CAUSE NO. 90-23335

§ IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF
IN RE: ASBESTOS CASES § , HARRIS COUNTY TEXAS

§ MASTER ASBESTOSF[LE .

DEFENDANT BROWN & ROOT lNC ’S RESPONSES TO

TO: Plaintiffs, by and through their attorneys of record
COMES NOwW, Brown & Root, Inc., Defendant m the above-entltled and numbered
T Gause, and file these”its RESpOTses to  PIATHLiffs" Master i?xt?rrogatones pursuant to Rules 167
and 168 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Houston Standing Order. -
Respectfully submxtted

WILSON, ELSER MOSKOWITZ,
EDELMAN & DICKER L.L.P.

DR R TR AR LSO

By:
PHILLIP S. BROWN

State Bar No. 03160300 -

‘5000 Renaissance Tower B

1201 Elm Street i e

Dallas, Texas. r75270 :

: © (214) 698-8000 (office) ..

e s ST S e o : T T (214) 69871101 (telecopler)

ATTORNEYS FOR BROWN & ROOT, INC.
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CERTIFIQATE OF SERVICE
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This is to certify that a true and correct copy of the foregomg mstrumem has been
forwarded to Plaintiffs’ counsel in accordance with the Texas Rules of C1v11 Procedure on t.hlS
the Q th day of June, 1998.

.. ‘PHILLIP S. BROWN
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'and repetition of restating them in each response

COMMON OBJECTIONS

Each and every request for mformauon and documents 1s responded to subject to the

" common objecttons set forth below. These objectrons are set forth here to avoxd the duphcatron

These common objectrons may be specrﬁcally referred to herem for the purposes of
clérity. Defendants’ failure to specifically incorporate a common objection in a response,

however should not be construed as a walver of the common objectxon

) - e e -
oo et e 3 e TR et o PRI  Y S Y v Pttp s S

1. Defendants object to each request for information and documents to the extent it
seeks information -~ documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the
attorney work product privilege, and/or the party communication privilege provided for by Rule

166b, Tex. R. Civ. P. and Rule 503, Tex. R. Evid.

i 5, S T S

[T SO — s g A S A IR R s
e 2. Defendanis firher “6bject to each request for inforimation or documents to the

extent that it seeks non-relevant information or documents. As used herein, all objections ss to
relevance shall mean that information or documents requested are irrelevant to the subject matter
involved in "the pending action and are not reasonably calculat'ed to Alead to the discovery of
admrssrble evrdence

P

3. Defendants further object to each request for information or documents to the

gt e, T T PR R

extent that it seeks information or documents equally accessible to Plaintiff as to Defendant.
4, Defendants further object to each request for information or documents to the
extent that it seeks information or documents not in the poSsess'iorl or control of Defendant.

5. Defendants further object in that the requests require answers in excess of the
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maximum allowable number of such requests in violation of the rule of limitation of
interrogatory answers. Tex. R. Civ. P. 168(5).
Subject to the foregoing common objections, Defendants make and file these their

~ Objections and Answers to Plaintiffs' Master Interrogatories and Requests for Production:
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PLAINT > INTERROGATO TO DEFENDANTS

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:  Identify the registered name of answering Defendant, as well

as all prior names or predecessor entities by which Defendant has existed.

ANSWER: Brown & Root, Inc.

Prior Names Brown & Root I, Inc.; Brown'&\Root Ma.nne Operators, Inc.; ..

Brown & Roothonstmcnon‘
US.A,Inc. -

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Identify all past and present divisions, subsidiaries or
affiliated companies of the answering Defendant, having any function which now or in the past
engaged in any phase of mining, manufacturing, sale, supply, purchase, application, installation,
relabeling, processing or distribution of asbestos or asbestos-containing products. With respect
to each of such divisions, subsidiaries or compames set forth with particularity the precise
relationship with the answering Defendant the dates thereof, and identify the nature and extent
of such functions during the relevont periods of time in' which such activities have or had

occurred.

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to ‘this request in that it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
documents whlch are not limited to the facts and nmegpenods and locations at
issue herein. Subject thereto, "Brown & Root, Inc. is not, nor ever has, engaged

- in the mining, manufacture, or distribution of asbestos or asbestos-contauung
products. ,

INTERROGATORY NO. 3: List by brand name all of your asbestos-containing products.
Your asbestos-containing products includes all products which contain any amount of asbestos
manufactured, sold, designed, supplied, distributed, mined, milled, relabeled, resold, processed,

applied or installed by you or for you by others. By, you. and,ﬁyours Plaintiffs refer to

AR

* Defendant, to all your predecessors in interest, (whether by purchase, merger, consolidation or
otherwise), to all of your subsidiaries, divisions, joint ventures or affiliates. As to each product,
state the following:

type of product (e.g., acoustical plaster, fireproofing, etc.);
the date the product first went into production;

the last date the product was produced; ... .wmipv..

the last date the product was sold;

all manufacturing locations;

dates of manufacture at each location;

mo a0 o
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ANSWER:

4, h:—}‘@;.gfw.%:ﬁriﬁbﬁwm" -

% thereom; - - =
... all other names under wluch the product was sold

. -, the number and dates of each patent or, patent apphcatxon as to the product S e e
" if the product continued to be produced after the deletion of asbestos, all reasons

" and claims to further identify such information.

the percentage of asbestos (state if percentage is by volume or weight), and the
dates and all reasons for any modification thereof;
the type of asbestos;

- the specific source of asbestos with dates; - . .. - LT

the color, physical characteristic, and appearance of the product
a full and precise description of the package in which the product was sold,
including, but not lumted to, type of package sue color(s), and writings

why the asbestos was deleted, the identity of the person who made the decision

to delete the asbestos, and the date the product was first produced without the

asbestos;

if the product is no longer produced, all reasons it was discontinued, the identity
of the person who made the decision to discontinue the product, the brand name

of the replacement product, and the date the replacement product first went into

production;

a precise description of your identifying logo or mmals and the dates of inclusion

on the product;

. state during what period of time such product has been associated with Defendant;

identify all sales literature, including brochures, advertisements,pamphlets or
other material describing such product, its uses and methods of application or

installation; et i
identifyany Warning 1abels, " inserts or other writings ‘provided with such product

- and with every such pnnted warning, state what period of time it has or had

accompanied the product, the exact wording of the warning, any amendments
made to the wording, where the warning was located on each product or
packaging, and on what asbestos products the warhing appear(ed);

. geographic distribution range of each such product.-- o

Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
for a legal conclusion. Defendant obJects to ttu request in that it is unduly
burdensorne, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at
issue herein. Subject thereto, Brown & Root, Inc. is not, nor ever has, engaged
in the mining, manufacture, or distribution of asbestos or asbestos-containing

products. Defendant lacks sufficient knowledge regarding Plaintiffs’ identities

WAL e e e
Moy Toa - LRV PN
SSWEAES

INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Did you claim your asbestos product(é) to be \gafe‘, effective
and/or easy to handle? If so, identify all documents, which have made such assertions,
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including, but not limited to, brochures or advertisements (radio, television or-printed), and

revisions thereof by publication(s) and date. Your asbestos product includes‘ all products which ' _ o
contain any amount of asbestos manufactured, sold, designed, supplied, distributed, mined,
mxlled relabeled resold processed applied or mstalled by.qyou or:for. you by-others.-

Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in ev1dence and calls

for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly =~
- .-+ burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope‘in’ that it seeks mformauon and*

-t vig £

documents which are not limited to the facts and - ttme penods and locauons at’;
-1, Assue ] herein,. .Subject thereto, Brown & Root iS |
" “in the mining, ‘manufacture, of distribution of asbestos or asbestos-contaxmng

not nor ever has engaged

products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5: _Did you speclﬁcally mform the purchaser or user of your

S PR

products at the time your product was sold, instailed, used, supphed or subsequently, that your
products could cause lung cancer, asbestosis, and mesothehoma" If so 1dent1fy the document 7

containing such mformatlon by date and location.

ANSWER:

I VI e

Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to -this request in that it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at
1ssue£erﬁem Subject thereto, Brown & Root, Inc. is not, nor ever has, engaged

in"thé “mining, manufacture, or “distribution”of asbestos or asbestos—contalmng
= products. : e :

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Identify any and all labelling or relabelling agreements

between answering Defendant and other entities,including other Defendants concerning asbestos- e sy
containing products and materials. :

ANSWER:

R \u@‘»&@‘m@t{& ; Sy

Defendant obJects to this request in that it assumes facts not in ev1dence and calls
N

for a legal conclusion. Defendant’ objects to this request in that it is unduly

burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and

documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at

issue herein. Subject thereto, Brown & Root, Inc. is not, nor ever has, engaged

~in the mining, manufacture, or distribution of asbestos or asbestos-containing
" products. Consequently, Defendant engaged in no such agreements

:.:‘*:r; < ‘m.' §' ,\‘

INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Have you ever mined asbestos? If so, as to each‘mine and
type of asbestos produced there, state the following: :
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the location;

the dates of operation by you;

the type (e.g., chrysotile, amosite, etc.) produced;
the grade of each type of asbestos fiber produced;the' percentage of each grade
- to the 'total fiber produced by year or other pe
the grade of fiber;
. the gross annual sales in dollars and i

asbestos ﬁber. s SEREPE T

,P'f’ om

™ all names under which the asbestos fiber was solc‘l”

h. the identity. of all records reflecting the sale or transfer of saxd asbestos ﬁber

i. - the identity of the present custodian of photographs of the burlap bags in whxch
o the asbestos fibers was stored and/or shipped;:“: B R

j- the address of each sales office and sales regvlm%nmffor the sale of the asbestos ﬁber,

k. the ‘nidiie"of ‘each authorized distributor of the . asbestos fiber produced;

L. the identity of each owner and operator of the mme pnor to the date you first N
v % §r.-began operation of the mine, and the' dates théreof, and - & el
the identity of each owner and operator of the mine subsequent to your ceasmg

operation of the mine.

.* b ‘;‘z e

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assunes facts not in evidence, and calls
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to.this request in that ‘it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope, m that it seeks information and

MDA

e rm——— doRUmeRts™WHich aFe not limited to the facts ‘and ‘time penods and locations at

= issue herein. Subject thereto, Brown & Root, Inc. is not, nor ever has, engaged
in the mining of asbestos or asbestos-contammg products.

IlVTERROG:ATORY NO 8 Is answenng Defendant aware of the possrble connectxon
between exposure to asbestos or asbestos products and: «.suesisisegis S T

S ki pi e FORER IR T s T
Asbestosisr

Lung cancer, all cell types?
Mesothelioma?
Colon cancer?
Stomach cancer?
Laryngeal cancer?

- Cancer of the Kidney? .. ... ..= . . &
Cancer of the Esophagus?
Other gastrointestinal cancers?
Pneumoconiosis?

T ER Mo an o,
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- ANSWER; Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not ini evidence, and'calls~ **** *
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly -
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks informationand =~

+ %o @7 documents which are not limited to the facts and tirne " periods ‘and locauons at’ o

- issue herein. Although Defendant does not possess the medical expertise

necessary to answer, 1t understands that under certam circumstances -- none of

!~ Records indicate that Defendant first began ‘to-hear ‘of the’ ‘possible’ relanonslup
+.....between certain asbestos exposure and .asbestosis:some ‘time “after:the OSHA »-.+
" regulations became effective. Since then Defendant also has heard allegations that
under certain circumstances some asbestos exposure to some products might also
be linked to the diseases of lung cancer and mesothehoma but the scxentlﬁc o

- evidence is not clear on this. * , T

- IR
pee e T e TEe e IR STV {'s’&t*%ls‘%”’*"’}"‘""v S

lNTERRgEiATOR! NO.9: . If your answer towthe abovegmterrogatory, as to any or all
“~of its sub-parts,’is affirmative, 1dent1fy SRR ,Ti' .

a. When and how Defendant first learned of such connections;
b. If knowledge was obtained by attendance at any conference lecture, convention,
symposium or meeting, identify such meetmg and provide the 'dentlty of person
.- . . - attending or documents obtained; R BT T
C. If knowledge was o btamed fromllmedlcal .OF: _,scxentlficsstudxes or any other

TR R T S A s W(; ERS AR ST

pubhshed work identify same
d. ~ If otherwise obtained, 1dent1fy manner of recexpt of document or communication.

s v

ANSWER See precedmg answer.

INTERRQEATORY NO.:10: - With regard to any knowledge ‘obtained’ subsequent tothat >~
identified in the above mterrogatory, and up until the time that you ceased to sell and/or
.« ~-manufacture asbestos products 1dent1fy oo PR ARG e '

S e e R T e A R

T T a, All documents or other communications, oral or wrltten concerning the casual
connection between exposure to asbestos or asbestos products and disease, and
identity of persons so communicating; ‘ ' _ .

.b. . Did answering Defendant obtain from or transmit any such information to other -~ -

- Defendants in this case? If so, identify: .

- ..z« ML - --manner of receipt or communication for:éach contact;
2. all documents and persons involved.

ANSWER: See preceding answer.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 11; As to any knowledge possessed by answering Defendant at
any time referred to in answers to the preceding three interrogatories did you educate your
employees, distributors, or -purchasers about the hazards” known to you and any safety
precautions necessary to guard against cancer and other” ‘diseases ansmg from the use “and

handlmg of your asbestos containing products? If so, identify:

BT I AN
ST s ,.-“'---«~

G When and in what manner customers, msulators non—employee factory workers‘”""
- "and the general ‘public were so'informed; - o
- Documents communicating or otherwise dlssemmatmg such mformatron

o Programs ‘initiated or sponsored to establish or promote safety procedures

 ANSWER:

methods or usage of asbestos-containing products;
Published articles or report by employees (present or prior), mcludmg those of )

- medical directors, scientists, engineers or other professionals;

Symposia or lectures sponsored for the beneﬁt of . asbestos workers and/or the -
general public. A N . .

‘Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts nc 1 evrdence ‘and calls

for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this requ = in that it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and -

- documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at
issue herein. Defendant complied at all times with applicable state and Federal _
- ,.requrrements regarding hazardous materralitrarmng and procedures el

...... i AP EEIR S UL

T *MMINTERRQGATORY G137 “When. before 1972, and by"what 'manner were you first
aware of the health hazards relating to exposure to asbestos or asbestos products for insulators,
plasterers, pipefitters, boilermakers, operators, sheet metal workers, helpers, drywall ﬁmshers
mechanics, carpenters, shipfitters, machinist and bystanders exposed to inhalers. )

- ANSWER:; % Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts niot in ‘evidenceé;and calls .

for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly

. .burdensome, and overly broad in time-and:scope;in:that it seeks information and

documents which are not limited to the facts and, time periods and locations at

45"_.:;-«

issue herein. SubJect thereto, See answer 1o Interrogatory number 8.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13: Did you perform, direct to be performed, finance, sponsor
or receive the results of any studies or tests concerning potential health hazards involved with
the use of asbestos-contammg materials? If so, 1dent1fy such studies or tests and state:

b Y

om

When, where and at what intervals such studles were performed

Were such studies in writing or reported at a later date in writing;
Were the results of such studies published or otherwise disseminated? If so, state
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~ to whom and when; V P
d.”  Who performed such studies; '
e. What were the results of such stud1es‘7

o 'AN§WER, Defendant objects to tlns request in that it assumes facts not in evxdence and calls e
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is_unduly -
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and ..

- documents which are ‘ot limited to the facts and time penods and iocations at’ "
-issue herein. Defendants are not manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the
?) common vernacular, of any such pl‘OdUCtSSubject jt,hgge.t@;non;e

N R

INTERRQGATORY NO. 14: During the time period that you manufactured, sold,
supplied, applied, distributed or installed asbestos-containing products, what tests have been
‘ performed by any governmental agency, body, C°‘“‘“‘“‘Q§£¥£§§L¢ organization including, but -
= ovet 7T pot limited to, the U S  Public Héalil' Service, OSHA . or NIOSH. in your plants or on job sites
owned or controlled by you concerning: specific hazards assoc1ated with the use and handling
of asbestos and a-*estos products; any restrictions in use of sameﬁ requtrements “for ‘medical
surveillance and -<aminations for your workers, dust momtonng or avallablllty of safety

equipment? If sucn findings were made, identify:

a. The date or dates of such ﬁndmgs and by Wthh orgamzatton or entlty “such
. - findings were made; : !
b "The form in which such ﬁndmgs were mad nd

, 1f _‘wntten , ‘the ‘exact wordlng

e e BT IO ATORTH Tegulation, ‘order, bulletin’ feport or other writing;
c. - What steps were taken to comply with such ﬁndmgs and the dates when such acts
of compliance occurred;
d. How users of or bystanders exposed to asbestos or asbestos-contalmng products
were informed of such ﬁndmgs and lf such information was written 1dent1fymg

- @ e U ‘—. vy oew L, - VLT e N
R B e T . (A v

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in thatit assumesffacts not in evidence, and calls
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objec t thxs request in that it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and’ scope"'m that it seeks information and
documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at
issue herein. Defendants are not manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the
common vernacular, of any such products. Further, Plaintiffs have equal access
to this information by request through the applicable agemces referenced in thlS_m

. interrogatory. Defendant refers Plamtlffs to these agenc1es :
R _ L

INTERROGATORY NO. 15: During the time that you manufactured, sold, designed,
supplied, distributed, mined, milled, relabeled, resold, processed, applied or installed asbestos-
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" containing products, did you perform, direct to be performed, - finance, Sponsor or receive’ the
results of any dust monitoring tests at job sites where asbestos-containing products were being
apphed and/or removed" If so, state - , .

":'f' /> T

“The date and location of the first such test

When, where and at what mtervals subsequent tests were performed
- Who performed such tests; .-
“Where ‘the results of such tests are maintained;’

. What steps were taken by you to xmpro e 'results‘ of such tests and dates when‘
cia gty e < SUCH 1mprovement were made.- : . e

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
- for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly
. burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
-. . - documents which are_not.limited.to.the.facts:and.time:.periods and locations at '

T T issue herein. Defendants are not manufacturers or distributors, as defined i in the
_ Ccommon vernacular, of any such products Subject thereto none.

e

INTERROGATORY NO. 16: If your answer to the above interrogatory is in the negative,
state your reasons for not performing dust monitoring tests. ,

ANSWER: See preceding answer.

- ~ iz i 2 e IR oMl T B
e A SIS AT e LA A A B R R R T R LT

INTERROGATORY NO. 17; During the time that Defendant sold manufactured,
designed, supplied, distributed, mined, milled, relabeled, resold, processed, applied or installed
asbestos-containing products, did the Defendant ever have any inspectors or anyone from your
company or hired by your company whose job it was to g0 to areas where your asbestos-
~_containing ‘products were being used, removed or installéd ‘to ‘take ‘a dust ‘level count? “If so,
state when this procedure started, the purpose of such procedure and the findings and what
action, if any, was taken in response to the findmgs -and ‘attachresults.

m"{v-_. Ed

SelBoE

R T ANSWER; Defendant objects to this request in that 1t assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at

issue herein. Defendants are not manufacturers or distributors, as deﬁned in the

* cOmMmMmon vemacular of any such products Subject thereto none -

x
4, zvj.. N

- »;’w'\‘: e T “ -~":-¢:‘t

,-:‘_/‘

INTERROGATORY NO. 18: During the time that Defendant manufactured, sold,
designed, supplied, distributed, mined, milled, relabeled, resold, processed, applied, or installed
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- asbestos-containing products, 1denttfy any medrcal exammauon programﬁsﬂof%eﬂr)ed‘or spo AR
by answering Defendant or its insurance carrier(s) for employees of its insured handling or
otherwrse exposed to asbestos and asbestos products Wrth respect to, each program state

y‘l-“

Cayad o -«'v,-.-u

Manner of communication with employees about such program

_.Whether examination was mandatory or optional; - .

- What percentage of workers permitted to undergo such exammatron partrctpated

.- What percentage of workers were found to have asbestosrs or mesothelroma, ,

- With ‘respect O (d), what percentage of ‘such’workers "were pard drsabrltty ‘or ~
- workmen’s compensatron benefits .or for. wh benefit medtcal expenses were
pald to undergo treatment for such conditions.” -

e F- o ow

ANSWER: Defendant ob]ects to this request in that it is unduly burdensome, and overly
' broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not .

~limited to the facts and time periods : and loc_:a i0 ns, at issue herein. Defendant lack
 sufficient knowledge regardmg Plaintiffs’ 1denttt1es and clarms to properly identify
.such information. Further, Defendant objects 0 - thts request in that the
. information sought i:: protected from drsclosure by the zone of privacy” created
~"'by the UNITED STA: &S CONSTITUTION as to the participants in such programs, if
‘any. Whalen v. Roe, 429 U.S. 589, 598-600, 97 S.Ct. 869, 875-77, 51 L.Ed.2d
‘64 (1977); Tarrant County Hosp. Dist. v. Hughes, 734 S.W.2d 675, 679 (Tex.
App --Fort Worth 1987, no writ). As such, Defendant Jis not authorized o
«‘release such information and ‘records of - parucrpants ‘in"such’ programs “if .any.”
Defendant wrll supplement asmnecessary after it learns Plamtrffs exposure facts

B tatat ied s baing B A -'#w\ e B G S S i ol
R and theories of liability.

E

INTERROGATORY NO. 19: Does the Defendant have or has it ever had, a medical
department, and/or a research department, and/or an industrial hygiene department? If so, glve
.;the “date :upon: which ;such - medical - department --and/or - :industrial :hygiene -department - was
establlshed and whether or not such department has operated contmuously since being
established. - . : G e SRR :

=T a0 Name each director, chief or head of your ‘medical . department and/or industrial
hygiene department year by year with the first year you had a director of such
department. Give the last known address of each.
b. State in detail the duties, responsibilities and purpose of such department(s)

ANSWER: - Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly burdensome ‘and overly
= - ..~’broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
limited to the facts and time periods and locations at issue herein. Subject to
these objections, Defendant lacks sufficient knowledge regarding Plaintiffs’
identities, work histories, and claims to properly identify such persons. Subject

e
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SRICCHER -~thereto,’ not appltcable as'to"a’ "medical departme :
who acts in a medical advisory capacity to Defendant i is Robert Conte M.D., c/o
Brown & Root, Houston, Texas.

LR A AR - o T T
. - P NN

INTERROGATORY NO. 20: Identify all asbestos related trade organizations, assocxanons
or other entities including, but not limited to the Gypsum Association, Vermiculite Institute,
.Asbestos Textile Institute, Industrial Hygiene Foundation, Magnesia Insulation Manufacturers T
- - Association, National Insulation Manufacturers Association, Asbestos Information” Assocxatron, e
... %-National Insulatlon Contractors . Assocnatton, -Thermal Insulaypan(anufagmre :Association,
-4 " Quebec Asbestos Manufacturers Association, Quebec Asbestos Producers Association to which
you have belonged or in which you have participated and as to each respective organization,

identify the dates of membership or participation.

ANSWER: Defendants object to this request in, that rt 1s unduly burdensome and overly
broad in time and scope in that it seeks mformatlon and documents which are not
“** limited to the facts and time periods and locations at issue herein. - Subject to
‘* these objections, Defendant Brown & Root, Inc.’s safety department, at some
time, were members of the following organizations: Associated General
Contractors, Texas Safety Association, National Safety Council, and Association

of Builders and Contractors.

INTERRQGATORY NO 21= Identrfy any documents curre ntly on ﬁle in the Master
“Asbestos File of Harris County, either received by 'you from those trade organizations,
associations or other entities identified in the preceding interrogatory or else submitted by you
to those trade associations, organizations or other entities that relate to any relatronshxp between
asbestos exposure and disease.

PRSPONRYNIVS DIFAS P TS

.., ANSWER: «. Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the éxtent that"it séeks information or -

. documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney

3., work product privilege, and/or the party -commuiication privilege provided for

by Rule 166b, Tex. R. Civ. P. and Rule 503, .Tex. R. Evid. Defendant objects

to this request in that it is unduly burdensome, and overly broad in time and

scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not limited to the facts

and time periods and locations at issue herein. Subject to these objections,

Defendant may have such materials but it will be necessary for Plaintiffs’
. attorneys to review the volumes contained in the corporate mdusmal hygtene_;
"‘;hbrary to verify the existence of such documents' ' ‘

INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Identify all agreements, oral or written, between you, any
of the other Defendants in this lawsuit, and/or any other organizations, associations or other
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- entities -identified ;in ;your answer to Interrogatory No 20 andlor »any medxcal scie
" foundations, not currently on file in the Master Asbestos File of Harns County, relatmg to the .

standardlzatlon of:

fa.” Specrﬁcatlons for paper or burlap bags or other packaging to be used for the

~_ transport and/or storage of asbestos-containing products during the tlme that you
manufactured, sold, distributed, or applied asbestos-containing products. =~ -

_-:..Warning or caution labels to be applied ;to hestos jproducts . and/or _their -
.. packaging, -carton, - containers, or-boxes dunn'g,the fime -that you ‘manufactured,”

sold, distributed, or applied asbestos-contammg products'

Methods “of ~ dissemination ‘of ‘public ‘relation” information ‘to - Defendant’s

purchasers, advertisers, distributors, factory workers, contractors, insulators,

users, consumers of asbestos products and/or the general public pertatmng ot

' asbestos health hazards.

- d. - -Safety equipment and/or protectlve elothxng to be uuhzed whlle handlmg

e T Defendant’S asbestos products. PR
e. .  Medical programs related to asbestos health hazards to be offered or sponsored(
' = by Defendant.

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls

for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly

burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
‘documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at_ - . .

: : issue herein. Defendants are not manufacture * SLrStnbutors as defined inthe

P AT SO Mmon  vernacular, of ‘any such products ich the information sought
- relates. Further, Defendant objects to this request in that the information sought
is protected from disclosure by the "zone of privacy” created by the UNITED
STATES CONSTITUTION as to the participants in such programs, if any. “Whalen
v. Roe, 429 U.S. 589, 598-600, 97 S.Ct. 869, 875-77, 51 L.Ed.2d 64 (1977);
Tarrant County Hosp. Dist. v. Hughes, 734 S.W.2d 675, 679 (Tex. App.--Fort
Worth 1987, no writ). As such, Defendant is not authorized to release such
information and records of participants in such.programs, if any. Subject thereto, . - -
none.

9"»‘?;, Tl .

INTERROGATORY NO. 23:  Did you direct to be performed, sponsor, finance or receive
the results of any studies or tests performed by the Saranac Lake Laboratory to the Trudeau
Foundation relatmg to asbestos exposure and its effects upon human llfe" If so 1dent1fy ..... -

EY ,z. et e \

«-,V oae o *All documents summarizing ﬁndmgs or results of those studles or tests whrch you - -

have in your possession or control;
b. All communications, oral or written, between answering Defendant and Saranac

personnel including, but not limited to, Gerrit W. H Schepers, M.D. and George

{Del'endant Brown & Root, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiffs’ Master Diseoveﬁ' - Page 15
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_Wllburanht M.D.; : B
c. All documents relating to Saranac Studxes recelved or submitted by you whether
directly, through associated or predecessor compames through other compames

- .. or through trade associations, organizations or.other entities;
d Al recommendatlons or findings of such studle relatmg to

W ‘adequacy or inadequacy of threshold limi values;‘ o
.. substitution of materials other than asbestos

... Medical programs related 'to asbestos health hazards to be offered o ’sponsored e
" by Defendant. 3 o

o

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
' for a legal conclusion. - Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly

R burc{iensoxnée, qverluyw Q@%% in time and scope u%%that‘, it seeks information and
T doctments w which are no'tflnmted to the facts and tlme penods and locations at

AN S

“common vernacular, ‘of any “such products “information sought" o
- relates.. Further, Defendant objects to this request in that the information sought
" is protected from disclosure by the "zone of privacy” created. by the UNITED
STATES CONSTITUTION as to the participants in such programs, if any. Whalen
v. Roe, 429 U.S. 589, 598-600, 97 S.Ct. 869, 875-77, 51 L.Ed.2d 64 (1977);
. Tarrant County Hosp. Dist. v. Hughes, 734 S:W.2d ‘675 679.(Tex:. App ==Fort . -
B i‘ngm}987 no writ). n‘:ﬁmﬁg@ »Defendantgls'ngt&aguthonzed to release such

information and records of participants in such programs if any. Subject thereto,
- none.

»

290 8 AT SO i W SRS

..t

INTERROGATORY NO. SICl: Did you direct to be performed, sponsor, finance or
receive the results of any studies or tests performed by the Saranac Lake Laboratory to the
Trudeau Foundatlon relatlng to asbestos exposure and its effects upon human hfe” If 50,

. ldentlfy e L T Y PN k&*f?ﬂ,% SEg »trw Sl
Tt ':b’:‘sl'A -
T AR a. All documents summanzmg ﬁndlngs o results of those studies or tests Wh.lCh you
' . have in your possession or control; CL ; Fa.
b. All communications, oral or written, between answenng Defendant and Saranac e

personnel including, but not limited to, Gerrit W. H Schepers M. D ‘and George
- Wilbur Wright, M.D.;

. ¢.  +All documents relatlng to Saranac Studies received or subnutted by you ‘whether -
directly, through associated or predecessor.companies, through other companies,
or through trade associations, organizations or other entities;

d. All recommendations or findings of such studies relating to:

Defendant Brown & Root, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiffs’ Master Discove;; . PaéelG o A




‘1. - -adequacy or inadequacy of threshold Jimit- values;’
2. substltutlon of materials other than asbestos |

e. .. Where documents and/or commumcatlons 1dentlfied in answers
~ Interrogatory ‘are mamtamd :

See preceding answer. - <

" Defendant ever made a claim for any asbestos related dlsease under the Occupattonal Dnsease
or Workman's Compensation Statute of any state? If so, state:

a. The dat that Defendant first received notice of such claxm ‘ L
b..  The total number of such claims per year recelved to ﬁdarte
c. The ' numiber of stch ¢laims for wh1ch dlsablhty beneﬁts and/or medxcal expenses

_ were paid by Defendant; e
" Identify all persons to whom dlsablllty beneﬁts.and/or medrcal expenses ‘were
paid by Defendant and the exact medical diagnosis, disease and/or condition for
which such benefits/expenses were paid.

- d.

ANSWER: Defendant lacks sufficient knowledge regardmg Plamtlffs ldentmes work
-, s - histories, and claims to. properly identify, the n,rnformauon :Defendant .- - .
- """ objects to this request in that it is unduly burd nsOme and overly ‘broad in txme'

ikl Q"j&m“)k‘l? & Ry FE

) S S ‘and scope™in that it Seeks” "fiformation and documeénts which are not limited to the

- facts and time perlods and locations at issue herein. Further, Defendant objects
to this request in that the information sought is protected from dlsclosure by the
"zone of privacy" created by the UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION as to such
claimants, if any. Whalen v. Roe, 429 U.S. 589, 598-600, 97 S.Ct. 869, 875-77,
51 L.Ed.2d 64 (1977); Tarrant County Hosp. Dist. v. Hughes, 734 S.W.2d 675,
679 (Tex. App.--Fort Worth 1987, no writ). As such, Defendant is not
authorized to_release such information.and .records of part1c1pants in such

1’3 AARNIG Ly

programs, if any. Subject to these objectrons Defendant is unaware of such

IR »w&em T

MR R 3 T injuries as relates to the time relevant to thrs ‘cause of action. .

INTERROGATORY NO. 25:  Identify each and every magazine or trade publication in
which answering Defendant advertised its asbestos products from 1950 until the time you ceased
mining, mllhng, selling, distributing, and/or applymg asbestos-contammg products.

ANSWER: Defendant objects to [hlS request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
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¥ .0 " documents which are not limited to the facts and ‘time penods and 1oca :
issue herein. Defendants are not manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the ,
common vernacular of any such products to whnch the mforrnanon sought

INTERR AT RY NO. 23:“ As to the person(s) answermgthese inwnoéatoﬁés igmuté; N

: ,ntle or ,posmon thh Defendant
length ‘of time employed by Defendants

The mforrnatlon was assembled by employees of Brown & Root, Inc., records

and files, and from personnel in the appropnate ofﬁces depanments and d1vrs1ons S
Mv«;:“xf““m EESED Of the corporatxon T A SR ST
INTERROGATORY NO. 27: Have you ever sold raw asbestos fiber? If so, state the dates
you were involved in the sale of raw asbestos fiber. -

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not m evidence, and calls
' for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request ‘in that it is ‘unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks informationand
. documents which are not limited to the’ facts and tlme penods and locations at - :; %
Issue herein. Defendantsra,re& not manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the

common vernacular, of any such products to which the mformatxon sought
relates.

INTERROGATORY NO, 28: State whether or not you have any information as to your

relative market share regarding each of your asbestos-containing products. If so, as to each year

between 1940 or the time that you began mining, milling, selling, distributing and/or applying

_asbestos-containing products until cessation of .same;:andé:with-respect to each type of - = .-

~_product,provide such information or opinion as,to.your market share and identify each document
<7 yhich provides any information to assist you in this determmatlon Give the same answers as

to asbestos-containing products in the Texas Gulf Coast area.

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evidence, and calls
- for a legal conclusion. Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly
_ burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and
"documents which are not limited to the facts and time periods and locations at
issue herein. Defendants are not manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the
common vernacular, of any such products to which the information sought
relates.
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INTERR& A- \ [QR! NO. 29: ~ Have you designated distributors of your asbestos-containing
products in the State of Texas? If so, then state the name of all companies, their addresses,mglve
- the years that each was a designated distributor and the products each dtstnbuted :

§ R: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in evrdence and calls »
*“for a legal conclusion.  Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly
. ek

= burdensome ‘and overly broad m.txmc andsc

common vernacular of any ‘such’ products to whrch the ’mformatlon' sought
relates.

sl fyou.did:not:have;designated;distributors’in ‘the State of - -

-~ INTERROGA B}
~Texas, then state by what method sales of asbestos-containing materials were made. Give the

name and addresses of all Defendant’s sales offices, relatmg to- asbestos—contammg products
located in the St- - of Texas.

,ei.ngw,,\.mv k-‘

ANSWER: See preceding answer. -~ .. . Cooic T

- INTERROGATORY NO. 31;: ~Did you ever have adivision or subsidiary company éngaged "
e g ary ‘,,_Mthe contracting, busmess,,,oﬁgapplymg‘msulatron products?:: If:so,:givethe name of such division
or subsidiary company, the full address of the home office of such division or substdlary
company, and the dates such division or subsidiary company was engaged in the contractmg

business. -

§ : Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not m evrdence and calls

~ “~ for a legal conclusion.” Defendant objects to this request in that it is unduly
burdensome, and overly broad in time and scope in that 1t seeks information and

., - documents which are not limited to ‘the*facts¥andtime"p tiol :

: 'xtssue herein.* As. worded mDefendantaand/orv_ tsusubmdrarres ‘are” not’tnsulatron '

“contractors. - S

INTERROGATORY NO. 32: Based upon the contents of your products, the method of
manufacturing and the method of application, could or can your products be generally applied
or removed wrthout liberating asbestos fibers? Your answer may be limited to those asbestos-
containing products that have been identified in any Harris County asbestos case.

a. _ If there is a different answer concerning different products manufactured, sold,
distributed, or used by your company then specify the different products by
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Y2 e 3 LT e, et e

ek manufacturer s name and popular name.’ ' - ~

b. If there is a difference in your answer dependmg on the year or years in whxch

a particular product was used, then specrfy in detail what year or years you ar

- .- cireferring to and the specrfic products’ you'are-teferring to’and the’ ye'ar Vi

c. ... .If there is a difference in your answer depending on the trade -or type worker
‘then specrfy whrch type workers you are referring to. . ;- . s,

MS R; Defendants object to thxs request in that it’is unduly burdensome “and overly ¢
-+ "o+ broad in time and scope in that it seeks mformano‘ ‘and documents whxch are notf‘
<limited to_the facts and.time periods’ and locations af ‘issue” herein.*Défendarits -
' further ‘object to Plaintiffs’ use of the term "products” without proper prior
definition of such terms. Subject to these objections, Defendants are not
. manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the common vernacular, of any such
~ products. » :

S S R Y e R PR e R e

. . N . . e
R R ok T SR QIR % 2 2

INTERROGATORY NO. 33: Was it anticipated that your asbestos-containing products
may have to be removed, stripped, disturbed, or replaced at any tlme after installation?

ANSWER: See preceding answer.

-"INTERROGATORY NO. 34: Drd the Defendant durmg ¢ time it mlned; manufactured
milled, ‘'sold or applled asbestos-contaxmng products, give users or. -other persons exposed to
e sbestos-containing products or their employers who would be applying, using, removing your
asbestos-containing products instructions concerning safety precautions to use in applying, using
or removing such products" If so, describe such instructions, to whom they were given, the

dates they were given, and the manner of giving such instructions.

ANSWER: +-Defendants object to this request in that it is unduly burdensome, and overly
broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
. limited to the facts and time periods-and«locations-at issue herein. Further, .
.-y~ Defendant is without. sufﬁc1e,,nt,,mfomau,qnj@regardmgaePlamtlffs :claims, work - °
histories and alleged exposure facts to properly investigate the requested
information. Subject to these objections, Defendants are not manufacturers or
_ distributors, as defined in the common vernacular, of any such products.
Defendant complied at all times with applicable state and Federal requirements

regarding safety training and procedures.

s

INTERROGATORY NO. 35:  If you have pled that the Plaintiff misused Defendant’s
asbestos-containing products, then state in what manner the Defendant contends that Plaintiff
misused its products. If "Yes", then state in what manner and under what circumstances each

Defendant Brown & Root, Inc.’s Responses to Plaintiffs’ Master Discovery - Page 20
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- product was misused. : Also state what Plaintiff could have done to avoid such misuse.

§ R: Defendant objects to this request to the extent the information or documents
. : V,;sought are protected from disclosure by, the attorney-client privilege, the attorney :: 2.
work product pnvrlege and/or the party commumcauon privilege provrded for -
“by Rule . R, i ! vrd Further, ebased on
ff"-'_’mfonnatron provided by ‘Plaintiffs,’ Defendants are unable to decide what may be
., relevant to its defensés. Defendant is without sufficient information at this time - -
regarding Plaintiffs’ claims, work histories and alleged exposure facts to properly
mvestlgate the requested mformanon ' ; :

INTERROGATORY NO. 36: List all the job sites, contractors and/or facilities in the Gulf
Coast area of Texas, including, but not limited to, oil refineries, chemical plants, power plants,
shipyards, commercial buildings, and manufactunng _plants, where e or to whom Defendant’s

*-asbestos products wére"siipplied;”distribitéd; Sold and/or used. “AIso, list which products were
involved, the date or time period of such sale, distribution, use or installation and if known, the
physical location within the facility listed.’ Alternatlvely, you may produce the documents
requested m Request for Producn n No 1 R

"ANSWER" Defendants object to thxs request in that it is unduly burdensome, and overly
- ., broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
“',fhmrted to the facts and time periods and locatrons ‘at ‘issue’ herein, Defendants
- . further ‘object to Plaintiffs’ use of the term products wwrthout proper pnor*

L e defifiitioh™6f “slich térms“*'Stibjéct 16 these objections, Defendants are not
- manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the common vernacular; of any such

products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37:  For the attached list of San Antonio job sites, state whether
or not Defendant’s asbestos products were supplied, distributed, soid and/or used. Also, list
which products were involved, the date or time period .of such sale, dlstnbutlon use of _
mstallatxon and 1f known the physrcal locatlon within the facxhty hstedﬁ s Capdget

Lo gl 35 it ’*‘f@ﬁ!}r?‘ﬁﬁ{&%}}‘?f%&ﬁ"ﬁ% @fﬂ{iﬁ,

ANSWER Defendants object to this request in that it is unduly burdensome and overly
broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
- limited to the facts and time periods and locations at issue herein. 'Defendants
further object to Plaintiffs’ use of the term "products” without proper prior
, definition of such terms. Subject to these objections, Defendants are not
“manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the <ommon vernacular, of any such
products
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.-  INTERROGATORY NO. 38; > Up until the time that you ceased to sell and/or marufacturé

asbestos-containing products, had the Defendant ever conducted or caused to be conducted any
studies designed to minimize or eliminate the inhalation of asbestos dust or fibers by those
_ exposed to-the use of the Defendant’s asbestos-contalmng products" If 50, glve the followmg'

Name of the person or firm conductmg such studnes,

.~ The date the studies began and the date completed S

.o Any publlcatwn or dissemination of the resuits of the studles

... - The nature of any action to eliminate or minimize inhalation of asbestos dust or
s fIDRIS, oo e

 Attach” ples ST

ANSWER: Defendants object to this request in that it is unduly burdensome, and overly
broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
limited to the facts and time penods and locauons at lssue herein. © Defendants
furthér “objéct” to” Plaintiffs’"use of the term products" ‘without proper prior
definition of such terms. Subject to these objections, Defendants are not

_ % . manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the common vernacular, of any such

: ,products S i . : .

et o 1 m K LLL s e e e T ad i el
~v‘:‘v—;j.:'. e 0T \«:4'-“_,; eI el Sl T ety AT e

INTERROGATORY NO. 39: Has the Defendant ever directly any person or party to

. Whom you sell your asbestos-containing products of threshold limit values_for exposure to.:

S wl
EAPRIT

‘asbestos dust recommended by the Amencan Conference of Govemmental Industnal Hyglemsts

R L Nl R

== -or mandated by any govertimental entity? If so, “state the date"that you so advised such person

- P Y RIERE e e

or party, the-manner in which you advised such person or party, and the name of each.

ANSWER: Defendants object to this request in that it is unduly burdensome, and overly
broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
. limited to the facts and time periods and locations at issue herein. Defendants
further object to Plaintiffs’ use of the term "products" without proper prior
_definition of such terms. . Subject.to these.:
"manufacturers or dlStl'lblltOl'S as defined in the
L b U RN RITIR

products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 40: State the year that this Defendant was first advised of
threshold limit values and maximum allowable concentrations of both asbestos dust and total dust
by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, and state the name of the
employee of the company receiving such information, the information received, the method of
receipt of such information and attach copies of the instrument communicating such advice.

ANSWER: No records exist and there are no living persons with Defendants with such
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e W =+ Up until ;the -time : that Defendant ceased to:sell; and/or';;g-x
" - manufacture asbestos-containing products state in detail what test. if any, ‘your company or its

- -knowledge. : e e e U T e T

INTERR: TORY 41; Was such threshold limit values of maximum allowable

concentrations inquired about in the preceding mterrogatory total dust or _|ust asbestos dust"

MM& See precedmg mterrogatory

- predecessor(s) ever made with regard to the quantity, quality, or threshold limit values of
asbestos dust or particles to which users or bystanders were exposed while using your asbestos-
contaxmng products .

o e b A C R

a. If theré were any such tests” ‘or studies, give the name or names of the person(s)

. conducting the tests, the date of the tests and attach true coptes of any reports

' . findings or memoranda concerning such tests or studies. -

' AN WER .Aﬁefendants object to this 'requestiinmthz‘tt‘ tt 1s unduly burdensome, ‘and overiy

. broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not

limited to the facts and time periods and locations at issue herein. Defendants
- further object to Plaintiffs’ use of the term 'products” . v
definition of ‘such terms. Subject 10 ns ""Defendants are not

R ‘i ”iz’(\

e """"‘”’“ﬁ”fﬁ“&"ﬁxwrers or dlsmbutors “as deﬁned m‘the common vemacular of any such

o Pt LSS

- products. - : S

INTERROGATORY N : Does the Defendant possess or have in’ tts control any

written documents and/or wntten materials prior to 1980 which indicate that other manufacturers
of asbestos-containing products had any knowledge, information;’ or understandmg that asbestos

a copy

e B T e e SN AR "45‘»%*‘%.,” o

¥

ANSWER Defendant objects to this request to the extent the mformatton or documents
__sought are protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney
~ work product privilege, and/or the party communication privilege provided for

by Rule 166b, Tex. R. Civ. P. and Rule 503, Tex. R. Evid. Further, Defendant

- objects in that this request calls for a legal conclusion which it is not qualified to
make. Further, the request seeks by inference an admission of fact which
improperly invades the purview of the finder of fact. Sllb_]CCt to these objections,

Defendant may have materials which relate in some way to the subject areas _

sought, but it will be necessary for Plamtlffs attorneys to review the volumes
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contained in the corporate industrial hygiene library ‘to Verify the &
such documents.

INTERROGATORY NO. 44; Did your company or its predecessor(s) ever place any
warning directly on any of its asbestos-contammg products? (i.e. on insulation pipe covering
itself). If so, state the wordmg of such warmng the snze"how lt was marked and the dates of
placement. , . EXREEEY : : - : o

= ,A_N__Sm_. N Defendants object to this’: request 'in ‘that’it?i ’unduly ,urdensome, *and‘“'o\’iéi'ly S
<" broad in'timé and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
limited to the facts and time periods and locations at issue herein. Defendants
further object to Plaintiffs’ use of the term "products” without proper prior
definition of .such terms. .. Subject_to these :‘_objectlons, ‘Defendants are not

manufacturers or dlstnbutors,fas? def'med in, the' ommon vernacular, of any such

e 2N R R S R MR AR

products

INTERROGATORY NO. 45: Did the Defendant ever provide a warning within its sales
literature pertaining to asbestos-containing products? If so, hst the wordmg, the dates and what
hteratureltwasplacedm o e ST
ANSWER: Defendants object to this request in thatélt is iunduly burdensome, and overly . . ..
B broad i in time m@dmssgo WWWQW .gwohn&agg@documents which are not
imited to the facts and time penods and locattons at 1ssue herein. Defendants
“ .~ % ‘further object to ‘Plaintiffs’ use “of ‘the ‘term’ products “without’ proper prior
definition of such terms. Subject to these ‘objections,  Defendants are not
manufacturers or dtstnbutors as deﬁned in the common vemacular

products.

- INTERROGATORY NO. 46: - :-Were any Material- SafetyéData sheets ever ptepared by the
Defendant for your asbestos products” If so, attach ¢ 501 A;Mm@{mm Vi : 4 .

PR TE L S

ANSWER: Defendants object to this request in that it is unduly burdensome and overly
broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
limited to the facts and time periods and locatlons at issue herein. Defendants
further object to Plaintiffs’ use of the term "products” without proper prior
definition of such terms. Subject to these objections, Defendants are not
manufacturers or distributors, as defined in the common vernacular, of any such
products.
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' f‘:~ W """ Does Defendant have insurance policies that might
claims made by Plaintiff in this case"

ver the

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it assumes facts not in ev1dence, andcalls -
" for a legal conclusion. Subject thereto, Defendant lacks sufficient knowledge
_ regarding Plamtxffs 1dentxt1es, work histories and claims to properly rdennfy such
s s an mformanon T .

a. - the amounts of insurance coverage that is currently avallable as of the date you
answer these mterrogatones and SR :
b. how much is in | dispute.

e v L T pa e oA 1
9 s RS S PR TR TN

ANSWER: See preceding answer.

INTERROGATORY NO. 49: If you have not previously supplied the requested
information in the Master Asbestos File, then for each and every expert witness, medical or
otherwise, whom you may call to testlfy durmg the tnal of this cause, please state the followmg

e ] ta) ”“l;%flﬁ'wwwwmawmm&zwww S w
c. ° Phone number, ’
-~ d. - -~ Each subject matter on which the expert witness 1s expected to testify,
e. 'I'he mental i unpressnons and oplmons held by the relate to thlS case
S--# in any way, - S S
f. . The facts known to the expert (regardless of when the factual mformatlon was

acqutred) which relate to or form the ba51s of the mental nnpressron and optmons
_ « held by the expert, and . R CIEERS S
g. ‘_ Who will be paying each, such expert and how " uch i e
ANSWER Defendant lacks sufficient knowledge regarding Plaintiffs’ identities and claims
to properly identify such persons. Consequently, no decision has been made at
this time. Defendant will supplement as necessary after it learns Plaintiffs’
exposure facts and theories of liability.

‘{;; 5 .

INTERROGA’i‘ORY NO. 50: If you have prev1ously Asupplled the requested information
in the Master Asbestos File, then for each expert who will not be called as a witness, but whose
work product forms the basis in whole or in part of the opinions of an expert who will be called
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~ANSWER;-  Defendants object to this interrogatory to the extent that seeks’information-or <#:. -

252 witness; ‘state

the name, address and telephonen stlfymg expert

the subject matter of the work product on which the testlfymg expert wxll rely;

a

b,

“ ¢, % the mental impression of the non-testifying expert and
d. the facts known to the non-testtfymg expert o

e

L M& Defendant lacks sufficlent knowledge regardmg Plamnffs 1dent1t1es and ¢laims ™
T properly identify such persons. Consequently, no decxswn has‘\been:made at"

<

this :time. > 'Defendant - will supplement “ds¥neces s-‘a'fry‘
" ‘exposure facts and theories of liability. &

INTERROGATORY NO. 51: Identify the name, address and telephone number of every
_ person whom you intend to_call as a witness at trial, who_has not previously been listed as a
' witness in Defendant’s Master Witness List on file in the Master Asbestos File.

documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-clic _. privilege, the attorney
work product privilege, and/or the party communication privilege provided for
by Rule 166b, Tex. R. Civ. P. and Rule 503, Tex. R. Evid. Defendant objects
to this request in that it exceeds the permlssble scope of discovery in seeking

desxgnatlonof "witnesses". T.R.C.P.” 166b(2)(d) permxts dtscovery only of * A
R‘O ““t%lﬁt**’wa‘tl’% %Tw%ﬁa S M«&ess w‘th”'knOWIedge“Of‘relevant faCts 2rudy ‘Defendant‘ e

o T,

oA % e Tt e BRI &'.::;.z;':gj L5

Tacks sufficient knowledge regardmg Plamtlffs identities and clauns to properly .

" identify such persons. Consequently, no decision has been made ‘at this time. =~
Defendant will supplement as necessary after it learns Plaintiffs’ ‘exposure facts ™

and theones of hablhty

'_ INTERROGATQRY NO 52 What is Defendant s present net worth"

i P e S

ANSWER Defendant obJects to thls request in that,the.
on the status of this litigation. Further this information varies annually and will
likely be incorrect by the time of trial. Defendant will supplement, as necessary,
in the discovery of the particular causes applicable to Defendant as each nears

trial.

INTERROGATORY NO. 53: Has this Defendant, or its present directors or officers acting
on its behalf, made monetary contributions in excess of $5,000.00 within the past ten years to

the following scientists or researchers who have written on the subject of asbestos-related -

diseases or to their employing universities on behalf of or at the request of the scientist or
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Raymond Murphy Harvard Medical School and Harvard School of Pubhc Health

Margaret Becklake - McGill Umversnty, Montreal Canada e ~ - '\

-.e'

Edward A’f ';Gaensler Boston' Umversxty of AMedrcme,
.. Medical School

Harvard Medical School, Tufts -

Bernard Gee Yale Umversrty School of Medlcme

Allan Goldman - South florida College of Medlcme D1v1sron of Pulmonary Crmcal
Care and Occupational Medicine

o A S R S MR 1 A AR R SR S T

; @m&@w«w s

Jerome Kleinerman - Case Western Reserve Umversrty School of Medxcme .

}4¢~3_ B

Hllton L msohn Umversrty of Connectlcut Y'ale'Um

Hans Weill - Tulane University

. Morton Corn - John Hopkins . ..., =, .o

+vBrooke "Mossman®Univer§ity 6" Vermont =

John Craighead - University of Vermont
I ngstopher Wagner , ,- SR 2

J. Corbett McDonald - McGill Umverslty

Peter Elmes o

Paul E. Wheeler - Johns Hopkins

Lee Rerchman Umversrty of Medical and Dentlstry of New Jersey, Newark New
. Jersey - - :

J.M.G. Davis - Institute of Occupational Medicine, Edinburgh, UK. (England)

J.N.P. Davies - Albany Medical College, New York
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ANSWER: . Defendant objects t0. tlus mterrogatory as trrelevant any ;
St Plati’inffs ‘and’ ls“ﬁot hkely to lead 1o the discov

cr

INTERROGATORY NOQ. 53; . In what year did this' Defendant first become aware of the .. ..
1938 Pubhc Health Bullenn No 241 entitled "A Study of Asbestosis in the Textile Industry""

RTCRY-20d '4 ERIME

M& : Defendant objects to thrs mterrogatory in that it -assumes facts not in evidence, -
“lacks proper foundatlon, and calls for a legal conclusxon SubJect thereto no.
"records - exist and there are “no _living’“persons W B
B knowledge SEES

.- INTERROC iATORY NQ 54; In what year did this Defendant first become aware of the

1938 Public Health Bulletin No. 241 entitled "A Health Survey of Pipe Covering Operauons in
+Constructing Naval-Vessels"-by-Fleischer;*Drinker; et al st

§ , Defendant objects to this mterrogatory in that 1t assumes facts not in evilence,
= “lacks proper foundation, and calls for a legal conclusion. Subject the: to, no
records exist and there are no hvmg persons w1th Defendants w1th such
“knowledge. : o

LR R AR AN L RS T 2

ERROGAT NO.55:  How many “laims or lawsults (other‘:( thani workers T

LJ«»

. #compensatxon ‘claims)+were*filed-againstrthis*Defendaiit ‘in " the’ «1930s*?allegmg, in whole or in

_part, injury, damage or disease from exposure to or inhalation of various dusts? This .
mterrogatory mcludes cases of asbestosis, pneumoconiosis -and silicosis due .to the fact ...
mdtvrduals were or may have been exposed to mtxed types of dusts :
§ R; Defendant objects to tlus request in that it is unduly burdensome ‘and overly
" broad in time and scope in that it seeks information and documents which are not
_limited to the facts and time periods anﬁdwlwmgg?bgsﬁ At issue herein.  Defendant . . .
S objects to this interrogatory in that it assumes facts not in evidence, lacks proper
g ey foundation, and calls for a legal conclusiof =" ‘ '

INTERROGATORY NO. 56: Has this Defendant in other litigation ever alleged or

. admitted that the health hazards of asbestos-containing insulation products were known prior to

1945?

'ANSWER: Defendant objects to this request in that it seeks an‘admission, which is properly
discoverable only through the use of requests for admisisons. A o
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| THE STATE OF TEXAS
".COUNTY OF HARRIS ..

" the best of her kndwledge,’ information and belief.

wmanun

The undersigned, being first duly sworn, deposes and says.

That she is the Ass1stant Secretary of B wn,‘&wRoot Inc., Defendant m th1s

e w;.,.%mnemmﬁré»ma(ﬁ? A G BRI 4’%’*‘3’#’&?&"} m R

that -the mformatxon set fort 1 in the foregomg -An rs o"_Interrogatones was

assembled by employees of Brown & Root, Inc. &om the Cdrporation‘s records and

files and from personnel in the appropnate oﬁices, departments and d1v1s1ons of the

Corporatxon that she is mformed and therefore, beheve‘ ‘at“the}matters thereln

f)‘qf»ﬁ«i*\)ﬂ b T LR TR 1‘%@%“‘&%%}WWKMW${%?§MQ’MN ; ;
stated are true and on that ground avers that the matters stated therem are true to

" SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME thlsz ‘/ day of . , 1998.

NOTARY PUBLIC IN A8D FOR
THE STATE OF TEXAS

Y




