with counseling and instruction in the use 

of respirators and other methods of controlling exposure, 

consistently achieve a 50ug/100m3 air-lead level behind the 

mask of a respirator or a 30ug/100ml blood-lead level if 

respirators were used on a full-time basis in the Pigments 

Department at Willow Island. Mr. Bevis will also testify that 

Cyanamid reasonably concluded that respirators, either alone or 

combined with other methods of control, could not guarantee the 

consistent achievement of the goal of protection of fetal 

health and that conclusion is one that shows a realistic 

attitude towards the capabilities of respirators.

JOHN C. LUMSDEN

Mr. Lumsden will testify that the consistent achieve­

ment of a 50ug/m3 airborne lead level in the Pigments Depart­

ment at Willow Island could not be guaranteed through the use 

of engineering controls. He will testify that the combination 

of engineering controls, work practices, and administrative 

controls could not guarantee the consistent achievement of a 

50ug/m3 airborne lead level in the Pigments Department at 

Willow Island. He will also testify that Cyanamid's conclusion
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that engineering controls were not a feasible alternative to 

the implementation of the medical protection policy in the Pig­

ments Department at Willow Island in October 1978 was reasonble.

JOSEPH C. CAPOROSSI

Mr. Caporossi will testify that the industrial 

hygiene programs in place at American Cyanamid, including in 

the Pigments Department at Willow Island, were protective of 

employee health. Mr. Caporossi will also testify that 

engineering controls were not a feasible means to obtain a 

50ug/m3 air-lead level in the Pigments Department at Willow 

Island on a consistent basis; that engineering controls were 

not a feasible means of obtaining 30ug/100ml blood-lead levels 

in all employees in the Pigments Department at Willow Island on 

a consistent basis; that the combination of engineering 

controls and respirators was not a feasible means of obtaining 

a 50ug/m3 air-lead level behind the mask of the respirator in 

the Pigments Department at Willow Island; that the combination 

of engineering controls and respirators was not a feasible 

means of obtaining a 30ug/100ml blood-lead level in all 

employees in the Pigments Department at Willow Island on a 

consistent basis; and that work practices either alone or in 

combination with engineering controls and respirators and other 

industrial hygiene controls were not a feasible means of 

obtaining a 50ug/m3 air-lead level or a 30ug/100ml blood-lead 

level on a consistent basis in the Pigments Department at 

Willow Island.
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BERNARD R. SISKIN, Ph.D.

The response to this interrogatory already is pro­

vided in response to Interrogatory 84(d).

J. JULIAN CHISOLM, M.D.

Dr. Chisolm is expected to testify that there is a 

substantial consensus in the scientific community that the 

fetus is at risk from exposure to lead during pregnancy at 

levels below those which present a risk to the health of adults 

and that, to protect the fetus, maternal blood lead levels 

should not exceed 30ug/100ml. He is also expected to testify 

that because the level of lead in blood continues to remain 

elevated after an employee is removed from exposure, removal of 

a female employee from occupational exposure to lead after 

pregnancy is detected is not adequate to protect the fetus.

Dr. Chisolm is also expected to testify that the available 

scientific data is not sufficient to conclude that occupational 

exposure of males to lead presents a risk to reproductive 

capability at levels of exposure comparable to those at which 

the fetus is at risk. Finally, Dr. Chisolm may also testify, 

as necessary, to his opinions on matters relating to the 

ingestion, absorption, retention, and excretion of lead, the 

biological measures of exposure to lead, and the relationship 

between lead exposure and toxicity.
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THOMAS H. SHEPARD, M.D.

Dr. Shepard will testify that, because it is a 

rapidly developing organism, the embryo-fetus is highly sus­

ceptible to injury from exposure to workplace chemicals. He 

will also testify that the embryo can be exposed to chemicals 

present in the workplace at critical periods in its develop­

ment, and that removal of a woman after pregnancy is detected 

is not adequate to protect the fetus.

Cyanamid believes that since lead was the only 

chemical in use at the Willow Island facility to which its 

medical protection policy applied, scientific evidence with 

respect to the other chemicals in its policy is irrelevant to 

the issues in this case. If, however, plaintiffs seek to 

introduce and the Court allows evidence with respect to the 

other substances included in Cyanamid's policy, or other 

substances considered by Cyanamid in connection with its 

policy. Dr. Shepard may also give testimony that methotrexate, 

thiotepa, hydrazine hydrate and hydrazine sulfate pose a risk 

to the developing embryo and fetus, and that the exposure 

limits established by the OERC had a scientific basis.

Finally, Dr. Shepard may also give testimony as to the reason­

ableness of the OERC's decisions regarding other substances 

considered by Cyanamid in connection with its policy.
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DAVID BRUSICK, Ph.D.

Dr. Brusick will testify that the available data 

regarding the mutagenic activity of lead does not demonstrate 

that paternal occupational exposure to lead poses a risk of- 

heritable genetic effects to the fetus or offspring. He will 

also testify that data relating to the effects of lead on adult 

reproductive capability must be distinguished from data 

relating to mutagenic activity and that the former should not 

be interpreted as being indicative of a genetic risk to the 

fetus or offspring.

Cyanamid believes that since lead was the only 

chemical in use at the Willow Island facility to which its 

medical protection policy applied, scientific evidence with 

respect to the other substances within its policy is irrelevant 

to the issues in this case. If, however, plaintiffs seek to 

introduce and the Court allows evidence with respect to the 

other substances included in Cyanamid*s policy or other 

substances considered by Cyanamid in connection with policy 

statement. Dr. Brusick may also give testimony that the 

available data regarding the mutagenic activity of methotrex­

ate, hydrazine hydrate and hydrazine sulfate does not provide a 

sufficient basis for concluding that paternal occupational 

exposure to these substances presents a significant risk of 

heritable genetic effects to the fetus or offspring. If 

necessary. Dr. Brusick may also give testimony as to his 

opinions regarding the genetic toxicology and carcinogenicity 

of other substances considered by Cyanamid in connection with
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its policy; however, in light of the lack of specificity in 

plaintiffs' responses to Cyanamid's interrogatories regarding 

the testimony of their experts, Cyanamid is unable to determine 

whether such testimony by Dr. Brusick will in fact be 

necessary.

ROBERT M. CLYNE, M.D.

Dr. Clyne is expected to testify that Cyanamid had a 

comprehensive occupational medical program which monitored 

and maintained the health of Cyanamid employees, including 

employees occupationally exposed to lead. Dr. Clyne will also 

testify that, consistent with the overall objective of 

Cyanamid's medical program of assuring the health of all 

Cyanamid workers, its health professionals developed the 

medical protection policy applicable to substances which, in 

their opinion, could pose a risk to the fetus present in the 

workplace.

JOHN F. NOBLE, Ph.D.

Dr. Noble is expected to testify that the OERC's 

conclusions regarding the substances reviewed by it, including 

the five substances in Cyanamid's medical protection policy, 

are scientifically supportable. See also response to 

Interrogatory 84(d).
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JOHN W. LARSEN, JR., M.D.

Dr. Larsen is expected to testify that a woman is 

capable of bearing children until she reaches the age of 50.

He also is expected to testify that reliance by women of 

childbearing potential on contraceptives is not adequate to 

protect the fetus from potentially harmful exposure to work­

place chemicals; that not all women use birth control or use 

the most effective methods of birth control; that pregnancies 

are often unplanned and also unexpected; and that there is a 

period after conception when a woman does not know whether she 

is pregnant. He is also expected to testify that paternal pre­

conception occupational exposure to chemicals is not likely to 

be of significance to the health of a fetus or offspring. See 

also response to Interrogatory 84(d).

RONALD R. RINDFUSS, Ph.D.

Dr. Rindfuss is expected to testify that a woman is 

of childbearing potential until she reaches age 50. He is also 

expected to testify that women are not always able to plan when 

and if they will become pregnant.
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f. Identify all reports, memoranda, scientific 

papers or publications, documents or other materials reviewed, 

considered or relied on by each expert in connection with this 

litigation.

Answer: Although defendant has made a similar request for

information that it believes is proper in its Interrogatory 

2(f), it objects to providing any information or documents not 

provided by plaintiffs to defendant in response to defendant's 

Interrogatory 2(f). For this reason, defendant incorporates 

plaintiffs' objections to defendant's Interrogatory 2(f) 

here. Without waiving these objections, defendant will, where 

possible, identify the references most relevant to the 

testimony of each of its experts.

BERNARD R. SISKIN, Ph.P.

This information is being compiled and will be 

provided to plaintiffs when it is available.

DARELL A. BEVIS

The following are the documents most relevant to Mr.

Bevis' testimony and on which he may rely:

Memorandum from R.J. Clay to Willow Island Employees, 
dated December 19, 1977 re: Safety-Respiratory
protection

Memorandum from G.R. Koehler to W.A. Fead, dated 
November 17, 1978 re: OSHA Lead Standard
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Memorandum from G.R. Kunkle to F. Brown, dated 
August 2, 1979 re: Lead Exposure Standard Compliance 
Plan - August 1979.

Document #101289

Document #02369

Document #20306

Document #20302

Document #20326

Document #20230

Document #20234

Decision and Order in Marshall v. American Cyanamid 
Co., OSHRC Docket No. 79-2438, and Transcript in 
Marshall v. American Cyanamid at 685-750

Mr. Bevis also has reviewed:

ANSI, Practices for Respiratory Protection, Z88.2- 
1980.

NRC, Manual of Respiratory Protection Against 
Airborne Radioactive Materials, NUREG-0041 (Oct.
1976)

Comparison of Respirator Filter Penetration by 
Dioctyle Phthalate and Sodium Chloride

Progress Report #LA-5470-PR: Respirator Studies for
the AEC Division of Operational Safety, January 1 
through June 30, 1973

Progress Report #LA-5574-PR: Respirator Studies for
the AEC, Division of Operational Safety, July 1 
through December 30, 1973

Progress Report #LA5620-PR: Respiratory Studies for
the National Institute for Occupational Safety and 
Health, July 1, 1972 through June 30, 1973

Progress Report #LA5612-PR: Respirator Studies
Related to the AEC, Directorate of Regulatory 
Standards, January 1 through December 31, 1973

Progress Report #LA-5873-PR: Respirator Studies for
the AEC, Directorate of Regulatory Standards, January 
1 through June 30, 1974
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Progress Report #LA-5758-PR: Respirator Studies for
the AEC, Division of Operational Safety, January 1 
through June 30, 1974

JOHN C. LUMSDEN

The following are the documents most relevant to Mr.

Lumsden's testimony and on which he may rely:

Exhibit C-16 in Marshall v. American Cyanamid Co., 
OSHRC Docket No.79-2438

Document #101280

Document #01048

Document #100011-22

Document #101282

Document #100001-10

Document #20316

Document #20322

^ Document #101278

Document #101284

Answer to Interrogatory #1 in Marshall v. American 
Cyanamid Co., OSHRC Docket No. 79-2438

Decision and Order in Marshall v. American Cyanamid 
Co., OSHRC Docket No. 79-2438

Exhibit C-l in Marshall v. American Cyanamid Co.,
OSHRC Docket No. 79-2438

JOSEPH C. CAPOROSSI

Mr. Caporossi has reviewed many documents provided as 

part of discovery in this case. The following are the documents 

most relevant to his testimony and on which he may rely:
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Document #20326 

Document #01047 

Document #01068 

Document #20316 

Document #101281 

Document #101282 

Document #20322 

Document #100001 

Document #01063 

Document #20302 

Document #20306 

Document #101289 

Document #01048 

Document #101280 

Document #101284 

Document #101278 

Document #100011 

Document #01046

Exhibits C-15 and C-16 in Marshall v. American 
Cyanamid Company, OSHRC Docket No. 79-2438

J. JULIAN CHISOLM, M.D.

In addition to his own research and work, the follow­

ing are among the references most relevant to Dr. Chisolm's 

testimony and on which he may rely.

de la Burde, B. and Choate, McL., Does asymptomatic lead 
exposure in children have latent sequelae?, 81(6) J. of 
Pediatrics 1088 (1972).
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Chaube, S., A quantitative study of human embryonic_and fetal 
lead with considerations of maternal-fetal lead gradients and the 
effect of lead on human reproduction, 5(2) Teratoloqy 253 
(1972).

Lauwerys, R., et al., Placental Transfer of Lead, Mercury, 
Cadmium, and Carbon Monoxide in Women.
I. Comparison of the Frequency Distributions of the Biological ' 
Indices in,Maternal and Umbilical Cord Blood, 15 Environ. Res.
278 (1978).

Harris, P. and Holley, M., Lead Levels in Cord Blood, 49 
Pediatrics 606 (1972).

Barltrop, D., Transfer of lead to the human foetus, in Mineral 
Metabolism in Pediatrics 135 (D. Barltrop and W. Burland eds. 
(1969)).

Lane, R., The Care of the Lead Worker, 6 Br. J. Indus. Med. 125 
(1949).

Kuhnert, P. , _al., Lead and [Delta-1 Aminolevulinic Acid 
Dehydratase in RBC's of Urban Mothers and Fetuses, 14 Environ.
Res. 73 (1977).

Goldstein, G., .et .al., Pathogenesis of Lead Encephalopathy, 31 
Arch. Neurol. 382 (Dec. 1974).

Beattie, A., et al., Role of Chronic Low-Level Lead Exposure in 
the Aetiology of Mental Retardation, The Lancet 589-592 (March 
15, 1975) .

Gershanik, J., et.al., Fetal Blood Lead Values in a Rural Area,
J. Pediatrics 84(1): 112 (1974). "

Moore, M., j2t _aJL., A Retrospective Analysis of Blood lead in 
Mentally Retarded Children, 1 The Lancet 717 (April 2, 1977).

de la Burde, B. and Choate, McL., Early asymptomatic lead 
exposure and development at school age, 87 J. Pediatrics 638 
(1975) .

Perino, J. and Ernhart, C., The Relation of Subclinical Lead 
Level to Cognitive and Sensorimotor Impairment in Black 
Preschoolers, 7(10) J. Learning Disabilities 26 (1974).

Needleman, H., _et ^1., Deficits in Psychologic and Classroom 
Performance of Children with Elevated Dentine Lead Levels,
300(13) N. Eng. J. Med. 599 (March 29, 1979).

Preventing Lead Poisoning in Young Children, A Statement by the 
Center for Disease Control, (April 1978).
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Petrusz, P., et al.. Lead Poisoning and Reproduction: Effects on 
Pituitary and'Serum Gonadotropins in Neonatal Rats, 19 Environ.
Res. 383 (1979).

Fischbein, A., Lead Intoxication Among Demolition Workers: The
Effect of Lead on the Hepatic Cytochrome P-450 System in Humans,
3 J. Toxicol, and Environ. Health 431 (1977).

Lancranjan, I., et al., Reproductive Ability of Workmen 
Occupationally Exposed to Lead, 30 Arch. Environ. Health 396 
(1975).

World Health Organization/ Recommended Health-Based Limits in 
Occupational Exposure to Heavy Metals (Geneva 1980).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency/ National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard for Lead, Final Rules and Proposed Rulemaking 
(October 5, 1978).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality Criteria for 
Lead pages 13-11-13 (December 1977).

Food and Drug Administration, 12(1) FDA Drug Bulletin 1 (April 
1982) .

Diagnosis of Inorganic Lead Poisoning; A Statement, 4 Br. Med.
J. 501 (Nov. 1968).

Lund, C., The Effect of Chronic Lead Poisoning on Reproductive 
Capacity, Nord. Hyg. Tidskr. 18:12 (1936).

Oliver, T., Lecture on Lead Poisoning in the Race, Brit. Med. J. 
1:1096 (1911).

Moore, M., Prenatal Exposure to Lead and Mental Retardation in 
Low-Level Exposure: The Clinical Implications for Current
Research (H.L. Needleman ed. (1980)).

Winneke, G., et al., Neuropsychological Studies in Children with 
Elevated Tooth-Lead Concentrations. I. Pilot Study, Int. Arch. 
Occup. Environ. Health 51(2):169 (1982).

Rutter, M., Raised Lead Levels and Impaired Cognitive/ Behavioral 
Functioning: A Review of the Evidence, Supp. Develop. Med. Child
Neuro. 22 (1):1 (1980).

Bornschein, R., et al.. Behavioral Effects of Moderate Lead 
Exposure in Children and Animal Models, CRC Crit. Rev. Toxicol. 
8:43 (1980).

Brown, D., Neonatal Lead Exposure in the Rat: Decreased Learning
as a Function of Age and Blood Lead Concentrations, Toxicol.
Appl. Pharmacol. 32:638 (1975).
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Bushnell, P. and Bowman, R., Persistence of Impaired Reversal 
Learning in Young Monkeys Exposed to Low Levels of Dietary Lead, 
J. Toxicol. Environ. Health 5:1015 (1979).

Bushnell, P., jet: _al., Scotopic Vision Deficits in Young Monkeys 
Exposed to Lead, Science 196:333 (1977).

Winneke, _et ^1., Neurobehavioral and Systemic Effect of Long-Term 
Blood-Lead Elevation in Rats: I. Discrimination Learning and
Open Field Behavior, Arch. Toxicol. 37:247 (1977).

Rice, et al.. Neonatal Low-Level Lead Exposure in Monkeys: 
Locomotor Activity, Schedule-Controlled Behavior, and the Effects 
of Amphetamine, Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 51:503 (1979).

Rice, D. and Willes, R., Neonatal Low-Level Lead Exposure in 
Monkeys (Macaca fascicularis) Effect on Two-Choice NonSpatial 
Form Discrimination, J. Environ. Pathol. Toxicol. 2:1195 (1979).

Sobotka, T., ^st _al., Psychophsiologic Effects of Early Lead 
Exposure, Toxicology 5:175 (1975).

Crofton, K., _et _al., Developmental Delays in Exploration in 
Locomotor Activity in Male Rats Exposed to Low-Level Lead, Life 
Sci. 26:823 (1980).

Moore, M., ^t _al., Lead and Heme Biosynthesis, in Lead Toxicity 
(R. Singhal and J. Thomas eds.) (1980).

Bull, R., Lead and Energy Metabolism, in Lead Toxicity (R.
Singhal and J. Thomas eds.) (1980).

Michaelson, I., An Appraisal of Rodent Studies on the Behavioral 
Toxicity of Lead, in Lead Toxicity (R. Singhal and J. Thomas 
eds.) (1980).

McCauley, P., et al., Association of Alternations in Energy 
Metabolism with Lead Induced Delays in Rat Cerebral Cortical 
Development, Neuropharmacol. 18:93 (1979).

Averill, N. and Damon, R., Neonatal Lead Exposure Retards 
Cortical Synaptogenesis in the Rat, in Low-Level Lead Exposure: 
Clinical Implications for Current Research (H.L. Needleman ed.) 
(1980) .

Ong, C. and Lee, W., High Affinity of Lead for Fetal Haemoglobin, 
Brit. J. Indus. Med. 37:292 (1980).

Bull, R., et al., Delays in the Postnatal Increase of Cerebral 
Cytochrome Concentrations in Lead-Exposed Rats, Neuropharmacology 
18:83 (1979).
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Murray, H., et al.. Effects of Lead Exposure on a Developing 
Rat, ParietaX~CoFtex, Proceedings of the i7th Annual Hantord 
Biology Symposium, Springfield, Virginia: NTIS, 1978, at 520-
35.

Momcilovic, B. and Kostial, K., Kinetics of Lead Retention and 
Distribution in Suckling and AduTT Rats, Environ. Res. 8:214 
(1974).

Barry, P., A Comparison of Concentrations of Lead in Human 
Tissues, Brit. J. Indus. Med. 32:119 ' (1975).

Cahill, D., _et _ajL., Biological Assessment of Continuous 
Exposure to Tritium and Lead in the Rat, in Biological Effects 
of Low-Level Radiation (International Atomic Energy Agency, 
Vienna) 2:65-78 (1976).

Grant, L., .el: a,l., Neurobiology of Lead Intoxication in the 
Developing Rat, Proc. Fed. Am. Soc. Exper. Biol. 35:503 (1976).

Goldstein, G. and Diamond, T., Metabolic Basis of Lead 
Encephalopathy in Brain Dysfunction and Metabolic Disorders 
(Plum, E. ed.) (1974).

Savolainen, H. and Kilpio, J., Brain and Blood Lead in Acute 
Intoxication, Scan. J. Work Environ. Health 3:104 (1977).

Willes, R., ^t _al^ , Retention and Tissue Distribution of 210 
Pb(N03)2 Administered Orally to Infant and Adult Monkeys, J. 
Toxicol. Environ. Health 3:395 (1977).

Mykkanen, H., et_ ail., Effect of Age on the Tissue Distribution 
of Lead in the Rat, Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 51:447 (1979) .

Rabinowitz, M., et al.. Effect of Food Intake and Fasting on 
Gastrointestinal Lead Absorption in Humans, Am. J~. Clin. Nutr. 
33:1784 (1980).

Ziegler, E., et al., Absorption and Retention of Lead by 
Infants, Pediat. Res. 12:29 (1978).

Forbes, G. and Reina, J., Effect of Age on Gastrointestinal 
Absorption (Fe, Sr, Pb) in the Rat J. Nutr. 102:647 (1972).

Alessio, L., et al., Free Erythrocyte Protoporphyrin as an 
Indicator of the Biological Effect of Lead in Adult Males.
III. Behavior of Free Erythrocyte Protoporphyrin in Workers 
with Past Lead Exposure, Int. Arch. Occup. Environ. Health 
38:77 (1976).

Prerovska, I. and Teisinger, J., Excretion of Lead and Its 
Biological Activity Several Years After Termination of Exposure 
Brit. J. Ind. Med. 27:352 (1970). "
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Teisinger, J. and Srbova, J., The Value of Mobilization of Lead 
by Calcium Ethylene Diamine-Tetra-Acetate in the Diagnosis of 
Lead Poisoning/ Brit. J. Ind. Med. 16:148 (1959).

Kehoe, R., The Metabolism of Lead in Man in Health and 
Disease. Lecture 1. The Normal Metabolism of Lead J. Roy. 
-Inst. Pub. Health Hyg. 24:81 (1961). .

Kehoe, R., The Metabolism of Lead in Man in Health and 
Disease. Lecture 2(Part 1): The Metabolism of Lead Under
Abnormal Conditions, J. Roy. Inst. Pub. Health Hyg. 24:101 
(1961).

Bridbord, K., Occupational Lead Exposure in Women. Preventive 
Medicine 7:311 (1978).

NCHS Blood Lead Levels for Persons 6 Months to 74 Years of 
Age: United States, 1976-80, NCHS Advance Data, No. 79 (1982).

Alexander, F., et al., The Uptake and Excretion by Children of 
Lead and Other Contaminants, in Proceedings of the International 
Symposium: Environmental Health Aspects of Lead, Amsterdam,
October 1972 Luxembourg, Commission of the European Communities.

Zielhuis, R., Susceptibility of Adult Females to Lead; Effects 
on Reproductive Function m Females and Males, Annex 11, 2nd 
International Workshop Permissible Limits for Occupational 
Exposure to Lead Sept. 21-23, 1976.

Zeilhuis, R., Second International Workshop Permissible Levels 
for Occupational Exposure to Inorganic Lead, Int'l. Arch.
Occup. & Envir. Health 39:59-72 (1977).

Swinyard, C., et al., Lead in the Environment: Experimental
Studies of Lead Toxicity in Animals and Their Relevance to 
Marginal Lead Toxicity in Children, Cong. Anom. 23:29 (1983).

Wildt, K., _et: _al., Effects of Occupational Exposure to Lead on 
Sperm and Semen, Joint Meeting of the Rochester Conference and 
the Scientific Committee (PCIAOH) on the Toxicology of Metals, 
Rochester, N.Y., (1982).

In addition, some of the references relating to lead 

listed under Dr. Brusick may also be relevant to Dr. Chisolm's 

testimony as necessary. Dr. Chisolm also reviewed Documents 

00986 and 20430.
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THOMAS H. SHEPARD, M.D.

In addition to his own research and work, the follow­

ing are among the references most relevant to Dr. Shepard's 

testimony and on which he may rely:

Murphy, L., ot juL., The Comparative Effects of Five 
Polyfunctional Alkylating Agents on the Rat Fetus, with 
Additional Notes on the Chick Embryo, Ann. New York Acad. Sci. 
68:762 (1958).

Thiersch, J., Therapeutic Abortions with a Folic Acid 
Antagonist, 4-Am-inopteroylqlutamic Acid (4-Amino P.G.A.) 
Administered by the Oral Route, Am. J. Obstet. & Gynec. 61:1298 
(1952) .

Powell, H. and Ekert, H., Methotrexate-Induced Congenital 
Malformations, Medical Journal of Australia 2:1076 (1971).

Milunsky, A., _etj _al_., Methotrexate-Induced Congenital 
Malformations, Journal of Pediatrics 72(6):790 (1968).

Shepard, T. and Fantel, A., Teratology of Therapeutic Agents, 
in Principles and Practice of Obstetrics and Perinatology (L. 
Iffy and H. Kaminetzky eds.), J. Wiley & Sons, NY (1981).

Shepard, T. and Fantel, A., Miscellaneous Teratogenic Agents in 
Principles and Practice of Obstetrics and Perinatology (L. Iffy 
and H. Kaminetzky eds.), J. Wiley & Sons, NY (1981).

Takano, K., jet _al., The Susceptibility of the Offspring of 
Alloxandiabetic Mice" to a Teratogen, J. Embryol. Exp. Morph.
14(Part I):63 (1965).

Tanimura, T., Relationship of Dosage and Time of Administration 
to Teratogenic Effects of Thio-TEPA in Mice, Okajimas. Fol. 
Anat. Jap. 44:203 (1968).

Berry, C., Transient Inhibition of DNA Synthesis by 
Methotrexate, m the Rat Embryo and Foetus. J. Embryol. Exp. 
Morph. 26 (3):469 (1971).

Wilson, J., Erobryotoxicity of the Folic Antagonist 
Methotrexate, Anat. Rec. 166:398 (1970).

Skalko, R., jet al.. Studies on the Teratogenicity and Tissue 
Distribution of~Methotrexate (MTX) in the 10-day Mouse Embryo, 
Anat. Rec. 178:305 (1974).

McClain, R. and Siekierka, J., The Placental Transfer of 
Methotrexate in Rats, Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 33:168 (1975).
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Nishimura, H., et al., Mitigated Teratogenicity of Thio-TEPA in 
the Gold Thio-glucose Obese Mice# Anat. Rec. 134(2):479 
(1966) .

Murphy, M., Effects of Alkylating Agents on Embryonic 
Development, A.M.A. J. Dxs. Child. 94:556 (1957).

Nicholson/ H., Cytotoxic Drugs in Pregnancy, J.'Obstet. 
Gynaecol. Br. Commonw. 75:312 (1968).

Lee, S. and Aleyassine, H., Hydrazine Toxicity in Pregnant 
Rats, Arch. Environ. Health 21:615 (1970).

Poulson, E. and Robson, J., The Effect of Amine Oxidase 
Inhibitors on Pregnancy, J. Endocrin. 27:147 (1963).

Greenhouse, G., Evaluation of the Teratogenic Effects of 
Hydrazine, Methylhydrazine, and Dimethylhydrazine on Embryos of 
Xenopus laevis, the South African Clawed Toad, Teratology 
13(2):167 (1976).

Shepard, T., Catalog of Teratogenic Agents.

Needleman, H.L., et. _al., Deficits in Psychologic and Classroom 
Performance of ChTTdren With Elevated Dentine Lead Levels, N. 
Eng. J. Med. 300:599 (March 29, 1979).

Carson, T., jit.. _al., Development of Behavioral Tests for the 
Assessment of Neurologic Effects of Lead in Sheep, Envir.
Health Perspectives 233 (May 1974).

Barltrop, D. Transfer of Lead to the Human Foetus in Mineral 
Metabolism in Pediatrics 135 (Barltrop and Burland, eds.)
(1969).

Dr. Shepard has also reviewed documents produced in 

discovery, including but not limited to, 20009, 01858, 00982, 

01869, 01859, 00986, 00987, 00988, and 00991 (without 

attachments).

DAVID BRUSICK, Ph.D

In addition to his own research and work, the follow­

ing are among the references most relevant to Dr. Brusick's 

testimony and on which he may rely:
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Assessment of the Safety of Lead and Lead Salts in Food. A 
Report of the Nutrition Foundation's Expert Advisory Committee, 
June 1982, Chapter V.j^/

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Air Quality 
Criteria for Lead, December 1977, pages 11-4-5

Forni, A., Chromosomal Effects of Lead: A Critical Review,
Reviews on Environ. Health III (2) : 113-129 (1980) .jkJ

Brusick, D., Principles of Genetic Toxicology (1980).

International Commission for Protection Against Environmental 
Mutagens and Carcinogens, Committee 4 Final Report, Mutation 
Res. 115:255-291 (1983).

WHO International Agency for Research on Cancer, IARC 
Monographs on the Evaluation of Carcinogenic Risk of Chemicals 
to Man, 1:40 (1972).

Lancranjan, I., _et. al., Reproductive Ability of Workmen 
Occupational Expose~cT~to Lead, Arch. Environ. Health 30:396 
(1975).

Hilderbrand, D., e_t jLL., Effect of Lead Acetate on 
Reproduction, Amer. J. Obstet. Gyn. 115(8):1058 (1972).

Plechaty, M., _et _al., Lead Concentrations in Semen of Healthy 
Men Without Occupational Exposure to Lead, Annals of Clin. Lab. 
Sci. 7(6):515 (1977).

Brady, et al.. Influence of Parental Lead Exposure on 
Subsequent Learning Ability of Offspring, Pharmacol. Biechem. 
Behav. 3:561 (1975).

Epstein S., and Shafner, H., Chemical Mutagens in the Human 
Environment, Nature 219:385 (July 27, 1968).

Bruce, W. and Heddle, J., The Mutagenic Activity of 61 Agents 
as Determined by the Micronucleus, Salmonella, and Sperm 
Abnormality Assays, 21 Can. J. Genet. Cytol. 319 (1979).

Eyden, B., et al., Long-Term Effects of Dietary Lead Acetate on 
Survival, Body Weight and Seminal Cytology in Mice, 19 Bull. 
Environ. Health 266 (1978).

*'J Dr. Brusick may also rely on specific studies reviewed in
these references.

46



<

Wyrobek, A. and Bruce, W., The Induction of Sperm-Shape 
Abnormalities in Mice and Humans, in 5 Chemical Mutagens:
Principles and Methods for Their Detection 257 (A. Hollaender 
and F. de Serres eds.) (1975).

Bauchinger, M., .et. al., Chromosome Aberrations in Lymphocytes 
After Occupational Exposure to Lead and Cadium, 40 Mut. Res. 57 
(1976) .

Weller, C., The Blastophthoric Effect of Chronic Lead 
Poisoning, 33 J. Med. Res. 271 (1915).

Verschaeve, L., jet al.., Chromosome Distribution Studies After 
Inorganic Lead Exposure, 49 Hum. Genet. 147 (1979).

Forni, A., Chromosomal Effects of Lead: A Critical Review.
Ill (2) Rev. on Environ. Health 113 (1980).

Plechaty, M., jet jal., Lead Concentrations in Semen of Healthy 
Men Without Occupational Exposure to Lead, 7(6) Am. Clin, and 
Lab. Sci. 515 (1977).

Dipaolo, J., et al., In Vitro Neoplastic Transformation of 
Syrian Hamster Cells by Lead Acetate and Its Relevance to 
Environmental Carcinogenesis, 38 Br. J. Cancer 452 (1978).

Wulff, H., Sister chromatid exchanges in human lymphocytes 
exposed to nickel and lead, 27(1) Danish Med. BullT 40 
(1980) .

National Academy of Sciences, Principles for Evaluating 
Chemicals in the Environment (1975).

Nordenson, I., .et: ^1., Occupational and environmental risks in 
and around a smelter in northern Sweden. IV. Chromosomal 
aberrations in workers exposed to lead, 88 Hereditas 263 
(1978) .

Deknudt, G., et al., Chromosome Aberrations Observed in Male 
Workers Occupationally Exposed to Lead, 3 Environ.
Physiol, and Biochem. 132 (1973).

Forni, A., et al., Initial Occupational Exposure to Lead. 31 
Arch. Environ. Health 73 (1976).

Forni, A. and Secchi, G., Chromosome Changes in Preclinical and 
Clinical Lead Poisoning and Correlation with Biochemical 
Findings, Int'l Symp. Environ. Health Aspects of Lead 473 
(Amsterdam, Oct. 2-6, 1972).

Schwanitz, G., ejt _al., Chromosomal Injury Due to Occupational 
Lead Poisoning, XV(12) Ger. Med. Bull. 738 (1970), translated 
from 95 Dtsch. Med. Wschr. 1636 (1970).
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Stowe, H. and Goyer, R., The Reproductive Ability and Progeny 
of FI Lead-Toxic Rats, 22(11) fertility and Sterility 755 
(1971).

Hilderbrand, D., _et_ juL., Effect of lead acetate on 
reproduction, 115(8) Am. J. of Obstet. and Gynecol. 1058 
(1973) .

Varma, M., et al., Mutagenicity and Infertility Following 
Administration of Lead Sub-Acetate to Swiss Male Mice. 30 
Experimentia 486 (1974).

Dalldorf, G. and Williams, R., Impairment of Reproduction in 
Rats by Ingestion of Lead, 102(2661) Science 668 (1945).

Cole, L. and Bachhuber, L., The effect of lead on the germ 
cells of the male rabbit and fowl as indicated by their 
progeny, 12 Proc. Soc. Exp. Biol. Med. 24 (1914).

Report of Panel I, Guidelines for Cytogenetic Studies in 
Mutagen-Exposed Human Populations, in Guidelines for Studies of 
Human Populations Exposed to Mutagenic and Reproductive Hazards 
(A. Bloom ed. 1981).

O'Riordan, M. and Evans, H., Absence of Significant Chromosome 
Damage in Males Occupationally Exposed to Lead Nature 247:50 
(1974).

Kennedy, G., _et _al., Absence of Mutagenic Effects after 
Treatment of Mice with Lead Compounds, E.M.S. News Letter 5:37 
(1971).

Kennedy, G., et al., Mutagenic and Teratogenic Studies with 
Lead Acetate and Tetraethyl Lead, Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 
19:370 (1971).

Leonard, A., jat _al.., Etude chez la souris des effets genetiques 
et cytogenetiques d*une contatmination par le plomb, Proc. 
Inter. Symp. Environ. Health Aspects of Lead, Amsterdam, pp. 
303-309 (1972).

Azar, A., _al., Review of Lead Studies in Animals Carried Out 
at the Maskell Laboratory: Two-Year Feeding Study and Respons~e
to Hemmorhagic Study, in Proc. Inter. Symp. Environ. Health 
Aspects of Lead, Amsterdam, pp. 199-209 (1972).

Leonard, A., je_t aJL., Effect of Lead on Reproductive Capacity 
and Development of Mammals, Joint Meeting of the Rochester 
Conference and the Scientific Committee (PCIAOH) on the 
Toxicology of Metals, Rochester N.Y. (1982).

Kantor, A., et al., Occupations of Fathers of Patients with 
Wilms*s Tumour, J. Epid. Comm. Health 33:253 (1979).
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Department of Labor, Occupational Exposure to Lead, Final 
Standard 43 Fed. Reg. 52952-53014 (November 14, 1978).

Department of Labor, Occupational Exposure to Lead, Attachments 
to the Preamble for the Final Standard 43 Fed. Reg. 54354-54509 
(November 21, 1978).

International Commission for Protection Against Environmental 
Mutogens and Carcinogens, Committee 1 Final Report, Mut. Res. 
114:117 (1983).

Dr. Brusick has also reviewed documents produced in 

discovery including but not limited to documents 00986, includ­

ing references cited therein relating to mutogenic activity, 

and 84407-84729 — some of which he may also rely on.

ROBERT M. CLYNE, M.D. AND JOHN F. NOBLE, Ph.D.

Drs. Clyne and Noble will rely on scientific materials 

identified and produced in discovery, see Cyanamid's responses 

to Interrogatory 25i and Request 1(h), as appropriate to their 

respective testimonies, and other documents identified or 

produced in discovery relating to Cyanamid's medical protection 

policy.

JOHN W. LARSEN, JR. M.D.

The following are among the references most relevant

to Dr. Larsen's testimony and on which he may rely:

Zatuchni, G.I., Daly, M.J. and Sciarra, J.J. (eds.) Gynecology 
and Obsetetrics Vol. 6 (1982).

Hatcher, R.A. et. al., (eds.) Contraceptive Technology 1976- 
1977 (1976).

Hatcher, R.A. et.. jal,., (eds.). Contraceptive Technology 1980 - 
1981 (1980) .
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Hatcher, R. A. ^t. _al., (eds), Contraceptive Technology 1980 - 
1981 (1980).

RONALD R. RINDFUSS, Ph.D.

The following are among the references most relevant

to Dr. Rindfuss' testimony and on which he may rely:

Vital Statistics of the United States Volume 1 - Natality.
U.S. Department of Health Education and Welfare, Public Health 
Service, National Center for Health Statistics. (This is 
available on a yearly basis.)

Advance Report of Final Natality Statistics, 1979 Monthly Vital 
Statistics Report, Volume 30, Number 6, Supplement 2, September 
29, 1981.

Advance Report of Final Natality Statistics, 1980 Monthly Vital 
Statistics Report, Volume 1, Number 8, Supplement, November 30, 
1982.

Bongaarts and Potter, Fertility, Biology and Behavior. New 
York: Academic Press, 1983.

R.H. Gray, Biological Factors Other Than Nutrition and 
Lactation Which May Influence Natural Fertility: A Review. 
Leridon and Menken, Natural Fertility. Liege: Ordina
Additions.

J. Trussell, Natural Fertility: Measurement and Use in
Fertility Models Leridon and Menken, Natural Fertility.
Liege: Ordina Additions.

John Bongaarts, Infertility After Age 30: A False Alarm Family
Planning Perspectives, Line 14, Number 2, 1982.

John Bongaarts and Jane Menken, The Supply of Children: A
Critical Asset, Population Council working papers, April 1983.

A. Cole & J. Trussell, Model Fertility Schedules: Variations
in the Age Structure of Childbearing in Human Populations 
Population Index Vol. 40 pp. 185 - 258 (1974).

John Anderson, Planning Status of Marital Births, 1975-1976, 
Family Planning Perspectives, Volume 13, Number 2, 1981.

Centers for Disease Control, Abortion Surveillance 1979 - 1980, 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for 
Disease Control, May 1983. (Similar reports have been issued 
for earlier years.)
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D. Burhnam, Induced Terminations of Pregnancy: Reporting
States, 1979/ National Center for Health Statistics Monthly 
Vital Statistics Report, Volume 31, Number 7, Supplement, 
October 25, 1982.

S. Henshaw and K. O'Reilly Characteristics of Abortion Patients 
in the United States, 1979 and 1980, family planning 
perspectives. Volume 15, Number 1, January/February 1983.

A. Schrim, J. Trussell, J. Menken, and W. Grady, Contraceptive
Failure in the United States: The Impact of Social, Economic
and Demographic Factors, family planning perspectives. Volume 
14, Number 2, 1982.

B. Vaughan, J. Trussell, J. Menken, L. Jones and W. Grady, 
Contraceptive Efficacy Among Married Women Aged 15-44 Years, 
National Center for Health Statistics, Series 23, Number 5, May 
1980.

W. Grady, M. Hirsch, N. Keen, and B. Vaughan, Contraceptive 
Failure and Continuation Among Married Women in the United 
States, 1970-1975, studies in family planning. Volume 14,
Number 1, 1983.

W. Mosher, Contraceptive Utilization, United States, 1976, 
National Center for Health Statistics, Series 23, Number7, 
March 1981.

The opinions and conclusions of these expert 

witnesses are also based on facts known to them by virtue of 

their extensive education, training, experience, and background 

as reflected in their curricula vitae.
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g. Identify all reports, memoranda, notes or docu­

ments of any kind prepared in connection with this litigation 

by, for or under the direction or supervision of any witness 

whom plaintiffs expect to call as an expert at trial and ident 

ify any person in addition to such expert who participated in 

the preparation of such reports, memoranda, notes or documents

Answer:

Although defendant has made a similar request for 

information that it believes is proper in its Interrogatory 

2(g), it objects to providing any information or documents not 

provided by plaintiffs to defendant in response to defendant's 

Interrogatory 2(g). For this reason, defendant incorporates 

plaintiffs' objections to defendant's Interrogatory 2(g) 

here. Without waiving this objection, defendant will, where 

possible, provide to plaintiffs any reports that state the 

substance of the facts or opinions to which its experts are 

expected to testify or summarize the grounds for their opin­

ions, if prepared, when available.

if"
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85. Identify each expert who has been retained by 

defendant in anticipation of litigation or preparation for 

trial but who is not expected to be called as a witness.

Answer: Although defendant has made a similar request that it

believes is proper in its Interrogatory 2(b), it objects to 

providing information not provided by plaintiffs in response to 

defendant's Interrogatory 2(f) and, for this reason, incorpo­

rates plaintiffs' objections to defendant's Interrogatory 2(f) 

here.

Without waiving this objection, defendant will ident­

ify the following experts who have been retained in preparation 

for trial but who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 

trial:

Dr. Alexander Hollaender, Ph.D.
1717 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C.

Dr. William H. Cooper, M.D.
825 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Dr. William L. Russell, Ph.D.
Biology Division
Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830
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86. Identify each document defendant expects to 

introduce into evidence at the trial of this action, and if any 

such document is a representation, summary, abstract, compila­

tion, graph, or chart of information reflected in other docu­

ments, identify the sources from which such document was com­

piled or derived.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, 4 and 7.
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87. For each document identified in response to 

Interrogatory 86, identify the witness(es) whose testimony at 

trial will authenticate, support, depend on, or relate to that 

document.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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88. Identify any present or former employee of 

defendant or other person having knowledge of facts relevant to 

this lawsuit with whom defendant, or its attorneys, agents, 

representatives, or experts acting on their behalf, have corre­

sponded or communicated in any fashion, other than by deposi­

tion in this action, since January 29, 1980 and for each:

a. Describe each such communication in detail, 

indicating with particularity its nature and purposes.

b. Identify all persons who were present at any 

meetings or participated in each such communication and 

identify all documents containing, describing or relating to 

each communication.

c. State the date(s) on which each such communica­

tion occurred.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6. In addition, this

interrogatory imposes an onerous and undue burden on Cyanamid 

by seeking information about conversations with any person 

having knowledge of facts relevant to this lawsuit. As 

written, it encompasses even communications with the Court.
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89. State each fact on which defendant intends to 

rely in support of any denials contained in Paragraphs 20-24,

27-31, 37, 43, 44, 47, 50, 51, 53 and 72 of its Second Amended

Answer.
-

Answer: See Obiections 1, 2 and 7.
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90. With reference to Paragraph 2 of the Second 

Amended Answer, state whether defendant will assert at trial

that the Court lacks jurisdiction of some or all of plaintiffs' 

claims. If so, identify each such claim and, for each, state 

the basis on which defendant will assert lack of jurisdiction 

and the facts it will rely on in support of that assertion.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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91. With respect to the Sixth Defense set forth in 

the Second Amended Answer, identify each "other time limitation" 

which defendant will assert is a bar to the claims of plain­

tiffs and members of the class and state each fact defendant 

will rely on in support of this aspect of its Sixth Defense.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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92. With respect to the Seventh Defense set forth in 

the Second Amended Answer, state in what respect defendant has

been prejudiced by plaintiffs' alleged delay in bringing this 

action and state each fact defendant will rely on in support of 

this defense.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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93. State the basis for the claims set forth in the 

Eighth, Ninth, Fourteenth, and Twenty-First Defenses set forth 

in the Second Amended Answer and state each fact defendant 

intends to rely on in support of each such defense.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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94. With respect to the Nineteenth Defense set forth 

in the Second Amended Answer, identify each and every claim 

which defendant asserts is covered or coverable by the West 

Virginia Worker's Compensation Act.

Answert See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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95. State each fact defendant intends to rely on in 

support of the Tenth and Thirteenth Defense set forth in the 

Second Amended Answer.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 7.
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96. Identify by geographical area, skills, job 

category, industry, and/or any other factor or form of measure­

ment on which defendant will rely, the labor pool or market 

which defendant will claim is relevant or appropriate for the 

purpose of determining whether it discriminates against women 

in hiring into entry-level labor positions.

Answer t See Objections 1, 2, and 7.

In addition, plaintiffs easily could have sought this 

information during the discovery period in this case.

Moreover, to the extent any of the information requested by 

this interrogatory may be relevant to the testimony of an 

expert Cyanamid expects to call as a witness at trial, it will 

be provided to plaintiffs in connection with discovery of the 

appropriate expert.
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97. Identify specifically each source (e.g., census 

data, studies, etc.) from which defendant derives the relevant 

labor pool(s) identified in response to Interrogatory 96, 

supra.

Answer; See Objections 1, 2, 4, and 7.

In addition, plaintiffs easily could have sought this 

information at any time during the discovery period in this 

case. Moreover, to the extent any of the information requested 

by this interrogatory may be relevant to the testimony of an 

expert Cyanamid expects to call as a witness at trial, it will 

be provided to plaintiffs in connection with discovery of the 

appropriate expert.
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98. State whether any male workers have been barred 

from exposure to any substance used or produced by American 

Cyanamid on the sole ground that such exposure would affect 

their reproductive systems and/or their offspring. If so, 

identify each such substance(s) and state:

a. The level above which exposure was not 

permitted.

b. The number of men affected;

c. Whether the affected men were offered 

alternative jobs; and,

d. Whether the affected men were permitted to 

exercise the right to "bump" less senior 

employees in unrestricted jobs.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, and 6. Plaintiffs easily could

have sought this information with respect to Willow Island 

during the three and one-half years discovery period in this 

case.
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99. State whether, for the year .1978, Cyanamid's 

Personal Protection Program as applicable to hourly production 

and maintenance workers at the Willow Island facility covered 

any expenses for elective surgery not prescribed for illness or 

injury. If so, describe such coverage and identify documents 

where such coverage is set forth.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 4.

In addition. Interrogatory 99 appears to ask for 

precisely the same information plaintiffs sought in Interroga­

tory 14. Interrogatory 14 asked Cyanamid to:

(a) Identify all documents which contain or 
describe benefits available to P & M 
employees at the Willow Island facility 
since 1974 for temporary physical or 
medical disability, and (b) state whether 
all elective surgery and the period of 
recovery therefrom has been covered and, if 
not, indicate in what instances and to what 
extent it has not been covered.

Cyanamid responded to this interrogatory and produced all docu­

ments identified in its response in February 1981.
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100. Identify the author(s) of the following

statements:

a. 00972

b. 00973

c. 44265 (excluding typewritten portion)

Answer: To the best of Cyanamid's knowledge, Dr. John Tobin is

the principle author of documents 00972 and 00973. He wrote 

them with the assistance of Joseph Caporossi and may have 

consulted with Dr. Boyd Schaffer and Dr. Robert M. Clyne. 

Marilyn H. Martin is the author of the handwritten portions of 

document 44265.
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101. Describe in detail the protocol or procedure 

established in the late 1970's for treatment of suspected work­

place carcinogens referred to at pages 131 and 132 of the depo­

sition of Dr. Robert Clyne and identify all documents in which 

this protocol or procedure is defined/ described or set forth.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, 4 and 6.

Cyanamid also objects to this interrogatory on the 

ground that Dr. Clyne's deposition was completed a month before 

the discovery cut-off. Plaintiffs cannot now burden Cyanamid 

with follow-up discovery while Cyanamid prepares for trial. In 

addition, Cyanamid previously produced a document defining the 

procedure referred to in this interrogatory pursuant to Request 

for Production 5 in February 1981. In response to Plaintiffs' 

Request 33 (November 1982), plaintiffs were advised that this 

document had previously been produced pursuant to Request 5. 

Further discovery on this matter'is unnecessary, untimely, 

harassing and beyond the scope of discovery as defined by the 

Court's prior orders in that it relates to a policy and 

procedure unrelated to the policy at issue in this case.
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102. Describe in detail the "system of listing 

materials which have been screened and certain test for 

mutagencity .... information gathered centralized, available 

to a requestor in terms of listing of materials. . ." referred 

to in the deposition of Dr. Noble at page 391 including, but 

not limited to (a) the corporate department, division or group 

responsible for collecting the information; (b) the purpose and 

intended use of the information; (c) the means by which the 

information was centralized and available, whether by computer 

or other means: (d) the date on which the centralized system 

was set up; and (e) the tests performed to determine 

mutagenicity.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2 and 6.

Cyanamid also objects to this interrogatory on the 

ground that Dr. Noble's deposition in fact was completed within 

the discovery period. Plaintiffs cannot now burden Cyanamid 

with follow-up discovery while it prepares for trial.

Furthermore, plaintiffs questioned Dr. Noble and 

received answers on the very matters that are the subject of 

this interrogatory such as the department responsible for 

collecting the information, the means by which the information 

was made available, the date the system was established and the 

types of tests involved. See Noble Dep. Tr. at 390-400.
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103. State whether defendant has performed any tests 

for mutagenicity or for mutagenic activity of any of the 

substances listed on document 01856. If so, identify the test(s) 

performed, and, for each such test, state the date of testing, 

the test results, and whether these results were entered into 

the centralized system described in response to Interrogatory 

102, supra, and identify all documents in which these results

can be found.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, 4 and 6.

In addition, Cyanamid produced document 01856 in

February 1981. Without conceding its relevance, plaintiffs 

clearly could have sought this information at any time since 

the document was produced; further discovery at this time 

therefore is not only untimely, but also unduly burdensome and 

harassing.
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104. State whether defendant will contend at trial 

that its "Female Production Worker" policy was adopted in whole 

or in part in order to limit potential financial liability to 

children of female workers for injuries, caused to such chil­

dren _in utero. If so,

a. Identify each instance in which the Company has 

been sued by the child of an employee of the Company for injuries 

allegedly caused by the parent's workplace exposure or activi­

ties, providing complete information as to the nature of the 

alleged injury, the alleged cause, the date, the sex of the 

parent, the job title and description of the parent's occupa­

tion, and the disposition of the claim.

b. Identify fully any instance in which the Company 

has been notified, other than by the commencement of a lawsuit, 

that a child of an employee of the Company alleges that s/he 

has suffered injury as a result of his/her parent's workplace 

exposure or activities, providing complete information as to 

the nature of the alleged injury, the alleged cause, the date, 

the sex of the parent, the job title and description of the 

parent's occupation, and any action taken by the Company in 

response to the allegation.

c. State whether defendant has any reason whatso­

ever to believe that any child or a Company employee has ever 

been injured by his/her parent's workplace exposure or activi­

ties and, if so, identify each such instance, providing com­

plete information as to the nature of the injury, its cause, 

the date, the sex of the parent, the job title and description
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of the parent's occupation, and any action taken by the Company 

in response.

d. State whether defendant has ever performed a risk 

analysi & for any or all perceived sources of potential 

liability? If so, describe in detail the nature of each such 

analysis, stating, without limitation, the types of risks for 

which it was performed (always, almost always, rarely, etc.), 

any criteria used in deciding when or how to perform it, who 

performed it; and identify documents in which the analyses are 

contained or reflected.

e. State whether defendant has performed the 

analysis identified in (d) above with regard to the potential 

liability of the Company for injury to the future children of 

both i) female and ii) male workers. If so, describe in detail 

the results of the analysis and identify all documents contain­

ing or reflecting the analysis. If not, explain in detail why 

the analysis was not performed.

f. State whether defendant believes any potential 

liability for injury to the future children of its workers is 

covered by any insurance it carries, and if so, for each policy 

state the amount of the deductible, whether the insurance is 

written on a claims made or occurrence basis, the extent of

1/ For purposes of this Interrogatory, "risk analysis" means an 
assessment or evaluation of the existence of a source of 
potential future liability, the likelihood that a claim will be 
made, the potential financial exposure, the availability and cost 
of insurance, the extent of protection afforded by insurance, or 
any combination of these elements.
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coverage under the policy, and the annual premium for the 

policy.

g. Identify each and every perceived potential 

liability for which defendant does not carry insurance.

h. State whether defendant is aware of any instance 

in which the child of an employee of another company has 

claimed that the parent's workplace exposure or activities has 

caused it injury and, if so, described fully the nature of the 

alleged injury, the nature of the claim, the cause of the 

alleged injury, the date, the sex,of the parent, the job title 

and description of the parent's occupation.

i. If defendant contends that insurance offers 

inadequate protection with regard to potential liability to the 

future children of women workers, identify all facts defendant 

will rely on in support of such contention.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, 4 and 6.

In addition, plaintiffs already asked for detailed 

information about Cyanamid's insurance policies in Plaintiffs' 

Second Interrogatories. Interrogatory 69(d) and Interrogatory 

70 appear to have sought information similar to the information 

plaintiffs now appear to seek in response to subpart (f) of 

this interrogatory. Cyanamid objected to providing some of 

that information and incorporates herein by reference the 

objections set forth in Defendant's First Confidential 

Responses to Plaintiffs' Second Interrogatories 69-73. 

Plaintiffs should not be permitted to circumvent the normal
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practice of filing a motion to compel simply by making the same 

request in a later request for written discovery especially 

when that request is not timely filed.

Also, to the extent this interrogatory seeks new 

information, Cyanamid reasserts the objections raised in its 

responses to Interrogatories 69-73. This interrogatory is 

extremely burdensome, calls for legal conclusions not properly 

the subject of written discovery, and, seeks irrelevant 

information.

Moreover, subpart (g) of this interrogatory asks 

Cyanamid to identify any possible liability for which it does 

not carry insurance. This is an absurd and extremely 

burdensome request which essentially requires Cyanamid to 

hypothesize about possible situations in which the company 

possibly may be held liable.
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105. Identify and describe in detail any study 

performed by defendant of its employees to ascertain:

a. The rate at which they bear children.

b. The existence of birth defects among children 

born to employees.

c. The rate of miscarriage or stillbirth among 

workers and/or their wives.

d. The existence of infertility among workers.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, 4, and 6.
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106. State whether defendant will rely on any 

studies, statistics or compilations of statistics relating to 

the pregnancy rate among women and, if so, identify each such 

study or compilation and the source of any such statistics.

Answer: See Objections 1, 2, 4 and 7.

Moreover, to the extent any of the information 

requested by this interrogatory may be relevant to the 

testimony of an expert Cyanamid expects to call as a witness at 

trial, it will be provided to plaintiffs in connection with 

discovery of the appropriate expert.
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107. If defendant is unable to locate the documents 

identified in Requests 107 - 108 of Plaintiffs' Third Request 

for Production of Documents, state whether such documents were 

in possession of defendant at any time and the reason why they 

cannot now be produced.

Answer: See Objections 1 and 2.

Requests 107 and 108 call for the production of all 

notes taken of meetings of the Occupational Exposure Review 

Committee (OERC) by Marilyn Martin and all draft minutes of 

those meetings prepared by her. To the best of Cyanamid's 

knowledge, all responsive documents have been produced pursuant 

to earlier document requests well in advance of the discovery 

cutoff.

To the extent such documents were not produced, it is 

because they no longer exist. Ms. Martin generally took notes 

at OERC meetings, dictated draft minutes and disposed of her 

notes and drafts after the minutes were approved.
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108. State the date on which documents 02346 - 02349

were prepared and their effective date, and identify the 

person(s) and/or corporate division(s), department(s) or 

group(s) responsible for their preparation. Identify and state 

effective dates for all subsequent versions of these documents.

Answer; Documents 02346-02349 were issued on June 4, 1981 and 

took effect on that date. The Occupational Health Committee 

(OHC) is responsible for setting the standards set forth in 

those documents and Corporate Industrial Hygiene is responsible 

for compiling the standards and distributing them to the appro­

priate persons within the company. Individual standards have 

been revised by the OHC since documents 02346-02349 were pre­

pared. The most current complete list of permissible exposure 

limits was issued on September 30, 1982 and took effect on that 

date. That list will be produced in response to Request 102.

Respectfully submitted

Of Counsel:

Ronald S. Cooper 
Thomas P. Barletta 
Colleen P. Mahoney 
STEPTOE & JOHNSON

American Cyanamid Company
Berdan Avenue
Wayne, New Jersey 07474

Donald C. Droste 
Marilyn H. Martin 
Legal Department

Chartered
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 862-2000
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STEPTOE & JOHNSON
Union National Center East
P.0. Box 2190
Clarksburg, West Virginia 
(304) 624-8000

26301

Counsel for Defendant 
American Cyanamid Company
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AFFIDAVIT

The undersigned, being first duly sworn states as

My name is H.M.D. Utidjian. I am Corporate Medical

Director of American Cyanamid Company. The information in the 

foregoing Defendant American Cyanamid Company's First Responses 

to Plaintiffs' Third Interrogatories is based on my personal 

knowledge, or on the records and files and knowledge of 

personnel in appropriate Cyanamid offices and departments, or 

knowledge of Cyanamid's agents. I am informed and believe that 

the matters stated in those answers are true, and on that 

basis, I aver that they are true to the best of my knowledge, 

information and belief.

Sworn to before me this
day of /lu QUS t , 1983.

^c l 'C/k j Cl Cl  ft (..Jl .l JJ-*'-.
Notary Public

KATINA CHIRICHELLA 
NOTARY PUBLIC OF NEW JERSEY
My Commission Expires October 19, 1985

follows
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of Defendant American

Cyanamid Company's First Response to Plaintiffs' Third

Interrogatories was mailed, first class, postage prepaid, this

22nd day of August, 1983 to:

Joan E. Bertin, Esquire 
American Civil Liberties 

Union Foundation 
132 West 43rd Street 
New York, New York 10036

Geoffrey M. Kalmus, Esquire 
Kramer, Levin, Nessen, Kamin & Soli 
919 Third Avenue 
New York, New York 10022

Robert E. Wages, Esquire 
Assistant General Counsel 
Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers 

International Union 
1636 Champa Street 
Denver, Colorado 80202

David G. Hanlon, Esquire 
111 South Court Street 
Harrisville, West Virginia 26362

Franklin D. Cleckley, Esquire 
P.O. Box 4
Morgantown, West Virginia 26205

Colleen P. Mahoney/] 1
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