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-1 request for the report. Thank you. I upon whatI've done in the management school in
2 Q. .Did1 ask you what your 2 evaluating cases. .
3 conclusion was in the Celotex case? - - 3 Q.. Ithad nothing to do with:
4 A. Ithink I offered.it. ., : . 4 asbestos?-
5 Q. . That's.right;the trustrather = .. .. 5 A.: No. I'm just implying that there: . .
6 than have the plaintiffs attomeys run the - 6 was a continuation of my relationship.withr the
7 company. . . o 7  firm. < : _
8 A. That's right. - 8 Q. Iunderstand We won't mquxre :
9 Q. . : How long did you do. research in 9 about that. .
10 order to-come up with this eonclusmn opinion?; 10 The Celotex case, how much were .
11 ] think-something in the order.of {1  youpaid? .. Co A .
12 four to ﬁve months. . R 12 A.. 1think the: total'was somethiug :
13 Q. Was that part-time, full- tlme'7 13  on the order of $40,000. o
14 ‘A. It:was.part-time by me, but it 14 Q. When you say the total, what do ™~
15 was also full-time with one of my:post-docs who 15§ youmean? . . - i RTINS
16 helped me with it. And did-a:lot-of collection 16 A.- Thatis, I recall because there
17 of materials that we. discussed.... . - .: o 17 was.notapaymentalong.the way. I recalka.:
18 Q. Didit take a- four or. f've-month i 18 check.-for something like:$40,000-times, at-that.
19 period.of time for him,; this post- -dog,to. ... - 19 time, it was $300.0r:$328 per. hour. .
20 collectthe matenal and;then you studied. it . 20 Q.  Your research assistant.was paid.. .
21 and wrote your repart.or.were-you studying thq 21 separately" .
22 entire time, the eatire, faur or.five;months? . . 22 A. Yes. o
23 - We were doing it together. the 23 Q. .Do:you know how much: the research
24 entiretime., What took the time.was to- . 24 assistant's bill was? . . . . st a e
25 ° acquaint.us with this literature. 1didn’t 25 A. lthink about 318 000
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1 take me: much time to have a view about the ' 1 -Q. - When was this? ., L .
2 representation -of interest, butl couldu't 2 A. 1996, February 1996 is when wey l R
3 apply it unless I acquired: thgrm[ormetion, 3 think, submitted the repoxt. - . .
4 about this particular industry that.I didn't. . 4 Q. So February of 1996 is when you
5 have before, which.is.whatI've been valiantly 5 were first acquainted with the general .
6 tryingtogonvey. I don’t want to misrepresent 6 literature regarding asbestos disease? .. o
7 whatkknew: when. . e - 7 A. Notin February; By February. T
8 Q.rf .3 pnderstand You 'te: notx URTEEIRICIoI 8 Q. ByPFebrary. . o
-9 = uy o6l thisreportinthe Ce]otex TS 9 A. By February, lhad become muchr
10 case, has it been. pubhshed anywhere? Zi oo dr o terur h. 10 more acquainted with the literature on asbestos
11 *A. Noyit.was just offered to they - i ‘11 because of this assignment. .
12 courtand, became the basis for my.second expert 12 Q. And four.or five months prior to
13  witness experience with McCracken, which just 13 that you began becoming acquainted?.
14 ended this last month. . 14 A. Much more acquainted. To be
15 Q. Is that the boilermaker case? o 15 fair, ! was not completely ignorant of it, but ..
16 A.. . .No; no, the boilermaker case is 16 I was not well acquainted with the industry,
17 thetobacco case.. The. new one-that L just...- 17 its characteristics, the nature of the product
18 ended js.a quite different subject. Ithasto;. 18 and the nature of the claims made about .
19  do with the evaluation of a claim about;a: 19 specific diseases.
20 . contract dispute with a.camp at Cahrml College 20 Q. The boilermaker case, tell me
21 in Philadelphia. 21 about your report and how it related to..
22 . The same sort of issues, ofwho o 22 asbestos. - .
23 the repre_sent,a‘tion -of the-truth of the matter .. . 23 A. It relates to asbestos in the
24 came up~as.w'ell as an evaluation.of the .. - 24 following indirect way. The claim made in the
25 particulh‘r enterprise, and for that I've relied 25 boilermaker's case was that American workers
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