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- Special Deputy cheriff
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. UNITED STATES‘ DISTRICT COURT:

DISTRICT OF MEW JERSEY ... ...
Praintiff, : \ B '
TR | :  Action at law
JOMNS-FANVILLE CORPORATION, 5 A NSWER- "~ . /> é

. = .. sJJ‘,ﬁ. ‘.‘.t ‘*J‘
a corporation of the State . R ¥

of New York,

Defendant. 3 : ‘ Cot

Defendant, JOHWS.MANVILLE CORPORATICN, a corporation
of the Sfate of Wew York, having its principal office in Rew
Jersey, at Nanville, Somerset County, says that:

FIRST DZFENSE

1. It denies paragraph 1, except that it says that
the plaeintiff was in its employ at its plant at Manville,
¥. J. from December 28, 1926, to April 8, 1932.

2. It denies paragraph 2, except that it says that
it was and nas been engaged in the manufacture of asbestos
products for commercial purposes froem December 28, 1926, to
the present time,

3. It denies paragraph 3, except that it says that
it employed the plaintiff at its plant at Manville, N.J.,
frem December 28, 1926, to April 8, 1932.

. 4, It denies paragracrhs 4, 5, 6 and 7.
SECOND DLFEVNSE

The injury and the disease alleged in the complaint

were due to one of the risks of his employment assumed by

. - *
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-The injury and the disease alleged 1n'the complaint7,~ i
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were caused by contrlbutory negligence on the part of tFeﬁ’i
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FIFTHd DEFEKSE

-\

The injury and the disease alleged?in_theLeoﬁﬁlaiptziigﬁg
were caused by contributory negligence on the.PéftiQf thefff
plaintiff in that the plaintiff. failed to-exereiee'reasonfii
able care to protect himself against the alleged dengeraAQf
his employment by using the mask and other applianqés pro-ér
vided by the defendant for that purpose. SR .

SIXTH DEFEKSE

The injury and the disease alleged in the comélaint“‘”
were due to negligence on the part of a fellow-servant of
the plaintiff, in failing to warn and instruct the plaintif;
to use the mask and other appliances provided by the defend-
ant for the purvose of protecting the plaintiff against

the alleged dangers of his employment.

SEVENTH DEFELSE

Plaintiff's action is barred because it was neot
cormenced and instituted within two years next after the
alleged cause of actioh accrued.

LTI s

Attorneys for Defendant.,




UNITED STATES DISTRICT court
DISTRICT OF li=¥ JERSEY

VATIUS GRABOW

——— - c——

Plaintiff .
JAction at Law. -

ORDER FOR DISCONTINUANCE,

#213)

vs,

JOHUS-MANVILLE CORPORATION, a .
corperation of the State o
Kew York, . .

Defendant

The above entitled oawse having been settled betiween the parties thgrcta;
It is ORDERED, that the same be, and it is hereby discontinued, withont costgfo either party

as against the other. ' ' T, Lo annnncnr

1

Entered  June 13, 19 34

On maotion of / ) . g
J’/W%—W( Y /} Lot /(/L/C

Altorneys of defendant"(' .

Consent is hercby given to the making and entering of the above order.




