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400 TWO ALLEN CENTER 

1200 SMITH STREET 
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Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested 
Z 255 976 705

Ms. Melinda Hutts 
Baron & Budd
3102 Oak Lawn Avenue, Suite 1100 
Dallas, TX 75219

Re: Cause No. 97-0844-E; Jose J. Cano, Sr., et al. Owens-Coming Fiberglas
Corporation, etal.; In the 28* Judicial District Court of Nueces County, Texas

Dear Ms. Hutts:

Pursuant to Rule 191.4(a) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, enclosed is the following 
document:

1. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company's Objections and Responses to 
PlaintifFs first Set of Interrogatories and Request for Production.

By copy of this letter, all known counsel of record are receiving a copy of this document 
without the enclosures.

Sincerely yours,

HAYS, McCONN, RICE & PICKERING

Craig S. Wolcott

CSW:elp
Enclosures

cc: All other known counsel of record
(without enclosures)
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N3Y. 12.99* 006B6

NO. 97-0844-E

JOSE J. CANO, SR. AND MARIA CANO; 
RUBEN EURESTE; and LEO MOORE 
AND YELENA FAY MOORE

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF

VS. NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS

OWENS-CORNING FIBERGLAS 
CORPORATION, ET AL. 148TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

DEFENDANT UNION PACIFIC RESOURCES COMPANY’S 
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF’S 

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION

COMES NOW DEFENDANT UNION PACIFIC RESOURCES COMPANY F/K/A 

CHAMPLIN PETROLEUM COMPANY, INDIVIDUALLY, AND AS SUCCESSOR BY 

MERGER TO PONTIAC REFINING CORPORATION, and pursuant to the Texas Rules of Civil 

Procedure, makes this its Objections and Responses to Plaintiffs First Set of Interrogatories and 

Request for Production as follows:

SEE ATTACHED.
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Respectfully submitted,

HAYS, McCONN, RICE & PICKERING

By: / /n Cst 

y B. STEPHEN RICE 
State Bar No. 16838000 
CRAIG S. WOLCOTT 
State Bar No. 21845475 
400 Two Allen Center 
1200 Smith Street 
Houston, Texas 77002 
(713) 654-1111 (Telephone)

(713) 655-9212 (Facsimile)

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT UNION 
PACIFIC RESOURCES COMPANY F/K/A 
CHAMPLIN PETROLEUM COMPANY, 
INDIVIDUALLY, AND AS SUCCESSOR BY 
MERGER TO PONTIAC REFINING 
CORPORATION

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument was 
forwarded via certified mail/retum receipt requested to counsel for Plaintiffs and by regular mail to 
all counsel of record on this day of /UWk 1999.

B. Stephen Rice
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OBJECTION APPLICABLE TO ALL REQUESTS

Defendant objects to each item of discovery to the extent that the discovery calls for 
documents protected by the attomey/client privilege, work product privilege, or the party 
communication privilege.

OBJECTIONS TO DEFINITIONS

Defendant objects to the stated definition of the terms “Defendant,” “You,” “Your” and 
“Your Company” on the grounds it is overly broad and seeks to extend the definition beyond the 
scope of discovery allowed under the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, including but not limited to 
inquiries relating to subsidiaries, foreign subsidiaries and other separately incorporated non-parties 
thus rendering the Plaintiff s stated definitions overly broad, vague and improper.

Defendant objects to the stated definition of the terms “Document,” “Documents,” “Written 
Materials” and “Printed Materials” on the grounds it is overly broad, vague and clearly outside the 
scope of permissible discovery under the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. This Defendant would 
specifically object to the attempt to extend the definition of these terms as requiring the responding 
party to make a determination of what documents may be responsive to these Interrogatories and 
Requests for Production “regardless of who now has or formerly had custody, possession or control” 
on the ground that is clearly outside the scope of permissible discovery and could be construed as 
seeking disclosure of information that would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney 
work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil 
Evidence.

Defendant would further object to the stated definition of the terms “Meeting” or “Meetings” 
on the grounds that it is so overly broad and vain and renders each discovery request to which it may 
apply incapable of being answered; and therefore, improper under the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure.

Defendant objects to the stated definition of the terms “products containing asbestos fiber,” 
“asbestos containing products” and “asbestos products” on the grounds it is overly broad, vague and 
not limited to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit and therefore, seeks disclosure of information 
and/or the production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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EREL ARY STATEMENT OF UNION PACIFIC RESOURCES COMPANY

Union Pacific Resources Company, a Delaware Corporation is currently an independent 
corporation but was previously a subsidiary of Union Pacific Corporation. A predecessor of Union 
Pacific Corporation purchased the stock of Champlin Petroleum Company and the former Pontiac 
Refinery from Celanese Corporation of America in 1969. Champlin Petroleum Company’s name was 
changed to Union Pacific Resources Company in 1987. Also, effective January 1, 1987, 50% interest 
in the Corpus Christi refinery was sold to a subsidiary of PDVSA, the National Oil Company of 
Venezuela. A general partnership was established known as the Champlin Refining Company 
partnership operating the Corpus Christi refinery on behalf of the 50% interest held by a subsidiary 
of PDVSA and 50% interest held by Champlin Refining Inc., a wholly owned subsidiary of Champlin 
Petroleum Company (now known as Union Pacific Resources Company). Effective January 1, 1989, 
Champlin Refining, Inc. had sold its remaining 50% interest in Champlin Refining Company to a 
subsidiary of PDVSA which was subsequently merged by PDVSA into PDVSA’s CITGO Petroleum 
Company.

Following the sale of its interest in the Corpus Christi Refinery, (formerly known as the 
Pontiac Refinery), Champlin Petroleum Company, now known as Union Pacific Resources Company, 
retained no records or documents relating to the operation of that refinery. All such documentation 
remained in the possession of the current owner and operator of that refinery.
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INTERROGATORIES

For each person who has supplied any information used in answering these interrogatories, 
state the name, address, job title, length of time employed by Defendant, and a year-by-year list of 
all other positions, titles, or jobs held when working for Defendant.

ANSWER:

Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company is a corporation. The information necessary 
for responding to these interrogatories came from a variety of sources and or documents.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Have you ever been convicted or cited for any offense (criminal, misdemeanor or felony), any 
violation of federal or state regulations (including but not limited to, OSHA or other regulatory 
bodies), or country or city ordinances? If so, please fist each offense and/or citation, identify the 
court or the administrative body in which the case was filed and the date the conviction, citation or 
violation was issued.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit, not limited 
to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited to a facility where it is alleged the Plaintiffs 
might have worked and therefore, seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any material 
issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Please state whether a medical monitoring program, medical examination program or other 
medical surveillance program (“program”) was provided to workers at Defendant’s Premises. If such 
programs were offered, please describe these programs in detail; specify in your response to whom 
such programs were offered (i.e. contractor employees and Defendant employees); describe the dates 
that the aforementioned programs were in place; and state what documents concerning the described 
programs exist.

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:
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ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited in time nor is it limited to the matters made the basis 
of this lawsuit, specifically alleged exposure to asbestos fibers and therefore, seeks disclosure of 
information wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Please state the years during which Defendant operated a medical department and identify all 
persons who directed, headed or supervised said department and state the years of their service in that 
capacity.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the subject premises nor is it limited to the time 
period relevant in this case and therefore, seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any 
material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Have you ever provided safety equipment to persons working on Defendant’s Premises? If 
so, please list the safety equipment provided and indicate when the equipment was first provided, to 
whom the equipment was provided, and under what circumstances the equipment was provided. 
Further, identify the person with the most knowledge of your “safety equipment” policies.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it 
limited to asbestos containing thermal insulation products which presumably is one of the basis of the 
Plaintiff’s claims herein, and therefore, seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any 
material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. Subject to the foregoing objections and without waiver of same. Air Line respirators were 
issued for asbestos exposure.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Please list all asbestos-containing products (“products”) used at Defendant’s Premises and 
state what these products were used for, from whom these products were purchased, where these 
products were installed, and the specific persons or contractors who installed these products. 
Further, indicate the first year each specific asbestos-containing product was no longer purchased and 
installed on Defendant’s Premises.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit, specifically alleged exposure to asbestos fibers and 
therefore seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject thereto and without 
waiver of same,, see documents labeled D0001743, J0014991, G0027516, G0026810, G0026336, 
G0001247, G0001248, FF0092993, FF0092994, FF0092956, FF0092957, FF0092916, FF0092917, 
FF0069504, FF0069456, FF0066961, FF0066949, FF0066950, FF0066502, FF0066004, 
FF0065798, FF0059607, FF0050589, FF0050(illegible), FF0046167, FF0046137, FF0045756, 
FF0044300, FF0043143, FF0041197, FF0041198, FF0039903-21, FF0038621, FF0033025, 
FF0026376, FF0024770, FF0017380, FF0017386, M0024111, M0012716-7, produced by Defendant 
in the Cedilla case.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Please state whether any asbestos-containing products in place or in use at Defendant’s 
Premises have been abated at any time. If so, please list each person or company involved with the 
abatement of asbestos, including address and telephone number, and state the dates and particular 
locations of each abatement procedure.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Com any objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit, specifically alleged exposure to asbestos fibers and 
therefore seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject thereto and without 
waiver of same, see documents produced by Defendant in response to Plaintiffs Request for 
Production in Cedillo. See documents labeled A0001058, A0001060, A0001061, A0001068, 
A0001468, A0065002-7, A0065434, AA0007341, D0001673, D0001674, D001690-97, D0001716, 
D0001743, produced by Defendant in the Cedillo case.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Do you contend that Defendant, Defendant’s representatives, insurance carriers and/or agents 
performed any measurements and/or studies prior to 1970 to determine the quantity of asbestos fibers 
in the air at the Union Pacific facility? If the answer is anything other than “no”, identify each and 
every fact which supports this contention.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory as 
overly broad, vague, and not limited to the subject premises and not limited to the time period 
relevant in this case and thus seeks information that is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lease 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. Interrogatories are not properly used to require a party to 
marshall evidence. Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 194, comment 2.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

State in detail what tests have been conducted with regard to the quantity, quality, or 
threshold limit values of asbestos dust or particles to which workers were exposed while using, 
working with or around, or installing asbestos-containing products in any of your facilities. Please 
state where and when these tests were conducted, by whom these tests were conducted, and the 
results of any such test.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the subject premises and not limited to the time 
period relevant in this case and therefore seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any 
material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. Subject thereto and without waiver of same. Occupational Health Consultants performed 
an asbestos survey on March 23, 1983. No asbestos fibers were detected. (E-000479)

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Have you ever had a policy requiring workers on Defendant’s premises to use respirators? 
If so, please state when this policy was implemented; describe this policy in detail; state to whom it 
applied (i.e. Defendant employees and contractor employees); and describe what types and brand 
names of respirators were required by you.
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ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory as 
overly broad, vague and not limited to asbestos or the matters made the basis of this suit. Subject 
thereto and without waiver of same, see:

1. Respiratory Protection Program, Procedure No. 708.1, issued June 5, 1987. (CHG 
01910). Air Line Respirators were indicated;

2. Respirator Application Procedure, Procedure No. 44 (CH/W-001102-4) issued 
August 1977;

3. See also D0001673, D0001674 and D0001692.)

INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Do you contend that at no time during the time frame between 1948-1990, Defendant did not 
have the right to advise or, if necessary, control the activities of employees of contractors, working 
on the premises of the Union Pacific facility, who were engaged in activities which could be 
potentially hazardous to either themselves or Union Pacific Resources employees? If the answer is 
anything other than “no”, identify each and every fact which supports this contention.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory as 
overly broad, vague, and not limited to the subject premises and not limited to the time period 
relevant in this case and thus seeks information that is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. Interrogatories are not properly used to require a party to 
marshall evidence. Texas Rules of civil procedure, Rule 194, comment 2.

INTERROGATORY NO 12:

Have you ever warned workers on Defendant’s Premises of the hazards of asbestos and 
asbestos-containing products? If so, describe in detail the methods of such warnings, who you 
warned and when. Please include in your response a description of any written warnings relating to 
the hazards of asbestos in place at Defendant’s Premises and state when the written warnings were 
installed, how many were installed, and whether they have been removed.
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ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and not limited to the time period relevant in this case and therefore 
seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not reasonably 
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject thereto and without waiver of 
same, see A0061590 and A0001693 produced in the Cedillo case.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Please state the year you first learned that persons could suffer physical injury through the 
inhalation of asbestos fibers and how Defendant became aware of the existence of asbestos hazards. 
Further, please identify any documents that would indicate that asbestos fibers, when inhaled, can be 
hazardous to the health of human beings.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case, and not limited 
to the premises relevant in this case, and therefore seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant 
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

If Defendant has ever been a member of any trade organization that published or disseminated 
any documents or information relating to the hazards of asbestos, state the names of such 
organizations and list the dates of membership.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and clearly outside the scope of permissible interrogatory discovery 
in that it seeks to compel the responding parties do what amounts to a literature search in obtaining 
information that is not in its care, custody or control thus, rendering the inquiry improper under Rules 
168 and 166b of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. Further, Defendant Union Pacific Resources 
Company would object to this interrogatory to the extent the information sought is a matter of public 
record and/or in the public domain and therefore, as easily accessible by Plaintiff as this Defendant.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Identify eveiy individual ever employed at Defendant’s facilities who has made or presented 
a Worker’s Compensation or other claim for personal injury or death resulting from inhalation of 
asbestos. Please include in your response the date of any such claims and a description of the injury 
alleged.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and not limited to the time period relevant in this case, and therefore 
seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not reasonably 
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Do you contend that Defendant specifically warned Plaintiff about the hazards of asbestos and 
asbestos-containing products? If the answer is anything other than “no”, identify each and every fact 
which supports this contention.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory as 
overly broad and vague. Interrogatories are not properly used to require a party to marshall evidence. 
T.R.C.P. Rule 194, comment 2. Subject thereto and without waiver of same. Defendant estimates 
it provided warnings in the late 1970s. See also Champlin Safety Regulations for Outside Contractors 
Procedure No. 1. (CHAV-000446)

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Please identify the date when Defendant first provided any warnings to its own employees 
regarding the potential health hazards of asbestos.

ANSWER:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this interrogatory as 
overly broad and vague. Interrogatories are not properly used to require a party to masrshall 
evidence. T.RC.P. Rule 194, comment 2. Subject thereto and without waiver of same. Defendant 
estimates it provided warnings in the late 1970s. See also Champlin Safety Regulations for Outside 
Contractors Procedure No. 1. (CHAV-000446)
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

Produce all documents that reflect, indicate or in any way relate to communications between 
you and any manufacturer of asbestos-containing products concerning or related to the asbestos 
contained in such products.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the subject premises, nor is it limited to the time 
period relevant in this case, and therefore seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any 
material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible 
evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:

Produce all documents that indicate that asbestos fibers, when inhaled, can be hazardous to 
the health of human beings.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, global and general. Further, this request is not limited to the 
relevant time period in this case nor is it limited to the subject premises. Still further, this Defendant 
objects to this request to the extent it seeks to compel this Defendant to do a document and/or 
literature search on the grounds that it is clearly outside the scope of permissible discovery under Rule 
167 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. Lastly, this Defendant would object to this request to the 
extent it seeks production of documentation that is a matter of public record and/or in the public 
domain, and therefore as easily accessible by the Plaintiff as this Defendant.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

Produce all documents disseminated or published by any trade association that contain 
information relating to the hazards of asbestos and all documents which refer to such documents.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, global and general. Further, this request to the extent it is not 
limited to the relevant time period in this case nor is it limited to the subject premises. Still further, 
this Defendant objects to this request to the extent it seeks to compel this Defendant to do a
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document and/or literature search on the grounds that it is clearly outside the scope of permissible 
discovery under Rule 167 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. Lastly, this Defendant would object 
to this request to the extent it seeks production of documentation that is a matter of public record 
and/or in the public domain, and therefore as easily accessible by the Plaintiff as this Defendant.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

Produce all documents, that relate to any inspections by any regulatory agency for the purpose 
of ascertaining whether health or safety regulations were being followed or adhered to at any of your 
plants. This request specifically seeks any and all such documentation referring to dust hazards, 
including but not limited to asbestos in your plants.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this, request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the subject premises nor is it limited to the time 
period relevant in this case. Further, this Defendant would object to this request as not limited to the 
matters made the basis of this lawsuit, specifically alleged exposure to asbestos fibers and therefore, 
seeks disclosure of information and/or production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material 
issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

Produce all safety meeting minutes or other documents, that refer to the dangers of asbestos 
safety measures to be used in the vicinity of asbestos at Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case, and therefore 
seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this Defendant would 
object to this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that 
would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, party communication 
privilege and the attorney work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure 
and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

Produce all contracts, or other documents that relate to abatement of asbestos at Defendant’s 
Premises.
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RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly 
irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. Further, to the extent necessary, this Defendant objects to this request to the 
extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that would be protected from 
discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, party communication privilege and the attorney 
work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil 
Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

Produce all contracts, or other documents that relate to the installation of asbestos products 
at Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly 
irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. Further, to the extent necessary, this Defendant objects to this request to the 
extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that would be protected from 
discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, party communication privilege and the attorney 
work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil 
Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

Produce all documents that in any way reflect a removal plan or organized written criteria or 
schedule for the removal of asbestos at Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly 
irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. Further, to the extent necessary, this Defendant objects to this request to the 
extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that would be protected from 
discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, party communication privilege and the attorney
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work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil 
Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PROP! JCTTON NO 9:

Produce all documents that relate to abatement of asbestos from any of your plants, including 
but not limited to the Defendant’s Premises located in Corpus Christi, Texas.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly 
irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence. Further, to the extent necessary, this Defendant objects to this request to the 
extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that would be protected from 
discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, party communication privilege and the attorney 
work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil 
Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

Produce all documents related to the medical condition of JOSE J. CANO, SR. at any time 
during his employment at Defendant’s Premises. This request specifically includes any and all x-rays, 
x-ray reports, medical notes and/or medical records of any kind, annual physical forms, and 
employment records relating to Plaintiff’s health.

RESPONSE:

None in the possession of this Defendant.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

Produce Plaintiff’s entire personnel file from Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

None in the possession of this Defendant.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

Produce all documents that reflect the layout of Defendant’s Premises, including the location 
and dimensions of all buildings and the location and placement of asbestos-containing products.
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RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case and therefore 
seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, to the extent 
necessary, this Defendant objects to this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking 
production of documentation that this Defendant considers to be proprietary in nature, and therefore 
would be protected from discovery by virtue of the trade secret privilege afforded by the Texas Rules 
of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

Produce all documents containing any warnings concerning the possibility of injury resulting 
from the use of asbestos-containing products or exposure to asbestos.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the subject premises, and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any 
material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. Further, to the extent necessary, this Defendant objects to this request to the extent it could 
be construed as seeking production of documentation that would be protected from discovery by 
virtue of the attorney client privilege, party communication privilege and the attorney work product 
exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

Produce all photographs of asbestos products in place or asbestos-containing products being 
fabricated or utilized at Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Defendant will supplement.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

Produce all photographs of warning signs or warning statements which are or have been in 
place at Defendant’s Premises in the vicinity of asbestos-containing products.

BSRV420527.1 -16-



RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit specifically asbestos containing thermal insulation 
products, and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue 
in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

Produce all documents relating to any individuals claimed injury as a result of exposure to 
asbestos at Defendant’s Premises, including, but not limited to, workers compensation claims.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case and therefore 
seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this Defendant would 
object to this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that 
would be protected from discovery by virtue of the personal privacy rights or the patient physician 
privileges of the non parties that may be involved.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17:

Produce all documents, including but not limited to, corporate minutes, which mention the 
hazards or potential hazards of asbestos.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the subject premises, and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any 
material issue nr this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. Further, this Defendant would object to this request to the extent it could be construed as 
seeking production of documentation that would be protected from discovery by virtue of the 
attorney client privilege, the party communication privilege and the attorney work product exemption 
afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18:

Produce all documents, including invoices, shipping receipts, bills of lading and purchase 
orders, related to the purchase of asbestos-containing products for use at Defendant’s Premises.
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RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and not limited to the time period relevant in this case and therefore 
seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this Defendant would 
object to this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that 
would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, the party communication 
privilege and the attorney work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure 
and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 19:

Produce all documents relating to inspection by labor inspectors, insurance company 
inspectors or anyone from your company or hired by your company, that included the taking or 
measuring of “dust counts”.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and not limited to the time period relevant in this case and therefore 
seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this Defendant would 
object to this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that 
would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, the party communication 
privilege and the attorney work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure 
and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20:

In the event that Defendant performed or had performed any dust level counts or 
measurements of any of its plants or industrial facilities with respect to asbestos dust, produce any 
documents, memoranda, or other writings that in any way reflect the results of such studies or counts 
and actions taken-as a result of such counts or studies.

BESB.ONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and not limited to the time period relevant in this case and therefore 
seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this Defendant would 
object to this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that 
would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege, the party communication
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privilege and the attorney work product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure 
and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 21:

Produce all reports, writings (whether published or unpublished) and/or other documentation 
written, created and/or edited by any of your experts that in any way pertain to asbestos and the 
hazards and/or diseases that may result therefrom.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is clearly overly broad, vague and improper under Rule 167 in that it seeks production of 
documentation that is not in the care, custody or control of this Defendant. Further, to the extent the 
documentation sought is a matter of public record or in the public domain, this Defendant would 
object as such is equally accessible by Plaintiff as this Defendant.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 22:

Produce a documents which will be used at the time of trial, including all potential exhibits 
and those documents which may be used to cross-examine other witnesses or in rebuttal, and which 
you contend are relevant to any of Defendant’s enumerated defenses in Defendant’s most recently 
filed Answer.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, general and global and constitutes nothing more than a “fishing 
expedition” specifically prohibited by Texas law as it relates to discovery requests. Further, this 
Defendant would object to this request to the extent it seeks production of documentation and/or the 
disclosure of information that would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney work 
product exemption afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil 
Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 23:

Produce documents between Defendant and any of its worker’s compensation carriers 
regarding the hazards of asbestos and asbestos-containing products.
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RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the subject premises, and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any 
material in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 24:

Produce a copy of all regulations, orders, rules and/or policies which have been used relating 
to the safety of the Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is clearly overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it 
limited to the matters made the basis of this lawsuit specifically alleged exposure to asbestos fibers, 
and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material in this case and 
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further, this Defendant 
would object to this request to the extent it seeks production of documentation that is considered 
proprietary in nature, and therefore protected from discovery by virtue of the trade secret privilege 
afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 25 :

Produce all documents which contain complaints by employees of the Defendant’s Premises 
regarding safety conditions and work place conditions at the Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, general and global. Further, this Defendant would object to this 
request as not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited to the matters made the 
basis of this lawsuit, specifically, alleged exposure to asbestos fibers, and therefore seeks production 
of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 26:

Produce all documents which contain complaints by Union representatives of Defendant’s 
Premises regarding safety conditions and work place conditions at the Defendant’s Premises.

BSRN420327.1 -20-



RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, general and global. Further, this Defendant would object to this 
request as not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited to the matters made the 
basis of this lawsuit, specifically, alleged exposure to asbestos fibers, and therefore seeks production 
of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 27:

Produce all documents, organizational charts or rosters which identify the members of the 
management at the Defendant’s Premises and their areas of responsibility during the time period of 
Plaintiffs work at Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, general and global. This Defendant would specifically object to 
this request as not limited to the time period relevant in this case, and therefore seeks production of 
document wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this and not reasonably calculated to lead the 
discovery of admissible evidence. Still further, this Defendant would object to this request to the 
extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any material 
issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Still 
further, this Defendant would object to this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking 
production of documentation that would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney client 
privilege, the party communication privilege and the attorney work product exemption afforded by 
the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 28:

Produce all documents which evidence Defendant’s, net worth, including but not limited to 
all “10-K” forms filed for the last five (5) years.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any 
material issue in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence, and/or does not exist. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, copies of 
this Defendant’s annual report for the years beginning 1996 can be made available for inspection and 
copying at a mutually agreeable time in the offices of Hays, McConn, Rice & Pickering, 1200 Smith 
Street, 400 Two Allen Center, Houston, Texas.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 29.:

Produce all documents which evidence Defendant’s purchase, acquisition, sale, or transfer of 
ownership of Defendant’s Premises.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague and as phrased, could be construed as seeking production of 
documentation that would be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege 
afforded by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure and the Texas Rules of Civil Evidence. Subject to 
and without waiving the foregoing objections, see this Defendant’s Preliminary Statement.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 30:

Produce all indemnity agreements, assignments of liability, subrogation agreements and other 
similar documents relating to Defendants Premises and liabilities arising from said ownership.

RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, general and global. This Defendant would specifically object to 
this request to the extent it could be construed as seeking production of documentation that would 
be protected from discovery by virtue of the attorney client privilege. Subject to and without waiving 
the foregoing objections, see this Defendant’s Preliminary Statement.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 31:

Produce all contracts pertaining to work done by contractors at Defendant’s facility.

RESPONSE;

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, not limited to the time period relevant in this case nor is it limited 
to the subject premises, and therefore seeks production of documentation wholly irrelevant to any 
material in this case and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 32:

Please produce any printed material produced or published by Defendant containing any 
warnings concerning the possibility of injury resulting from the use of asbestos-containing products 
or exposure to asbestos?
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RESPONSE:

Objection. Defendant Union Pacific Resources Company objects to this request for 
production on the grounds it is overly broad, vague and not limited to the time period relevant in this 
case and therefore seeks disclosure of information wholly irrelevant to any material issue in this case 
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject thereto and 
without waiver of same, see A0061590 and A0001693 produced in the Cedillo case.

BSRV420527.1 -23-



NO. 97-0844-E

JOSE J. CANO, SR. AND MARIA CANO; § IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF
RUBEN EURESTE; and LEO MOORE §
AND VELENA FAY MOORE §

§
vs. . § NUECES COUNTY, TEXAS

OWENS-CORNING FIBERGLAS §
CORPORATION, ETAL. § 148TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

STATE OF TEXAS §
§

COUNTY OF §

S BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared 
av/t JL. S&MefiPof Union Pacific Resources Company, who acknowledged that 
he is authorized to execute the verification of answers to Plaintiff’s Interrogatories, that the 
information necessary to answer such Plaintiff's Interrogatories was compiled by others, and that 
answers are verified in accordance with the requirements of law

Authorized Represents 
Union Pacific Resources company

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me on this the day of hltwcm -

1999.
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