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PLAINTIFF'S EXHI3IT

COR-26

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIO
IN RE: ALL BARON & BUDD CASES ) ASBESTOS MASTER CASE
IN WHICH CORHART REFRACTORIES, ) NUMBER 073958
COMPANY IS NAMED AS DEFENDANT )
)
Plaintiffs, ) JUDGE HARRY HANNA
)
Vs. )
)
A-BEST PRODUCTS COMPANY, ET AL., )
)

Defendants.

Now comes Defendant Corhart Refractories Co. ("Corhart") and provides the following
Responses to Plaintiffs’ Master Set of Interrogatories Propounded to Corhart Refractories Co. and
Plaintiffs’ Request for Production of Documents Propounded to Corhart Refractories, Inc. in the
above-captioned matters. Although this document does not reiterate Plaintiffs’ Master Set of
Interrogatories or Requests for Production of Documents, Corhart represents that each Answer to
Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories and each Response to Plaintiffs’ Request for Production of Documents is
a complete Response to each and every portion of Plaintiffs’ Discovery Requests.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT AND OBJECTIONS
CORHART’S ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

Defendant, Corhart’s responses to these Interrogatories and Requests for Production of
Documents ("Document Requests") each incorporate this Preliminary Statement and these General
Objections.

Corhart has been involved in the production of refractory products since the 1920's, initially
for the glass making industry and later for the steel making industry. The refractory products
manufactured by Corhart for the use in the steel making industry did not contain asbestos. To the
best of its knowledge, the only asbestos product provided by Corhart was an asbestos expansion
spacer which was utilized for thermal expansion in open hearth roofs. To the best of its information,
the asbestos expansion spacer was provided at the customers request and at no cost. As Corhart did
not manufacture or sell for cost this asbestos product, Corhart contends it did not manufacture or sell
or distribute an "asbestos containing product" and answers these discovery requests accordingly.




Many of the events that may be relevant to the issues in this litigation occurred decades ago.
Many of the individuals who might have had personal knowledge of the matters to which plaintiffs’
requests relate are deceased or are otherwise unavailable to Corhart and investigations to date lead
Corhart to believe that to the extent that documents relating to the matters inquired about may have
previously existed, some of them would have been among old business records that were discarded
in the regular course of business.

Furthermore, no single individual is now available who is aware of all facts relevant to this
litigation. Information has been assimilated from those records that still exist from former employees.
Accordingly, Corhart can only relay this information; it cannot attest to the completeness or accuracy
of information so collected. Information of this nature is being supplied because it may lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

For these reasons, the information being provided in these responses may be incomplete.
Corhart is engaged in a continuing investigation into the subject matter sought by this discovery, and
its responses are based upon the information developed to date. Corhart cannot rule out the
possibility that such investigation may, at some time, yield additional information, or information
which may be at variance with the information that is now being supplied. Corhart reserves the right
to supplement these responses at a future date if additional information is discovered.

Corhart generally objects to these interrogatories and requests as being unduly burdensome,
harassing, oppressive, vexatious, boiler plate, overly broad as to time, scope, location, vague, lacking
in particularly and repetitious. Objection is made to the extent these requests assume the truth of
facts not proven or facts not in evidence. Objection is made to these Interrogatories and Requests
for Production on the grounds that they seek information which is not relevant or not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. In particular, Corhart objects to those
Interrogatories and Requests for Production that request information regarding the ultimate sales or
distribution of products in the subject jurisdiction and that did not directly affect the sale or
distribution of products by Corhart which sales did not occur the subject jurisdiction; and/or which
may not lead to the discovery of admissible evidence regarding product shipments that may have been
utilized at job sites where Plaintiffs are claiming exposure, because information sought regarding
other sales or distribution of Corhart’s products is irrelevant and immaterial and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Objection is also being made to these requests to the extent that they seek information or
materials that have been gathered or prepared in the course of the asbestos litigation, or which are
otherwise protected by the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, or by any other
applicable privilege. Corhart also objects to these requests to the extent that they seek confidential,
trade secret, or other proprietary information or materials.

Corhart further makes the following additional General Objections to each of these
Interrogatories and Request for Production: Corhart objects to these Interrogatories and Request for
Production to the extent that they purport to require it to "identify" documents on the grounds that
such requests to "identify" are overly broad, unduly burdensome an oppressive. Corhart objects to
the definitions provided with these Interrogatories and Request for Production as being overly broad,




L
Y

3

unduly burdensome and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Corhart asserts that all terms should be given their ususal and ordinary interpretation.

Corhart does not concede that any of its responses to these requests are or will be admissible
evidence at trial of this action, and it does not waive any objection on any ground, whether or not
asserted herein, to the use of any such response at trial.

These general objections and preliminary statement are explicitly incorporated into each of
the responses hereinafter provided

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

ANSWER:

These Interrogatory Answers were prepared based upon a search of presently existing records
maintained in the ordinary business of this defendant and interviews with various employees of this
defendant. No single officers, employee or agent of the company has the direct knowledge or the
paper documents necessary to supply each and every answer required. All answers are derived from
a number of sources, persons and documents. It is impossible to relate the preparation of any
particular response to any particular person or document. The person signing the Answers or the
Corporate Affidavit does so solely to satisfy whatever requirements may exist under the applicable
rules of procedure. The person signing the Answers or the Corporate Affidavit does not, however,
have direct knowledge regarding any specific answer, but is informed that the files, documents and
interviews referred to above do support the responses based upon information available as of the date

of signature.
INTERROGATORY NO. 1.1:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is overly broad and unduly
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving said objection, see Answer to Interrogatory No. 1.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

ANSWER:

a. Corhart Refractories, division of Saint Gobain/Norton Industrial Ceramics
Corporation.

b. Corhart is a Delaware Corporation.

c. 1600 W. Lee Street, Louiseville, KY 40201

d. Corhart objects to this interrogatory as vague and overbroad. Subject to and without
waving said objection, investigation is continuing and Defendant reserves the right to
supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

e. Corhart objects to this interrogatory as vague and overbroad. Subject to and without
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waving said objection, investigation is continuing and Defendant reserves the right to
supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case nor
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Corhart further objects on the
ground that it never had any subsidiary, predecessor or other form of business entity which engaged
or involved in any manner in the manufacture, sale or distribution of asbestos-containing products.
Subject to and without waiving said objections, Corhart refers to its preliminary statement.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Corhart further objects on
the ground that it never had any subsidiary, predecessor, or other form of business entity which

engaged in the mining, selling, manufacturing, marketing, or distribution of asbestos containing
products. Subject to and without waiving said objection, Corhart refers to its preliminary statement.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4.1
ANSWER:
See answer to Interrogatories No. 3 & No. 4.

INTERROGATORY NO. S.

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case nor
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states that it never engaged in the mining, manufacturing, marketing, installation
or distribution of asbestos containing products. In a small number of cases, with the sale of certain
types of refractory brick, and solely at the request of the customer, asbestos was adhered to the sides
of the refractory brick or asbestos sheet was supplied for use with the refractory brick for use as
expansion spacers in open hearth furnaces only. The asbestos sheets used to fulfill customer requests




were purchased from various asbestos manufacturers and suppliers. To the best of its knowledge,
the only suppliers identified to date are Industry Suppliers of Louisville, Kentucky; Taylor-
Siedenbach, Inc.; Coastal Rubber & Gasket Company; Queen Products Company; Louisville
Insulating Company and Nicolet Industries. To the best of Corhart’s knowledge, the asbestos
expansion spacer material was provided beginning in 1957. The furnishing of the asbestos-containing
expansion spacers was terminated when it was no longer specifically requested by Corhart’s
customers approximately mid 1970's. Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response as
discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving its
objections, to the best of Defendant’s knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the grounds that it did not manufacture nor market an asbestos-containing product. Subject to
and without waiving said objections, this Interrogatory is not applicable to Corhart.

INTERROGATORY NO. §:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of Defendant’s knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.01:

ANSWER:
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Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, see answer to Interrogatory No. 5.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.02:
ANSWER:

See answers to Interrogatories No. 5 and No. 8.01.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.03:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objections, to the best of its knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.04:

ANSWER:
N/A

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.05:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and seeks
information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it seeks information about non-asbestos-
containing products of Corhart. Furthermore, Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground
of vagueness and on the ground that it is virtually impossible to answer as written. Practically any
product ever sold, distributed or used by Corhart might be construed to be within the scope of this
Interrogatory. Based upon all of the foregoing objections, Corhart respectfully refuses to answer this
Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.06:




ANSWER:

See Answer to Interrogatory No. 5.
INTERROGATORY NO. 8.1:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it never manufactured or sold an asbestos-containing product. Subject to and
without waiving its objection, Corhart states after reasonable investigation, to the best of its
knowledge it does not have documents from which it can determine when, if ever, any of the facilities
listed on Exhibit A which may have utilized Corhart products would have requested the inclusion of
asbestos-containing expansion material with a purchase. Certain documents produced in response
to Plaintiffs’ Requests for Production of Documents No. 26 discuss the use of asbestos expansion
materials in conjunction with Corhart products. However, there is no information in said documents
indicating that Corhart was the supplier of the referenced asbestos materials. Defendant reserves the
right to supplement this response as discovery in this matter continues.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.2:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it never manufactured an asbestos-containing product. Subject to and without
waiving its objection, Corhart states that it did not use other companies or businesses to market,
distribute, install and/or sell any asbestos expansion spacers as listed in its response to Interrogatory
No. 5. Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as discovery continues in this
litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.3:

ANSWER:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 8.2.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8.4:




ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states that sales summaries exist showing the sale of Corhart products to certain
facilities listed on Exhibit A. However, the referenced sales summaries do not indicate the request
for, or the inclusion of, any asbestos-containing products. Corhart refers plaintiffs to documentation
relating to Corhart’s sales produced in response to Plaintiffs’ Requests for Production of Documents
No. 2.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9.:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, Corhart has no records in its possession from which it can
determine what, if any, individual or individuals may have had specific responsibility for contacting
any of the facilities listed on Exhibit A. However, based upon its information and belief, Corhart
believes that the following individuals may have contacted certain facilities listed on Exhibit A: A.
Hess, T.C. Willis, JM. Coons, W.R. Fields and N. Worden. Defendant reserves the right to
supplement this answer as discovery continues in this litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9.1:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it neither manufactured nor installed an asbestos-containing product. Subject to
and without waiving its objection, Corhart states to the best of its knowledge, it did not have
managers and/or sales personnel responsible for the sale or installation of asbestos-containing
products. Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as discovery continues in this
litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10.
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ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, upon its information and belief, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, upon its information and belief, no. Defendant reserves the right to supplement this
response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it did not manufacture an asbestos-containing product. Subject to and without
waiving its objections, Corhart states that it began producing non-asbestos containing refractory
products at its Louisville, Kentucky facility in 1927. Corhart also began operating facilities in
Buckhannon, West Virginiain 1961, and Pascagoula, Mississippi in 1974 for non-asbestos containing
refractory products. To the best of its knowledge, Defendant never manufactured asbestos containing
expansion spacers which were supplied at no charge to customers at their request, to utilize with non-
asbestos refractory brick on open hearth roofs or furnaces. Defendant reserves the right to
supplement this response as discovery in this matter continues.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad.
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case




nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13.1:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13.2:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects as this request is
ambiguous and confusing as written. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that
it did not manufacture an asbestos-containing product. Subject to and without waiving its objection,
Corhart states that to the best of its knowledge, it does not possess any packaging as referenced in
this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it did not manufactured an asbestos-containing product. Corhart further objects
to this Interrogatory as being irrelevant in that it seeks information regarding the design of and
specifications for non-asbestos containing products. Subject to and without waiving its objections,
Corhart states that it had no individuals responsible for the design or specification of asbestos-
containing products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15:
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ANSWER:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 5.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it did not manufacture an asbestos-containing product. Subject to and without
waiving its objection, Corhart states that to the best of its knowledge, it did not design or
manufacture the asbestos-containing expansion spacer material occasionally requested by its
customers, and, therefore, is not qualified to render an opinion regarding the generation of dust
resulting from the application of such product.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it did not manufacture an asbestos-containing product. Corhart further objects
on the ground that this Interrogatory seeks information regarding products that did not contain
asbestos. Subject to and without waiving its objection, Corhart states that it did not design or
manufacture the asbestos-containing expansion material occasionally requested by its customers, and,
therefore, is not in possession of documents relating to the design and preparation of said products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it did not manufacture nor design an asbestos-containing product. Subject to and
without waiving its objection, Corhart states that it did not conduct such testing as referenced in this

Interrogatory.




INTERROGATORY NO. 18.1:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it did not manufactured an asbestos-containing product. Corhart further objects
to this Interrogatory as being irrelevant in that it seeks information regarding non-asbestos containing
products which are not at issue in this action. Subject to and without waiving its objection, see
Answer to No. 18.

INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

ANSWER:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 18 and 18.1.

INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

ANSWER:

See Answers to Interrogatories No. 18 & No. 18.1
INTERROGATORY NO. 21:
ANSWER:

See Answer to Interrogatory No. 18. & No. 18.1

INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states to the best of its knowledge, it conducted no such studies.

INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

ANSWER:




Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states to the best of its knowledge, it conducted no such studies.

INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

ANSWER: )

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects as it did not design
or manufacture the asbestos-containing expansion spacer material occasionally requested by its
customers, and relied upon the manufacturers of those products to provide a product that was
reasonably safe for its intended use. Subject to and without waiving said objections, to the best of
its knowledge, no such tests were conducted by Defendant as referenced in this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 25:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart cannot state precisely when it as a corporation, it first became aware of certain
alleged potential health hazards associated with end users of asbestos insulation products. By way
of further answer, Corhart believes that it became aware of this particular information when
referenced in OSHA regulations in the late 1970s. To the best of its knowledge, Corhart never
received any knowledge that was not available to the general public. Defendant reserves the right to
supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

ANSWER:

See Answer to Interrogatory No. 25. By way of further answer, it is Corhart’s understanding
of the medical literature concerning any relationship between asbestos and lung cancer occurred later
than the development of medical literature concerning the relationship between asbestos and
asbestosis. Further, it is Corhart’s understanding that the development of medical literature
concerning any relationship between asbestos and mesothelioma occurred later than the development




of medical literature concerning the relationship between asbestos and lung cancer. Further, it is
Corhart’s understanding that there is no medical relationship between asbestos and cancer of the
gastrointestinal tract, laryngeal cancer, renal cancer and lymphoma.

INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of Corhart’s knowledge, Corhart had never employed, retained or otherwise
engaged any physician, industrial hygienist, or other such employee in connection with the specific
activities referred to in this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

ANSWER:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 27.

INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of Corhart’s knowledge, Corhart had never employed, retained or otherwise
engaged any medical officer, industrial hygienist or medical consultant in connection with the specific
activities referred to in this Interrogatory. Corhart further states to the best of its knowledge, no such
suggestions or recommendations as referred in this Interrogatory regarding asbestos was presented
to Corhart.

INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

ANSWER:
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Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter at issue nor
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
its objection, Corhart states as it understands this Interrogatory, it did not maintain an informal or
formal library. Various employees of Corhart may have maintained books and periodicals pertaining
to their specific area of responsibility. However, Corhart has no records from which it can determine
the publications subscribed to by its employees during the referenced time-frame. Defendant reserves
the right to supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 30.1:

ANSWER:

See answers to Interrogatories No. 27 & 30.
INTERROGATORY NO. 30.2:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter at issue nor reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving its
objection, Corhart states that it has no records from which it can determine what, if any, individuals
in its employ may have belonged to a specific trade or industry organization. Although Corhart has
not located any supporting documents despite a reasonable search of its files, to the best of its
knowledge, Corhart or Corhart employees may have been a member of the Industrial Hygiene
Foundation, Air Hygiene Foundation, American Ceramic Society, Iron and Steel Institute, National
Safety Council, and the Refractories Institute. Investigation is continuing and Defendant reserves
the right to supplement this response.

INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states to the best of its knowledge, no such testing as referenced in this
Interrogatory was conducted.

INTERROGATORY NO. 32:
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ANSWER:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 31.

INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objections, Corhart states it cannot state precisely if or when as a corporation it was advised or
became aware by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists of such,
information as referenced in this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 33.1:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states to the best of its knowledge, no such testing as referenced in this
Interrogatory was conducted.

INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter at issue nor
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
its objection, Corhart states as it understands this Interrogatory, it did not maintain an informal or
formal library. Various employees of Corhart may have maintained books and periodicals pertaining
to their specific area of responsibility. However, Corhart has no records from which it can determine
the publications subscribed to by its employees during the referenced time-frame. Defendant reserves
the right to supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

ANSWER:




Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of Corhart’s knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, overly broad and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of any admissible evidence. Corhart further objects on
the ground that this Interrogatory fails to specify whose knowledge is deemed to be that of the
company. It is not reasonably possible to determine when a company, such as Corhart, composed
of many present and former employees, officers and representatives, may have learned of any specific
facts. Subject to and without waiving its objections, Corhart states that it has no knowledge or
information from which it can conclude that any of its personnel were aware of the publication
referenced in this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 36.1:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of Corhart’s knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 36.2:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of Corhart’s knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case




nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to the vagueness of
the terms "trade organization" and "trade association". Subject to and without waiving said
objections, to the best of its knowledge, Corhart has never been a member of any asbestos trade
association or organization as it understands the term. Defendant reserves the right to supplement
this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to the vagueness of
the terms "trade organization" and "trade association". Subject to and without waiving said
objections, to the best of its knowledge, Corhart has never been a member of any asbestos trade
association or organization as it understands the term. Defendant reserves the right to supplement
this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

ANSWER:
See Answer to Interrogatory no. 30.

INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart lacks knowledge or information sufficient to allow it to respond to this
Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to




Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it neither manufactured nor sold an asbestos-containing product. Corhart further
objects to this Interrogatory as being irrelevant in that it seeks information regarding products that
are not at issue in this action. Subject to and without waiving said objections, Corhart states it did
not manufacture products with or from asbestos and did not engage in the activities referenced in this
Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 42:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states that to the best of its knowledge, it did not prepare or distribute sales
materials for the purpose of marketing or advertising asbestos-containing products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states to the best of its knowledge, it did not prepare any written materials
indicating how asbestos-containing products should be used or maintained. Defendant reserves the
right to supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome, irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of any admissible
evidence. Virtually any written communications covering any subject area could be construed as
being within the scope of this Interrogatory. Therefore, Corhart is unable to respond to this
Interrogatory as written.

INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

ANSWER:




Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects on the ground that
this Interrogatory requires Corhart to render an opinion that, as a manufacturer of non-asbestos
containing products, it is not qualified to make. Subject to and without waiving said objection, when
discovery is completed, all proper and applicable contentions will be presented.

INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, Corhart states it did not provide warnings regarding the use of asbestos-containing
products because it was not in the business of manufacturing products with or from asbestos or
asbestos components.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of Corhart’s knowledge, no. Defendant reserves the right to supplement this
response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47.1:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects to this Interrogatory
on the ground that it neither manufactured nor sold an asbestos-containing product. Therefore, this
Interrogatory is not applicable to Corhart.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47.2;




s

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, after reasonable investigation, Corhart lacks information or knowledge sufficient to allow
it to respond to this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47.3:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague, overly broad and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of any admissible evidence. Corhart further objects on
the ground that this Interrogatory fails to specify whose knowledge is deemed to be that of the
company. It is not reasonably possible to determine when a company, such as Corhart, composed
of many present and former employees, officers and representatives may have learned of any specific
facts. Subject to and without waiving its objections, Corhart states that it did not manufacture or
produce an asbestos-containing product. Therefore, it did not engage in the activities referenced in
this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47.4:

ANSWER:
See Answer to Interrogatory No. 47.3.

INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

ANSWER;

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 48.1:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to




Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, Corhart states there existed an informal document retention
policy, in which records were generally retained for approximately five (5) years. Investigation in this
matter is continuing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response.

INTERROGATORY NO. 48.2:

ANSWER:

See answer to Interrogatory No. 48.1

INTERROGATORY NO. 48.3:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, no document index exists. Defendant reserves the right to
supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 48.4:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, no document index exists. Defendant reserves the right to
supplement this response as discovery continues in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 49:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory as it is vague, and objects to the extent it requests
information subject to the attorney client privilege work product doctrine or any other applicable
priviledge. Subject to and without waiving said objection, ti the best of Defendant’s knowledge, no.




™ INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, when discovery is completed, all proper and applicable contentions will be presented.

INTERROGATORY NO. 51:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, when discovery is completed, all proper and applicable contentions will be presented.

INTERROGATORY NO. 52:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Corhart further objects on the ground that
this Interrogatory requires Corhart to render an opinion that, as a manufacturer of non-asbestos
containing products, it is not qualified to make. Subject to and without waiving said objection, when
discovery is completed, all proper and applicable contentions will be presented.

INTERROGATORY NO. 53:

ANSWER:

Corhart will provide any and all required information concerning expert witnesses in
accordance with the applicable time period prescribed by the Court which is part of the Case
Management Order governing these cases.

INTERROGATORY NO. 54:

ANSWER:




4
1=

See Answer to Interrogatory No. 53.

INTERROGATORY NOQ. 55:
ANSWER:

Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 55.1:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, when discovery is completed, all proper and applicable contentions will be presented. By

way of further answer, see Defendant’s answer to Plaintiff’s Complaint.

INTERROGATORY NO. 56:

ANSWER:

This defendant is unable to answer due to lack of information regarding dates of alleged
exposure. However, without waiving this objection, defendant refers plaintiffs to the attached
Schedule of Insurance which relates to policies of coverage for various insurance companies. This
defendant does not represent that it in any way represents an admission or agreement by any insurer
that its policies provide coverage for asbestos-related claims against Corhart Refractories or that all
of the listed policies are confirmed.

INTERROGATORY NO. 56.1:
ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. Subject to and without waiving said
objection, to the best of its knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 57:

ANSWER:

Corhart will provide any and all required information concerning fact witnesses in accordance
with the applicable time period prescribed by the Court which is part of the Case Management Order




governing these cases.

INTERROGATORY NO. 58:

ANSWER:

Corhart objects to this Interrogatory request on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad,
unduly burdensome and seeks information which is neither relevant to the subject matter of this case
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in that it is not limited to
Plaintiff’s jobsites and time periods of alleged exposure. By way of further answer, see answers to
Interrogatory 5

Respect/ﬁﬂly submitted,
Of Counsel: (/ﬂcu( /\/ / / /L// / mé/k_

GALLAGHER, SHARP, FULTON VIRGINIA HEIDLOF F (0014348)
FULTON & NORMAN Of Counsel: JOSEPH W. PAPPALARDO (0014326)
DANIEL J. MICHALEC (0042733)

doc # 543183




HHERNN XDY'10d S530%% XOI'T0d 40 HdiL % ANVAHOD

NOILVE04UO0D S3aId
(FONVINSNI 40 ATTNAIHOS

. Axeuytad *1°'g, WUHcamcu
0029L5T1Z2 £311YqRYT TRIBULY HT$/00€$/001$ Tenanyd susuLIaqumey EL/T/Y =~ TL/T/Y
‘1'd
Kxewrag o3ebaxbby WIS Katense)
0029L572¢ A3TTTqRTT TRIBUDD B80UBIINDD0/00ES Ten3Iny suauLragqumey YL/T/Y - EL/T/Y
‘1'd N
Kxeutxg 93wbaxbby/RT$ K3qense) .
00Z9L512¥ A3TTTQRTT TRIBULYH 80UaXINDO0/00ES Ten3ny suswIaqum SL/T/Y = ¥L/T/Y
‘1°d .
Kavutag 23vbaxbby/NT$ K3tensed
002945125 L3TTTQRTT TRx2ULY 82u8xINd20/00ES Ten3ny suswxaqumy 9L/T/Y ~ SL/T/Y
*I°d
KAxeutag a3vbaabby/KT$ K3Tense)
0029£5129 L3777qRYT TRxRUED 80usxINdI0/00€$ TeN3nR suswIaqumy LL/T/Y ~ 9L/T/Y
Axoutag ‘1°d
TIVBY6E666YD LaTrIqRTl TRIBUSY WI$/00€$/001$ *0) A3juwepul BWOH BYy 0L/T/T ~ 69/1/1
Axewtad *1°d .-
000ES86YD A3TTTqRTT TRI0U8D WI$/00€$/00T$ *0) A3yuwepuy BWOH BYL TL/T/T ~ 0L/t/t
Axeutad ‘1°d T
989¥%¥66VD LITTIQRTT TPx0U8) WT$/00€$/00T$ ‘0D A3yuwepul BWOH 8y TL/T/T = TL/T/T

SUVEX JALLOHAAT

ALL-STATE LEGAL SUPPLY CO.




€¥STZT 1906

*oN AotTod . £€9/1/7 - 29/1/1

3o 3xwd surod UNI JUBWOSIOPUY TvMBUBY
‘1'dg

a3vbaabby *3jusu

/3usproov -98IOPUD TRMBUSII YITM

EVSTTT 1906 £37TTqeTT TRISULD HOG$/dd/RST$ YNI £9/T/T - 03/1/1
*1'd

0ST62-91 A37TTqRTT TRx0USD HI$/00£$/001$ . VNI L9/1/1 - 99/1/1
*1°d

0ST62-81 LA3TTTqRTT TeI0ULD HI1$/00€$/00T$ VNI 99/1/1 - S9/1/1
: ‘1'dg

0STec-91 K3TTTqRyT TRIoULen RIS$/00€$/00T$ UNI S9/1/1T - ¥9/1/1
*1°d

LBL6E-ETV A3TTTqQRYT TRIaULD HI$/00€$/001$ VNI 69/1/1 - B9/T/1

0ST162-91 "ON 'Tod .
Iequeid Jo 3aed ‘I :
0-£8008£-9UTT MON A371TIqR7T TRIBULD WI$/00€$/00T$ NI vS/1/1T - E9/1/1

LBL6E~ETY °ON
Ao1104 3O 3aW4
0-£8008€-05162~911 *I1°d
Jo Twmauay A37TYqRyT TRaIBULd "HT$/00€$/001$ VNI

R R I L I R

89/1/1 L9/1/1

SUVHA JATIOIIAE

RN




SLINIT JIHIIOnagq
ILVOIUDOV FAILVINHND

SLIKIT dTHILONAEAd JLVOAUOIV

aoIy¥ad XOITod

0029LS~12Z¢E
HWSZZ'T1$ q009$ 00C9LS-"12¢T YL/U/Y - EL/T/Y
00C9LS-"12¢
AST9$ ASTTS 0029L5-12¢ EL/T/Y ~ EL/T/T
0029LS5-12¢E
00S$ q00S$ 0029L5-12¢ €L/T/T = CL/T/T
Ry Z$ HS'1$ 002945128 9L/T/% = SL/T/Y
X006$ q006$ 00C9LS-1Z¢¥ SL/T/v = WL/T/Y

:go7oTT0d susuxaqum] BuymoyTo3l oYz o3 3Ioadseax YITM 82TQTIONPSP sty 81TI0IDRIFaY

3I0YI0D




JONVUNSNI SSFOXH 40 J'INAIHOS

6LLIEVEID *0) gourIngsy
‘ON *1T10d A37TTqReY1 Ss90x3 HHOTS SX WWSTS swoy UedFIDWY LL/T/z = vL/v/e
ajevbaxbby
¢6VE6L6 DIH 20UaxINId0 .
*ON °fTI0d A311TqReIT 8830%3 d SX WWOTS *0) 8ouexnsul BWOH BYJL bL/1/2 - TL/T/2
(26v€6L6 D8H °*Tod 0D @oueInsul .
SWOH - A3TTYqeYT eraIquUp
6L96166 DdH | WWOT JO Sssoox® uy paptaoxd se) .
‘ON °104 - £37TTqRYT SS090XE WHOTS SX WSS ‘0D 9ouvINsU] BSWOH YL bL/T/2 - TL/T/T
091L6€£3D *0) |o2URANSBY
‘ON *T04 £37T7qeTT 8890Xd HROTS SX RWOTS BWOH URDTIBUY EL/V/Y - OL/V/Y
88E6556 OJJH
*ON *7I0d K3TTTqQeYT 8seoxy RHOTS SX WWOTS *0) eouwvansul .BWOH oYy TL/1/2 - 89/1/2
covovIe A3Tense) TY3IULUTIUOD
‘ON °770d X37179eYT 8890X3 WHOTS SX WWOTS ¥ND oL/¥/S — L9/¥/S
€C0v¥S6 DaH
. "ON "104 £3ITTTqRYT 8890XY WHOTS SX WWOTS *0D @ouRINSBUI SWOH BYJ 89/1/Z - S9/1/2
6¥Zv9 °ON "T04d AXewtad AIFTTQRYT 8800%x3 WHSS SX HNSS 8,PA0TT 99/2/L - €9/2/L
83TWIT | o3vbaxbby Tenuuy
3o 00T 30 3xed Jo sp¥'91 puR 82ULBIINDOQ
LLST9 "ON ‘1704 A3TTTqRTT RIT2IqUN S890X3 suo Auv WKWy 8,pXo11 §9/1/T - 29/1/2
SITWTT IO %007 Jo 3xed 3660°0¢ | @3ebexbby yenuuy
KLivwyxg - ssooxmy puUR 3OUITANDOQ
9.ST9 'ON °*I0d KI3TTTqRYT ei2aqun ssooxd auo Auw - WKW s,plo11 S9/1/¢ - 29/1/2




ajebaxbby
TenuuY X®H WHGZ$

V6STZZ6L "ON

K371 TQRY1 s590XY

JO 889DX9~KG9$S
*guy ButAtaepun’
I9Yy0o {HHOTS

*suy buydizepun
38T~9WOoH)
a3eboxbby WHGS
3T @ousxanoog xed
WHGS$ ury3z oIou
JI03 JI0U L2URINSUT
but&ixapun

JO 88v0Xa

Uy s807 JO %0

: (30 ga3waxb ays
paaoxa 03 3I0N)

*our ‘uos % qqnyd

YOM 2OUDIANDO0 *0) L3sang
TZF NX T0 °ON K3tuwepuy xaderasaQ ssooxdy XON WHSZS pue L3rense) vulsy oYL 9L/ST/S =~ EL/ST/S
9S1v9LY DOFH AJTTTQRT] s820xd d SX WWOIS$ *0) @ouraINsUY OWOH LL/t/e = vL/1/e
(Wot$

LL/v/T - vL/62/y

CPSESX °"ON

£3717qRTT sse0Xy

WHOSS SX WWSZ$

.oOU
soueINsUIl ISATY YIION Iy,

LL/t/z - vL/st/e

2692021 XTIX

K311TqRTT SsSeoxd

WRSLS
SX §T$ 3O WWOT$

pung suvwaxyrg

LL/T/T ~- vL/62/Y

TIVLEYETD
*ON °7104

Aav1TqeTT ssaoxy

HROTS SX WWGTIS

‘00 eduvanssy
SUOH uROTIDWY

LL/v/T = wL/1/e

YAEHAN XDIT0d XJ2I70d 40 AL % ANVANOD SUVIX HAILOHdad




68600, Oud

2OURINEUI §SIOXF JO DILITITIAD)

o3vbaabby

Tenuuy WHSZS
282U3IINDII0 WHSS

Kuedwo)
2OURANSUI URDTIBWY ILOIH

LL/1/T - vL/6e/y

RSk

Blat’

S96E~dIX "ON
eoueaInsuy
8890X4

30 @3¥073TIIAD

Jo 3xed

8590XY

o

8890%Xd
buyusaxajul

- HWWSLS puw
Azewyagd jo 8890XJ
~HHST$

30 3xed-HHS'S

¥NI

YIARNN ADII0d ADI770d 40 AdAL % ANVAROD

LL/T/T - vL/6T/Y

SUVAX JAILOIAAA




~

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The original of the foregoing was sent via regular U.S. mail, postage pre-paid, to Counsel
for Plaintiffs, Ladd R. Gibke, BARON & BUDD, P.C., 3102 Oak Lawn Avenue, Suite 1100, Dallas,

Texas 75219, with a Notice of Filing filed electronically via C , this 19th_day of _June , 2002.

"Zuca// /, Z ct///a /La_

Of Counsel: ‘ /
GALLAGHER, SHARP, FULTON VIRGINIA %IDLOi«‘F (0014348)
FULTON & NORMAN JOSEPH W, PAPPALARDO (0014326)

DANIEL J. MICHALEC (0042733)
Attorneys for Corhart Refractories
7™ Floor-Bulkley Building

1501 Euclid Avenue

Cleveland, Ohio 44115

Telephone: (216) 241-5310
Facsimile: (216) 241-1608




