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raport haalth effects he found in Monsante's workers when asked
by the West Virginia Compensation Commission, and of publishing
studies intended to downplay the actual human health effects of
dioxin. Asm a result of fha extrems and unfair limitations
placed upon his test}mony and this Court's subsequant ban on
his further testimony, Dr. Suskind never had the opportﬁnity to
respond to these charges, and to demonstrats that his
racollection wag totally accurate. ;

‘ The importance of Dr. Suskind'e testimony to plaint;fﬁs'
punitive damage case is illustrated by the manner and length
(18 days) of cross-sexamination of Dr. Suskind after a
reasonably congise direct exam (2-1/2 days)) and the extansive.
use of(Dr. Suskind’'s tastimony in the cross examination of Dr:
James ﬁebster, Monsanto's chief examining expert. Plaintiffs’
counsel spent days cross-examining Dr. James Webstar, |
MonSaﬁto's £inal madical expsrt, with the unclarified, and at
times unduly and erroneously rastricted, testimony of Dr.
Suskind. ‘

In addition, misinformation offered by plaintiffs' counsel
which was corrected and clarified by Dr. Suskind during his
direct e;amination {which clarification was left unchallenged
by plaintiffs' counsel daspite 18 days of cross examination)
falatingito the number of workers reported by Dr. Suskind in
hig 184 qéalth study ag having cancar was usad, neverthelesas,
in it's inﬁorract and hnclarifiéd state to cross examins DrT.
Wehatex, . ka. 6/8/87). This 0ffer of Proof deﬁ?nstrates that

Dr. Suskind‘'s redirect examination is critical to Monsanto's
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