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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

Pl

5 - - % " BOYD CIRCUIT COURT
GEORGE CARR, )  92-CI-463-Div.2
ROBERT DAMRON, ) 92-CI-348-Div.2
JAMES GREENE, ) 92-CI-342-Div.2
CHARLES HOWARD, ) 92-CI-335-Div.2 - |
CHARLES PHILLIPS, ) ... 92-CI-337-Div.2 |
PAUL REEVES, ©) . on 92-ci-338-Div.2 |
BILLY RIGSBY, ) 7 92=-CI-331-Div.2 | |
' BOBBY WATTS, ). ' 92-CI-349-Div.2 |-
|| ELBERT casTLE, ) © 92-CI-343-Div.2 .|’
GLEN CHANDLER, ) 7 92-CI-356~Div.2 . |
ARVILLE DONAHUE, ) | 92-CI-334-Div.2 - |
DALE FLOYD, .. ) - 92-CI-332-Div.2 |
DONALD FRALEY, ). '92-CI-344-Div.2.
|| LEWIS LANE, = . ) . 92-CI-345-Div.2 -
|l ARNOLD SHELTON, | ) . 92-CI-346-Div.2 .
Plaintiffs, )
| , | )
ANCHOR PACKING COMPANY, et al., )
| )
Defendants. )

GAF Corporation ("GAF") hereby responds to Plaintiffs'f
Interrogatories and Reqﬁests for ?roduction of Documents ("the
Requests“) only pursuant to, under the prqtectiqh-of ahd to thgi
extent that such requests comply with the Kentucky Rules of civil
Praceduré, as follows: | | | |

GENERAL OBJ

1. GAF objects to these Requests to the extent fhét-they seek|

to require it to respond on behalf of any other ehtity.'GAF W{ii,

respond with such knowledge as GAg'possesses as to The Ruberoid Co.|.

prior to its merger with GAF on May 26, 1967, and on behalf of GAH
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thereafter.: B | o \
2. GAF objects to these Requests to the extent that they'seek
to requ1re it to provide informatlon other than that whlch may be
obtained through a reasonably dillgent search of 1ts records._””
3. GAF objects to these Requests to the extent that they seek’;
to requlre it to respond other than 1n accordance with. the i

appllcable Rules. Thus, GAF decllnes any obligatxon to. (a) locate;g

- gor interv1ew former employees or any other person not presentlyi?
vemployed or engaged by GAF, (b) generate documents not presently}ﬁ
rexistlmg, (c) describe 1ts unsuccesstul efforts to answer - any )

request, (d) identlfy an. unknown custodlan or the current custodlan'?

of documents hot in GAF’s possession, (e) identify the filel
designation and other identiinng designation, the present
location, or the source of documents identified.unleSS'specificaily;
requested in the regueSt; (f)‘addvto or to change the meaning of*

any request in the conjunctive or disjunctive; (g) respond-to,any'
aspect of a request not described with reasonable particularity by

the express'language of the request; or (h) proVide medicaltor_

v.other expert oplnlon beyond the scope ot GAF’s business.-

4. GAF objects to these Requests to the extent that they seek

to require 1t to reveal trade secrets or other confidential.product

or commercial informatlon. Therefore, GAF will submit certain

responses only on the condition that the plalntiffs agree in|

writing and undertake to maintain the confidential nature of

certain trade secrets and other confidential product or commercial

information.




o thermal insulation products.‘

5. GAF objects to these Requests to the extent;that they seek|
to require it to respond to questions or to identify or produc’e' .

- documents relating to times, events and other things beyond thef-

i subjectlmatter of the Complaint, or outside of the period from 1928'

::to 1981,“ durlng which this defendant may have manufacturedjf

"_"asbestos—containing industrial thermal insulation products, r

_relatinq to any products other than asbestos-containing industrial;f

6. _ GAF obj ects to these Requests to the extent that they seek
'to require 1t to <provide information specifically with reSpect to
mining and manufacturing operations, or any safety precautions or| -
'tests undertaken therein whether in compliance with OSHA or
otherwise, inasmuch as the occupa_tional level exposure-s'of asbestos|
mininq and manufacturing workers are different from vth'e _'
‘ occupational level exposures- of insulators and construction
bystanders working with finished asbestos-containing products. |

7. GAF objects to these Requests to the extent that they seek
to require it to provide information or to identify any documents|
or other tangible things pr‘epared or obtained in anticipation of}
litigation or for trial where the plaintiffs have not shown that
: they ( 1) have substantial need for the materials in the preparation
“of the case and ( 2) are unable to obtain the substantial equivalent
of the materials by other means wlthout undue hardship.

8. GAF objects to these Requests to the extent that they seek'
.b to 'require it to disclos_e pr1v1leqed attorney-client commun_l-cations_'
I or informatiO‘n otherwi‘se’ protected from discovery on the ground’s of

3




privilege.

9. GAF objects to the definitions and instructions preceding

: rthe Requests on. the grounds that they are beyond the sc0pe of

:applicable Rules. :
1' v 10. GAF objects generally and 1ndividua11y to the Requests on‘
A '_the grounds and to ‘the extent that they assume facts not | in
'f,“evidence or otherwise erroneous (1;5; that GAF had "distributors")>;
fand on the further grounds that they are vague, overly hmoad

' oppressixew'unduly burdensome, excessive in number, not:relevant tolr

1l the subject matter of the litigation, and not calculated to lead to.;

Jjﬁthe discovery of admissible ev1dence and thus declines to pursue az7
e'detailed search of its, documents in Llnden, New: Jersey,: or .
elsewhere. - - __ | |

'~ 11. GAF hereby adopts the motions.and'objectionS-of the.other s
'Tdefendants, and reserves the;right.to.adopt future motions and“;
objeCtions relatiné to Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories andrRequests.fof 3
Production‘of.Documents. | ‘

12. GAF objects to.these Requests to the extent that they|

seek to require it to gather-and summarize-information contained in
voluminous papers that‘are'already a matter of public. record. |
] _ 13‘5 GAF ob)ects to these Requests to the extent that theyv
'seek to .require it to provide, information which is ‘equally
<avai1ab1e to the plaintiffs as. to: GAF.
~1.i4" GAF objects to these Requests to the extent that they
il seek it to respond other than in accordance with the applicable_
"Rules and thus - GAF declines to identify computer’ tapesr and
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m(_communications, and otherwise privileqed documents.

programs;'computer printouts and any electronic, mechanical or
:electriclrecords,or representations of any kind (including, without
limitation, tapes, cassettes, disks,: recordings ‘and computer
| memories), or fields, files,’menus, datahases,‘or other computer
'classifications or material, 1nasmuch as such documents constitute

jdocuments or other thinqs prepared or obtained 1n anticipation ofii

' -litigation or’ for trial, work product, confidential attorney-client

Subject to the fore901ng objections and limitations which are_ﬁ
tapplicable to each of the nnmbered paragraphs of the Requests, andg'
dsubject to any'documents being 1n existence and recoverable throuqh*ﬁ
‘a reasonably diligent search (taking into account normal changes in
rpersonnel,and document locatlons_over the decades of asbestos
Elitigation),'and without representinq,that any particular document|
or documents are or are not thus existing and recoyerable, GAF |-
further responds to the individual ﬁequests without waiver and with|
'ipreservation of: |
The right to object to the use of any responses, or the
subject matter thereof, on any ground in any»proceedings in ‘any
iaction (including any trials), | .
| The right to object on any ground at any time to a demand or
| ,request for a further response to this discovery request or to any'
other interroqatories, document requests, or other discovery
proCeedings involving or relating to the subject matter of the
‘vdiscovery requests herein responded to; and,
The rioht at any time to revise,.correct, add to, supplement
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or clarify any of the responses to the individual Requests as

follows:

. Durlng the period in questlon, did you supply any asbestos—f
'containinq products to Allied Chemical (Armco), Ashland, Kentucky?”ﬁ

Sub)ect to the prelinunary objections, see attached documents.

| INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

_ With regard to each.asbestoSGcontaining product identified in

response to the preceding interrogatory, explain in detail each|

product: ‘

(a) the trade name; _ « . g

(b) method of packaging;

(c) color and texture;

(d) the chemical and 'physical' composition of the

- product;
‘.(e) the labeling, _
v(f)- warning(or instructions provided, if any; and
(g) the method of sale of each product.
' RESPONSE TO Inzgggocgmogx 0. 2: | -
Subject to the. prelimlnary ob)ectlons, this defendant responds

as follows.

-



B rollboard and was manufactured in sheets of varylng thicknesse '

'Asbestos:'paper, mlllboard and laminated products were :
manufactured at Erle, Pennsylvanla, by Ruberoid. from 1928 to 1967 |
v:and then by General Anlllne & Fllm cOrporatlon in 1967 and then by A
',GAF Corporatlon from 1968 to 1981, when the Erle fac111ty was sold.
_These products generally were shlpped in cardboard cartons of.g
rwarylnolsiaes,‘except for Imperial 1nsu1ation and sponge felt i
'which because of their weight ‘and bulk, ~were packaged into'&

sectlons in wooden crates.

Asbestgg 2 per'

Asbestos paper' was de51gned to be used alone or 1n the,f<

‘manufacture of other products. It was manufactured in variousf{
. thicknesses, accordino to customer specifications. Asbestos paper;p
had a temperaturevlimit of 250 degrees F. 1Its primary constituent
was chrysotile asbestos, generally a mixture of grades 5 to 7.
Other constltuents 1ncluded sulphite pulp, diatomaceous earth andf
starch, although in the early‘years of manufacture this product>maya?
have con51sted only of chrysotlle and starch (which was sometlmes
1n the form of taploca) | |
" u;llboarg

Mlllboard was a stlffer product than asbestos paper oj

;accordinq to customer speczflcatlons. Millboard cons1sted generw
1veally of chrysotlle asbestos (usually‘ Qrades Sb, 5R "and;"sD),
':aesulphite pulp and often other constituents, bonded Wlth Portland
._cement.and/or starch. In later years, at least as early .as 1974

latex was added as a.binder.




In approximately 1964, The Ruberoid Co. began placinq‘thé
follé&ing warning notices on backaqes of its asbestos=-containing

industrial thermal insulation producté:

THIS PRODUCT CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBER. INHALATION OF ASBESTOS| -
| IN EXCESSIVE QUANTITIES OVER LONG PERIODS OF TIMEMAY BE|
Il! I: I!Ftn’ . N . - . L . . . : 4_-,:~ :' .

IF DUST IS CREATED WHEN THIS PROBUCT IS HANDLED,, AVOID.Q
- BREATHING THE DUST. IF ADEQUATE VENTILATION CONTROL IS NOT|
POSSIBLE, WEAR RESPIRATORS APPROVED BY THE U. S.»BUREAU OF|:
. MINES FOR PNEUMOCONIOSIS PRODUCING DUST. ’ R Tt I

. GAF 'p'laced' w‘arning labels on packaging of asbestos fiber and|

insulation cements by 1968; and on millboard, rollboard, and

asbestos papef produdts, as well as relocating the warning label|.
forbcalsiliteo-pipe covering and block products from the sides to
‘the front of thé-Cartdn, by 1970. This warning label read é%.“

- follows:

CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBER. INHALATION IN EXCESSIVE QUANTITIES
OVER LONG PERIODS OF TIME MAY BE HARMFUL. (B

AVOID : BREATHING }DUST,: IF: ADEQUBTE VENTILATION IS NoT
POSSIBLE, WEAR RESPIRATORS APPROVED BY THE U.S. BUREAU OF
MINES FOR PNEUMOCONIOSIS PRODUCING DUST. = .

,innépproximatély 1972,'this wérning was fufther changedvto

read as follows:




CAUTION

CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBER. AVOID BREATHING DUST
BREATHING ASBESTOS MAY CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY 'HARM.

In 1978, warning labels were placed on ind1v1dual sheets ofi
;mlllboard.A e R | | ‘_1
vi Until 1972, GAF’'s use of these warnings followed major .
Hmanufacturers in the industry which used such cautionary notices
'after certain opinions were expressed by some members of theH
medical profession that there might be a health risk to some|.
persons who installed industrial thermal insulation products )
containing asbestos from the inhalation of excessive quantities of]
asbestos fibers over prolonged periods of time under certaiq,
conditions. Commencing in 1972, pursuant to.the-requirements of:
the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, GAF placed the last -
notice set out above. |

All observers of this packaging, whether purchasers,_users,
handlers, distributors, or.contractors, would have seen, and thus
received the‘warnings as set forth above.
- lNTER_ROGAIORX NO, 3: | |
i With regard to the asbestos-containing products identified in
response to the preceding interrogatory, did you put on such
products or their containers any warning ofitheir.potential health
hazards by virtue of the asbestos content of such'products? 1f so;
describe.such warning with particularity, with regard to-wording;
- size, nature, color and content, and state the date on which you
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began using such warnings on each of your'asbestos products.

Subject to the preliminary objectlons, see response to
‘Interrogatory No. 2. A : |
iwhw State whether you or your distributors ‘have ever supplled any;:
asbestos-conta1n1ng products to any of the defendants 1n this
:i actlon,‘and 1f so, state the name of the defendant the date of the»r
:hhﬁsale,‘and the place where the product was sh1pped. ' .
B RESPONSE TO INT oc; IO No-‘ 3 | |
o Thls defendant objects to thls 1nterrogatory on the grounds':
R set forth in the prellmlnary paragraphs of this response and on-theci
further grounds that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and not
. drafted in a‘fashion precise enough, nor reasonably calculated to .
’1ead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The only possible}
- relevant sales of this defendantfs asbestosecontaining'industriaf..
thermal insulation products could be for those shipments made to|
jobsites on which and\during years in which plaintiff actually|
,worked. _

-IEEERROGATOB! NO, 5:

| Did you ever at any time give instructions to workers who
would use or vapply the insulation products manufactured or
vpdistributed by your company of the correct and safe method of
applying your insulation? If so, describe such instructions, tho

| whom they were given, and the dates they were given.
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i 1ndustrial thermal msulation products-

Subject to the preliminary' ob-jections this defendant responds |

that, as a manufacturer and seller only, the method or manner of

{ u51ng its ashestos-containing industrial thermal 1nsu1ation |
: | v...products was. determined by the purchaser, contractor or other user _V
i 5_:;:1n the field and was not within the discretion of this defendant |
. . “In approximately 1964, The Ruberoid CO.‘ beqan placing the o

1 followmg warning notices on packages of 1ts asbestos-containing

“THIS PRODUCT CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBER. INHALATION OF ASBESTOS
- IN . EXCESSIVE QUANTITIES OVER LONG PERIODS OF TIME MAY BE
- HARMFUL.:

IF DUST IS CREATED WHEN THIS PRODUCT IS HAN'DL‘ED AVOID .

. ‘BREATHING .THE DUST. IF ADEQUATE VENTILATION CONTROL IS NOT|®
POSSIBLE, WEAR RESPIRATORS APPROVED BY THE U S. ‘
MINES FOR PNEUMOCONIOSIS PRODUCING DUST.

I GAF placed warning labels on packaging of asbestos fiber and

o insul_at_ion;.ceme‘nts by 1968, and on millboard, rol__lboard, and

. . asbes:-tos.- paper products, as.well- as rellocating the wa‘rning 1abel :

B for Ca1s111te0 pipe covering and block products from the sides to'
the front of the carton, by 1970. .'l'his. w_arning elabel,read. as|

| follows:

11
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CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBER. INHALATION IN EXCESSIVE QUANTITIES-,

.”OVER LONG PERIODS OF TIME MAY BE HARMFUL.

AVOID BREATHING DUST. IF ADEQUATE VENTILATION Is NOT
‘POSSIBLE, :WEAR RESPIRATORS APPROVED ' BY THE U. S BUREAU OF
MINES FOR PNEUMOCONIOSIS PRODUCING DUST._ o S

-In approximately 1972, this warning was further changed toi

read as follows._h'f

'~ CAUTION |
CONTAINS ASBESTOS‘FIBER; AVOID BREATHING DUST.
BREATHING ASBESTOS MAY CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM,

In 1978, warning' labels wereﬂplaced on individual sheets 65'

|| millboard.

Until-‘1972; GAF’s use of these warnings followed majof

{{ manufacturers in- the industry whieh-used-such cautionary notices

| after certain opinions: were expressed by some members of the

}vg?_‘med‘ical profession that there might be a health risk to some

"-;fpersons ‘who - installed industrial thermal insulation products
:-'ficontaining asbestos. from the inhalation of. excessive quantities of |
Fi‘asbestes~vfibers‘—over' prolongedwnperiodsb o: time ‘under certain'
x'f‘ébndiéichsz Commericing in 1972, pursuant to the requirements of}

nfatﬁé*OécUpatiohal”Safety_andZHealth Act of 1970, GAF placed the last

notice set out above.

All observers of this packaging, whether purchasers, users,

12
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handlers,. distributors, or contractors, would have seen, and thus
received, the - rnings as set "forth above. o
No list or other compilation of documents relating to thls‘

1nterrogatory exists in discoverable form.

| L OGATO No.'-:- o - N
o Have you conducted any studies concerning the effects_offi
inhalation of asbestos dust or fibers by one using, removing“or"";=
being exposed to any of the asbestos materials manufactured or 5
distributed by you’l In answer to this question, please give the
date of your studies, if any, the names of the persons conducting ;
the_studies and their addresses, what the purpdses of‘the studies_i
were, and identify any documents reflecting or related to such
,studies and/or the purposes/ohjectives thereof.
SPONSE_T0 G o' : | |

Subject.to the preliminary objections, this defendant:responds
that jobsites were under the exclusive control of their owners,
employers or contractors. This defendant believes that those
owners, employers or contractors present at jobsites (on which this
defendant' asbestos-containing industrial thermal insulation
products were. installed or otherwise used) had a legal duty
mandated by state and federal governments to inspect -and monitora
those Jobsites, in the manner required by OSHA and other laws, and
this defendant did not have.any such legal duty at any’time.
INTERROGATORY NO. 7: |

Describe all research or other efforts you undertook before

vmarketing your asbestos-containing products to determine whether

13




asbestos could cause disease in humans, or whether your asbestos-
containing products posed a hazard in their normal use. Prov1de
the dates of each of these efforts and identify all documentsv'

concerning or in any way related to such efforts.

SPONSE TO ROGATORY NO., 7: R
5 - Subject to the preliminary'objections, this defendant responds f;
'that GAF products were tested for purposes of quality control and,.}
;with respect to sales to Government agencies and departments, suchi%
~_Itests were mandatory and performed by the Government itself inumany{i

'hinstancesn The Government was thus responsible for such testinq inff

1 such 1nstances.

' GAF does not have in 1ts possessxon documents relating to the?i
vtesting’ of 1ts products by, at or for the ‘United. States for f
compliance w1th mandatory Government specifications, except on a .
limited or occasional basis. With respect to non-Government
vdocuments requested by this interrogatory, no list, compilation,-|
summary or abstract of such documents sought by this interrogatory
presently exists in’discoVerable'form.

In accordance- with industry practice and later at the
_direction of OSHA, tests were to be made in the workplace by the l
'management OfflClalS and. other employees who ‘were employed by
contractors and ‘other sophisticated purchasers of such products.
Insofar as this defendant is aware, noxtesting was performedawith_
respect to GAF’s asbestcs-containing‘industrial thermal insulation
| products, other than as set forth above. | |
No 1list, compilation, summary or abstract of the documents
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'3re1ating-to:this interrogatory exists in discoverable form.

. Do you have any reports or documents available show1ng the :

;fibers in their: employment, have worked for 10 years or 1onger, and ﬂ%

féhave 1ung*disease’ If so, please state the name and address of the’if

~;custodian of such reports and documents and describe eachéff

\ﬁsufficiently for a motion to produce.‘

This.defenddht'objects:to.thisiinterrogatory;on‘the;groundsa'
i;set.forth-in thevpreliminary paragraphs:oflthis response and on'thev:
.éfurther grounds that conditions in GAF’s facilities, including|
‘ ?prqvisiOn for safety and_heaith in same, are not at issue,in'this'_
{litigation"and, therefore, tnis-interrogatory_is irrelevant to theb;

‘subject'matter”of this 1itigation and is not reasonably calculated:

|l to. lead to the discovery-of admissibleveVidence.
Identify-by name,-date-of claim, and alleged disease-proceSS;
éall claims brought agalnst you by any. employee or. other person in;f
wlnch the clalmant has alleged he suffered from any asbestos N
?related dlsease.. In answerlng thls interrogatory, defendant may}.

éeXclude.any-asbestos products-llabllity cases.filedyafter'calendar'

Year 1972. ‘ - » , ) ‘ v}
RESPONS TO IN RROGATORY NO 9: . - v ﬁ

 This defendant objects to this interrogatory On the grounds

~set forth in the preliminary paragraphs of this response,

- 15
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E'';’)“_::1":'1:'415:_“4'1’'.ciula‘r:]";y ‘on” the grounds that it is irrelevant and not
“f; é51cu1é£éa- to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
'-ff%géﬂﬁéﬁmésfthigﬁhctioﬁ7dbes not involve mining or manufacturing
. ifﬁf&ﬁ%”ﬁ&fkpiaéélgﬁpbsﬁre;"This‘defehdant‘further objects to the:
this *'interrogatory éeeks ihformation 'COncerning’”"ény:_
|l asbestos products 1iability cases filed after calendar year 1972"|
  ;  bn7th¢ §rounds;£hat plaintiff seeks informatioh which is a matter

’~}b‘?]6f:pubiic record ahd,“thérefore, equaily avaiiablg to plaintiff. |

f%fﬁé?érfaﬁ’é&éffbéé$ advisedf6t”made'aware’df threShold'limit 
.7f fVaiheévfbr.ekpbsﬁfe to ésbestésfdust? If'so,:state épprokimafély_n
':; the vyéaff”that you were first advised or made aware of such
'  }£hré$h61d limif Q@ldes; and identify all documents from thch you

were made aware of ‘such threshold limit values.

“This defendant objects to this interrogatory on the grounds

‘et forth ih“tﬁé"preiiminarY"paragraphs of this response. Subject

?@ﬁéSéidbﬁécfidné;'ﬁﬁié’déféhdahﬁ“fespondsythat, prior to 1964,
| Ruberoid officials were not aware of health hazards from asbestos
;_f?@.ﬁée:$ of'i€s aspés§os~contaihiﬁg induéﬁriél'tﬁe;méllinsﬁlatioh
€:3£%Bduéiéli fn3£hé.iésds}'induétfiaiféﬁd QOVernﬁeﬁtaI'hYgiénists and ‘
:%ﬁé”WSIgﬁ-Héaiy'Act eﬂdofééd aﬁd*enactéd'the'étandard~of 5 m.|

fi%ﬁgéﬁiélééiﬁér”cﬁﬁfc f6oEiand'iﬁwapprdximaﬁeiyA19€4 Ruberoid became

;"éﬁ%éfg?“bf*iéﬁiﬁibﬁé‘“éxprésééd”‘byf'sbméf”members' of the medical

'ﬁroféQSiOn‘that inhalation of asbestos dust in excessive quantities

_"which might be released while,using‘asbestos-dontaihing‘thermaﬂ
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1nsulatlon products over long perlods of time could be harmful,
_although the opinlon did not relate to the use of Ruberoid
'products. At approxlmately the same time, Ruberoid commenced

‘_providing its warnings. In approximately 1968, GAF receiﬁed_

‘a}_ ffurther lnformatlon that inhalatlon of asbestos fibers could be v

 harmfu1 but GAF dld not recelve spec1f1c medical 1nformatlon on the
results of such exposure..: Upon the enactment of the federal

.0ccupatlonal Safety and Health Act of 1970, GAF became aware of-

1">’tests and examlnations made as a result of that leglslation-e"Injn

31972 OSHA set standards for the Threshold Limit Value ("TLV"™) for '
asbestos partlcles. The acceptable standard was five flbers per ccf;
_for TWA (t1me welght average) and ten fibers per cc for peak tlme.
In 1976, the standard changed to two‘flbers per cc for TWA; the
_peak time asbestos exposnre did not change. |

| INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Have you ever tested YOur asbestos-containing products to|
determine whether they emit hazardous levels of dust or emit levels
of asbestos dust in excess of any TLV? If so, identify all
documents concerning or in any »way related to suoh testing.

| ‘Provide the dates and results of those tests,

Subject to the preliminary objections, this defendant responds
that jobsites were under the exclusive control of their owners,
employers or contractors. This defendant believesvthat'those
owners, employers or contractors present at jobsites (on which this

defendant's asbestos-contalnlng industrial thermal insulation
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products were installed or otherwise used) had a legal duty .
mandated by state and federal: governments to inspect and monitor|

those jobsites, in the mannerrequi’red by OSHA and: other laws, and

this defendant did not have any such legalduty at any time. '

| INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

When did the management of your company flrst learn, if ever,.:!’v::”:-»
of the "Dressen Report'“' Dressen, W. c.,' et al.,‘ A §§gdg -:g":
Ag_lgeet_qs_in_rb_e_&b_eet_qs_mmle_m_em Public Health Bull. I

‘No. 241, Washlnqton, D.C.: U.S. Public Health Service, 1938.~ '

|| RESP TO_INTERROGATOR _%1x P

’ Subject to the objectlons set forth in _the preliminaryi -
' "paragraphs of this response, this defendant responds that, prior to|
1964, Ruberoid officials were not aware of health hazards from-.'

asbestos te users of its asbest‘os-containinq 1ndustr1a1 thermal |

insulation products. In 'approximately 1964, Ruberoid became aware

of opinions expressed by some members of the medical prof‘eseion’

that inhalation of | asbestos dust in excessive quantities which
might be released while using asbestos-containing thermal
.i_nsu_lat,ion' products over long periods of time could be harmful»,
i although ' the opinion did not relate to the use of Rub_er.oid

products. Approximately the same time, Ruberoid cominenced

providing its warnings. In approximately 1968, GAF received _

further information that inhalation of asbestos fibers could be

harmful but GAF did not receive specific medical information on the

results of such exposure. Upon the enactment of the federal .

Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, GAF ‘became. aware of
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vtests.and-examinations made as a result of that 1egislation.

with respect to the ‘study referred to in this interrogatory,

i*this study during the course of- asbestos-related litigation.» This ftj

'aware ‘of this study or when that ‘awareness occurred. ; fThis.f_i

: _defendant did- not.manufacture an asbestos textile'product, so wouldlt'f
_‘have had no reason to be: ‘aware of this or any similar study prior_}f;

éto the advent of asbestos litigation.

| Identify all'medical journals to'which answering &efena;héf"‘
Isubscribes ‘and 1nd1cate the dates during which answering defendant‘
ghas received these medical journals.

R 'SPONSE TO IN (0) 0 H

Subject - to the objections set lforth: in the preiiminaryyf
}paragraphs of this response, this defendant states that neither GAF=:
’torporatiOn nor The Ruberoid Co. maintained a central'corporate‘
:lihrary -as -to” occupational safety and. health. Any information
vvkhich dld exist was kept by Mr. Harry Mesler while he headed?‘
.,corporate safety for the company from - approximately the early |
iflSGO’s 1nto 1971.v- Prior to Mr._Mesler s appointment to this”‘
:po51tion; Ruberoxd and“GAFwemployees;may*have~from timevto.time
naintainedforfpossessedipersonal files containing periodicalseand
' othereliterature'relating to asbestos, its,nseseand=Qualities.
Mr. Mesier»died on August 29, 1972, and the whereabouts of any

such information is “unknown. The 'only kexisting materials
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’containinq'such infornation'arefin the possesslon of the GAF Legal}
‘fDepartment and the GAF COrporate,and Env1ronmenta1 Englneerlng

;Department.»' ‘ e
"vff NTERROGAiORZ NO. 1 -w' _ . : e
T : entl'y'by t1t1e date and author all artlcles textbooks or]

A,:tfother wrltten materlals 1n your possess1on concernlng the healthg

effects of asbestos.' Thls request applles only to art1c1es,orj<

:ﬁ;other 1nformatlon dated or acqulred before 1976.- W1th respect tofi

each artlcle, t"tbook or other wrltten materlals, please~prov1de;:

. “the;date:on‘whlch thls was acqulred. hx
'iRESPONSE O INT§330GATORY NO. 14:
- Sub]ect to the prellmlnary objectlons, see response to.
éfInterrogatory No. 13., N
?iINTEBBOGATORY No. 15: B |
L _ Dld you ever subscrlbe to the IHF Digest? 1If so, indicate the .

gdates durlng whlch you subscrlbed and prov1de the dates of all

licoples of the IHF quest that you recelved.

, Subject to_ the prellmlnary objectlons, see response to_i
fInterrogatory No. 13. In further response, thls defendant statesd
ﬁthat lt 1s aware of documents reflectlng that General Anlllne &'

_jFllm Corporatlon was .,a new member of the Industrial Hyglene:

‘EFggndatlon durlng the years 1945 to 1947, a perlod when Generalv
"?Anlllne & Fllm Corporation was under government ownership and not
even in any aspect of the asbestos business, and further reflectlng'

that The Ruberoid Co. was a prospective neW'member for a limited
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»and for which products do you have copies?

{ BE§2Q§§E_igf;ﬂmgggggagggg°ﬁg']jgzh

lNTERROGATOR! NO., 17:
: person or. department whose function it is/was to research or

freiationship to user or consumer risk? 1If so, give the name and

':period in 1953-1954. GAF does not have any internal documents

"which reflect actual, as opposed to contemplated membership at any

time. Moreover, this defendant knows of no ev1dence_that it ever!

-recexved IHF documents at any tlme.

Do you.have copies of your sales 1iterature for your asbestos-

_pcontaining products, and if so, for which years do you have coples:n

| ThlS defendant objects to thls interrogatory on. the grounds:

"set forth in the prelimlnary'paragraphs of this response and on’ thei'

further grounds that it is overly broad,. unduly burdensome and not

’ drafted in a fashion precise enough, nor reasonably calculated,to

" Jead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The only_possible

relevant sales literature of this defendant’s asbestos-containin
industrial thermal insulation products could be for those product.
shipped to jobsites on which and during years‘in which plaintiff]
actually worked. o

Dur1ng the perlod in question, do you or have you ever had any

inquire into product_development including product design and itsg

address of each person or department head and the years  of

employment of person or existence of'department.
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RESPONSE TO_INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Subject to the preliminary objections, this defendaht;respcnds
_that;» during the period from 1967 through the present, the.“
.fOIIOVing perscns at qu.have held the position of Vice-President;
iResearch Department' e | e

”Leon Katz -“t - 1967 . American Can

Frederick Grosser 1967 - 1969 - . Retired from GAF i
Robert Meyers = 1969 - 1972 ‘ St. Regis or Regal Paper_1~
| Simon Kantor 1972 - 1981 - Retired from GAF

Charles R. Talley 1981 - Present'
| The directors of the Research Department at The Rubercid'cc;}ﬂ

were ‘as follows'

NAME DATE OF SERVICE LA§IL1QK&Q$.E&BLQXEB

Edward Duke 2 - 1947 Retired; GAF Corporation
Clarence Eckert 1947 - 1958 Deceased T
Phillip S. Bettoli 1958 - 1967 Retired; GAF Corporation

GAF has no corporate records which show the date when it initially|-

established a Research Department.
INTERROGATORY NO. 18: ‘

Please state'in detail the duties and responsibilities of your
research department in the development and improvement of asbestos
products, and the testing of such products for potential human
health hazards. | ' | |
_RESPO 0 ROGATORY NO. 18:

Sﬁbject.to the preliminary objections, this defendant reSpon&s
7tHat*GAF products were tested for purposes of quality control and,
with respect to sales to Government agencies and departments, such

Il tests were mandatory and performed by the Goverﬁment itself in many

'
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- _ d9cuments requésted by this intérroqatory}'no;list,-compilatiOn}.

'_} presently exists in discoverable form.

Zinstances. The Government was thus responsible for such testing in
| such instances.

| GAF does not have in its possession documents relating to the
’.i.t;e'st;ngﬁofs ‘its- products by, at or for the United States for
.qpmp;ignqe{withmmandatory Government specifications,_exéept_bn a‘

. flimitedf or occasional basis. . With respeét to non4G6vernmént
7_fsummary or abstract of such documents sought by this interrogatory

Ih:ﬂaccordahce" with -industry practice  and~ latef:.ét, the
direction of GSHA, tests vere to be made in the workplaée by the‘
mahagement officials and other employees who wére employed by
| contractors and other'sophiSticated pu:dhasers of such products.
Insofar as this defendant is aware, no testing was perférmed-with

| respect to GAF's,asbestos-containing industrial thermal insulation

products, other than as set forth above.
" No list,5combilatiqn, summary or abstract of the documents

relatingrﬁovthis,interrogatdry exists in discoverable form.

 INTERROGATORY NO. 19: |

i Do~ybu-have;,pr have fou ever»had, a medical or industrial

ih&ggene;fésear;ﬂ[of-pfoduct‘development‘depattmeﬂt?g”If“so;ﬁgiVe

_the name and éddress of each such department, give the year. that

‘such department was established and‘whéther'such’department'has

M?operatéd cqntinuouleﬁsince being estéblished.

.'R‘ESEONSE _TO INTERROGA:I}QB! NO. 19:

This defendant objects to this inﬁerrogatory on the grounds
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set. forth in _tne preliminary paragraphs: of this response, -
:;particularly on.  the .groundsf that it is irrelevantw:andg not N
ﬁcalculated tO’the discoVery of admissible evidence inasmuch as:

f condltlons 1n GAF’s fac1lities, includlng prov1sion for safety and 1'
Q:health in same, are not at issue in thls lltlgation.' :
| Subject to these objections, GAF responds that 1t never had a ,J
f"medical or 1ndustr1a1 hyglene research or product developmentlr‘
;-department" '~ Harry Mesler was head of Corporate Safety' for -

'Ruberold and later GAF Mr. Mesler was succeeded by W1111am

. | passuliotis, who in turn was succeeded by Charles Bien~.vn¥A~M¢sler;fi

is deceased, Mr. Fassuliotls is no longer employed by GA?,”and nrgs
‘Bien is now retired. The title for the position held by‘Mr..Bien W
'was.Corporate_Manager‘for Safety; Security and.occupationaldHealth,
N'i'";A-o NO. 2 | o |
Prior to 1965, were'you ever named as a party defendant in a-
lawsuit, including'workers' compensation claims, which alleqesthatf.
_;the plaintlff or a decedent had been harmed by asbestos? If so,
fgplease state the captlon and case. number of each lawsult and the
i Court 1n whlch each such lawsuit was brought and state 1f any such
lawsult was trled in a Court other than the one in which it was
; prought,_ﬁ;: so,-please state the caption, case number and_Court~1npd
_“which:each“such_lawsuitiwas tried. And state whetherrjudgnent was

llrendered against you any such lawsuit.

- This defendant objects to this interrogatory on the grounds

set forth in the preliminary paragraphs of this response,
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particularly on the grounds that it is irrelevant and not _
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
~inasmuch as this action does not involve mining or manufacturing .
plant workplace exposure. | |
Wl* A o e |
| state verbatim (or 1f you will do- ‘80 without a Motion to?i

Produce, attach a copy of) your company's (or its predecessor's)_ﬁ
record retention rules or guidelines in effect during the period in_j
question, and ‘state: the name, address, and the custodian of your:-
company's (or its predecessor's)_.record retention ‘rules.;orﬁi
‘guidelines. | o : o i
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY(NO. 21:

YSubject to the preliminary objections, this defendant_responds
"that'ﬁichael J. Baker is the Assistant Secretary for GAF BuildingA
Materials cOrporatioo, is responsible for—recordsvretention, and}
has held this position‘ since May 25, 1982. GAF objects téi
identifying former persons responsible for determining record
retention'policies or plans on‘the grounds of relevance. A list or
other compilation of the names of all persoﬁs responsible for
] determinihg the policy or plan;regarding the record reteﬂtion orj
destruction policy from 1930 to- the present does_not currentiy-

exist in discoverable form.

‘The length of time for which records are retained varie ‘
according to the operational, financial, and legal requirements 03

the corporation. The time period for document retention'varie%

~according 'to the type of document. Documents are generally
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"retained for seven years. However, corporate~and otherﬁdocuments
,Qmay be kept for longer.periods._ Certain'Operational documents not
required to be preserved by applicable regulations are. generally
i not . kept for more than two years. " All recordsﬂ which- are
é discoverable are retalned in their orig1na1 form., GAF does not%_
| have a master list of all its business records, nor does it have a'
| defined method of accession to all its retained records.ftﬁﬂ;ftﬂ
| INTERRO “o . o, 2: | L
fbm,am state'the names, present bu51ness address businesS'telephone,iJ
,jipresent residence address, and capacity or title of the individual:f
% s1gn1ng‘these Interrogatories on,behalf of the answering'defendant.f»
~RESPONS . TO_INTERROGATO . )3

| Subject to the preliminary objections, this vdefendant
,‘responds: Eleanor Carlson, Assistant Secretary, GAF Corporation,'.

1361 Alps Road Wayne, New Jersey 07470-3689.

| INTERROGATORY NO. 23: | | A
‘List the names, titles, current address and current position
';of{eachzsales person:responsible.for_asbestos product salesiAllied.
?'Chemical (Armco), Ashland, Kentucky during the.period in.question,
' R SPONS _TO "E OG N ‘: B ‘ _ , H

| Subject to the preliminary objectlons,_ tbisJidefendang_
responds, see documents: produced in response to Interrogatory
ifNog 1 for names of sales persons.
'f*INTERRocATogY.No..zg:

List. the name, address and titles of all persons‘wno have|

custody, control, possession or knowledge of'sales-records,.sales
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summaries, graphs of sales, purchase orders, or invoices for

asbestos product sales for the'period in question.

Sub)ect to the preliminary objections, see documents produced
.1n response to Interrogatory No. 1. In- further response, this _
fdefendant states that Michael J. Baker is responsible for recordszi
'retention.. '_‘ G S e L
_IHIEBBQGAQQBX Hg;;2§:d"*
| Durinq the period in question, did you ever supply asbestos

. '»products through distributors or wholesalers who .sold these.

products to Allied Chemical (Armco), Ashland, Kentucky? If_so,.:
identify each of your distrihutors of asbestos products during.the,
period in question and state their last known addresses. |
| RESPONSE TO IETERROGAIORX NO. 25 .
Subject to the preliminary‘objections, this defendant“states-
that it entered into no distributor agreements, although therekweré
' credit agreements'which.may have used "distributor" terminology.
| Accordingly, GAF sold products to various companies which may have
| at times resold those products to other entities.
a NTERROGAIOB! NO. 26: '
| i If any records, kept by you or your predecessors during the
i| period in question, are unavailable or have been destroyed, please‘
,give the names, addresses and positions within you company of all
i persons who have,personal knowledge of the information contained in

'such unavailable or:destroyed records.
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ESPONSE : S ETOR : .
This defendant(objects to this interrogatory on the grounds
set forth in the preliminary paragraphs of this response.
RROG TORY NO. 27: | o
| What are the names and addresses of all doctors, medical
.advisors or industrial hygienists who provided you with information
on_ the health hazards of exposure to asbestos dust during the years’v
;between the time you beqan supplyinq asbestos products until 1978,
and identify all memoranda, notes, or letters prov1ded any person_
,in your company from any doctor, medical adVisor or industrial
hygienist in your answer. | :‘ | o
RESPONSE 0 INTERROGATORY NO. 27:
 This defendant objects to this interrogatory on the grounds
set’ forth in the preliminary paragraphs of this response, |
particularly on the grounds that it is vague, ambigquous, overly-;
broad, irrelevant and not calculated to lead to the discovery of‘i
1 admissible evidence;
|| INTERROGATORY NO. 28:
| When did the management personnel of your cOmpany become aware
that asbestos exposure, if ‘sufficient in quantity, could cause (1)
-vasbestosis, (2) lung' cancer,' (3)' mesothelioma,_ and ’(4) colon
cancer. State the date when management became so aware, separately
for each,disease.
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2 8:
Subject to the objections set forth in the preliminary

paragraphs of this response, this defendant responds that, prior to
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"_geasﬁestcs to users-of its asbestos-containing industrial thermal|

%éﬁmight- be 'released while using asbestos-containlng thermalf
Ivé insulation products over long periods of time could be harmful ’

':cfei‘although the opinion did not relate to the use of Ruber01di
_ :Etproducts..- At approximately the same time, Rnberoid commenced:
-:'éfbf6Vfdin§'“its ‘warnings. In approximately 1968, GAF received|
..;.further information that inhalation of asbestos fibers could bdj

'f Occupatlonal Safety and ‘Health Act of 1970, GAF became aware of}
|l INTERROGATORY NO :

|l ‘manufacture or sale of asbestos products to be used for insulation.|

5196@7wkuberoid officials were not aware of health hazards from
. insulation’ products. In approximately 1964, Ruberoid became aware|

élcf opfﬁibns'expreSSed by some members of the medical profession|

?that 1nha1ation ‘of asbestos dust in excessive quantlties whlch:

; harmful but GAF did not receive specific medical information on the

"results of such exposure. Upon-the enactment of the federal

f tests and examinations made as a result of that legislation.

;tProvide the following information:

‘responds, not applicable.

.- pescribe all warranties which you made at the time of

'17?(3) The specific 1angua9e of warranty given (or attach
Leopy) s u .
‘(b) - Whether the warranty was oral or written;

' (¢) How the varfantY'waslgiven to purchasers.

Subject to the preliminary objections, this defendant
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i;gggggggglogxegg, 30%
4 Identify all trade associations to which answering defendent;'
;is, or has been, a member and provide the dates of membership fofdi
';eécﬁftfadeQ&SSOciation. This request includes, but is notflimitedf&
?to, 1nformation -concerning membership in the Asbestos Informationci

';Association _(AIA), the Asbestos Textile Institute (ATI), the:i

L ENational Safety Council (NSC), the Industrial Hygiene Foundatione.

c’f(IHF),. the Mellon Institute and/or the National Insulation’f

;Manufacturers' Association (NIMA)

This defendant objects to this interrogatory onlthexgroundédi
:eet forth in~tﬁe'bfelininarY'paragfaphs of this'response and on the;a
jjfurther grounds that it is overly broad and seeks information not
;calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
%particularly in that it seeks information not relating to asbestos-i
?containing industrial thermal insulation products. Subject to thef
. foregoing objections, this defendant responds that, relative to the
énendfactuféaoffesbestos-containing industrial thermal insulation

iproddcts,'tnié defendant was a member of the following industrial
.';Eoroups"orforganizations:

”““ﬁétionelbinsuletion Manufacturers' Association, Inc.

441 Lexington Avenue
“w"New York, New York ™ 10017--

| 1958-1971 |

_AThermal Insulation Manufacturers' Association, Inc.

" Seven' Kirby Plaza“’
Mount Kisco, New York 10549
After 1973 - approximately 1978

‘Asbestos Information Association/North America
1745 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 509
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Arllngton, Virginia 22202
1971-1977

National Safety Council

444 N. Michigan Avenue

Chicago, Illinois 60611

Prior to 1966 - 1981

Amerlcan Socxety for Testlng Materxals .

+ 1916 Race Street _

Philadelphia, Pennsylvanla 19103

Approxlmately 1946 - 1981 :

This defendant is aware of documents reflecting that General v
Anlllne & Film COrporation was a new member of the Industrial
'Hyglene Foundatlon durlng the years 1945 to 1947, a period when.f
“General Aniline & Fllm Corporatlon.was under gqvernment ownershlp
| and not even in any aspect of the asbestos business, and further |
reflecting that The Ruberoid Co. was a prospective new member for
a limited period in 195371954. GAF does not have any internal
documents which reflect actual, as opposed to centemplated,

membership at any time. Moreover, this defendant knows of no |

evidence that it ever received IHF documents at any time.
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REQUEST TO PRODUCE NO. 1:
Produce a copy of all documents identified in responSe to the

preceding_interrogatories.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST gg, 1 B .

This defendant objects to this request on the grounds set'
forth in the prellminary paragraphs of this response, partlcularly;i
on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous,'overly broed, nndulynef
burdensome,'irrelevent and not caloulated to lead to the dis¢o§eryffi

| of admissible evidence.

REQUEST TO PRODUCE NO, 2:

Produce a copy of' all documents concerning or ’in‘ any wey ;'":
| related to communications made to'or from your officers, managing
agents-Ior medical directors concerning actual or potentiale

'asbestos-related health hazards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO, 2:

This defendant objects to this request on the grounds set’|

forth in the preliminary paragraphs of this response, particularly

on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad,_unduiy_

burdensome, irrelevant and not calculated to lead to the-discovery

ilof admissible evidence.

|| rEOY 0. 3

Produce a copy of all documents concerning or in any way

related to communlcatlons made to or from your officers, managing

agents, medical or safety directors, or industrial hygienists

concerning the need for an/or use of respirators, dust masks, etc.,

when working in the presence of dust (including asbestos dust) .
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| forth in the preliminary paragraphs of this response and ‘on thef
g:further grounds that conditions in GAF’s facilities,iincluding
:xprov1sion for safety and health in same, are not at 1ssue in this-‘
x litigation and, therefore,' this request is irrelevant to the i
L'subject matter of this litigation and is not reasonably calculated |
r;to 1ead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

if | RO _No. 4

'Tsales invoices and receipts) reflecting the sales of_ashestose

| containing products to the Railroad during the period in question.

further grounds that it is unintelligible as propounded. | ?..
:B§Q§E§ILIQ_EBQQH§E_HQi_§: ‘ '

i related to the existence of, or need of, warnings to‘employees {or
Ziultimate users) concerning the potential health hazards associated.

.......

';w1th asbestos exposure.‘w__”

| RESP ONSE TO _REQUEST NO. 5:

further grounds that conditions in GAF’s facilities; inoluding‘

lprovision for safety and health in same, are not at issue in this |

This defendant objects to this request on the grounds set

wsProducehascopyaoi,all‘documents'(inclﬁdingfbnt.notfiimitédftga;

SPONSE TO REQU 0. 4: | |
This,defendanthobjects'to this request on the grounds set

forth -in the preliminary paragraphs of this response and on the

Produce a copy of all documents concerning or in any way"
This defendant objects to this request on the grounds set
iforth-in the»preliminary paragraphs of this response and on the

P
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litigation and, _therefore, this request is irrelevant ‘to‘ the
Esubject matter of this litigation'and is not reasonablyvcalculatéd
'fthLead to:the,discovery of admissinle”evidence. .
fnﬁ ST TO. fu'f:'»i : SRR ~
:; Produce .a copy of all documents concerning or in.. any “ﬁy‘{
ﬂérelated to employee complaints about dust conditions during thet-
:period in question. N S
lBEﬁEQHﬁE_IQ_BEQHEEI_ﬂQL_Qi'
‘i_‘; This defendant objects to this request on the grounds setdy-
fforth in :the. preliminary paragraphs of this response and on. the |~
qurther grounds that conditions 'in GAF's facilities, includingu
lprov1s10nlfor safety and health in same, are not at issue in this
’Qlitigation and,A therefore, this request is irrelevant to the |
}fsubject'matter.of this.litigation and is not reasonably calculated‘

:to,leaduto-thexdisoovery'of admissible evidence.

EWEN, HILLIARD & BUSH

s NLQ@&/D/

-}j;;
Frank Pryor Hilliard

1090 Starks Bldg.
Louisville, KY 40202
'502/584-8300 B G
o FREEMAN & HAWKINS. 1,

Edward M Newsom

Suite 2800 o Attorneys for Defendant
Two Peachtree Street ; o : :
Atlanta, Georgia 30383

(404) 522-0856
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' STATE OF NEW JERSEY )
T o ) SS:
COUNTY OF PASSAIC )

T _V?”F DAVIT:

I, ELEANOR CARLSON, being duly sworn accordlng to law,i

:Mtdepose and say that I am an Assistant Secretary of GAF.
‘*efCorporatlon, one of the Defendants herein, nd that I am »

'jauthorlzed to make this Affldav1t in 1ts behalf and that the

‘?facts set forth in the fore901ng Responses are true and correct

to- the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

'ELEANOR CARLSON

" SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED
before_me this .7¢”*day
of bvrs ., 1992.

o OTARY PUBLIC :
'SAID COUNTY AND. STATE

SHIRLEE KOZELL

NOTARY PUBLIC OF NEW SERSEY -
. My Commmlon + xpires 10/18/93

AFFID-Z '



| GEORGE CARR,
- ROBERT DAMRON,
. JAMES GREENE,
.CHARLES HOWARD,
' CHARLES PHILLIPS,
|l PAUL REEVES,

- BILLY RIGSBY,

BOBBY WATTS,
ELBERT CASTLE,

. GLEN CHANDLER,
 ARVILLE DONAHUE,

DALE FLOYD,

-l  DONALD FRALEY,
|l LEwIS LANE, -
 ARNOLD SHELTON,
Plaintiffs,
A v . - .
' ANCHOR PACKING COMPANY, et al.,

Defendants.

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BOYD CIRCUIT COURT

92-CI-463-Div.1
92-CI-348-Div.1
92-CI-342-Div.1

" 92-CI-335-Div.1l
.92-CI-337-Div.1

92-CI-338-Div.1

 92-CI-331-Div.1l.

92-CI-349-Div.1

'92-CI-343-Div.1
' 92-CI-356-Div.1

92-CI-334-Div.1

1 92-CI-332-Div.1
' 92-CI-344-Div.1 -
92-CI-345-Div.1

92-CI-346-Div.1

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

‘ ' I hereby certify that I have this date served counsel
of record with a copy of GAF CORPORATION'S RESPONSES TO

| PLAINTIFFS® INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF

- DOCUMENTS by depositing same in the United States mail in
{  §6stage prepaid envelopes addressed to all individuals on the

attached Service List.

§ | This AéZAI}L_ day of j&j52/€9071i£/) , 1992,

Edward M. Newsom




.- SERVICE LIST
| PLAINTIFFS - p. Jay Cone, II, Esq.

NESS, MOTLEY, LOADHOLT,
- RICHARDSON & POOLE

Post Office Box 365

Barnwell, SC 29812

and _
William C.0. Reaves, Esq.
GORDON J. DILL, P.S.C.
ER 1527 Central Avenue
AT  Ashland, KY 41101
~ JOHN CRANE INC. Donna S. Colley, Esgq.
) : . ' VANANTWERP, MONGE, JONES
& EDWARDS o

Ashland, KY 41105-1111

OWENS—-CORNING FIBERGLAS CORP. Robert C. Ewald, Esq.
- ' Cornelius E. Coryell, II, Esq.
Augustus S. Herbert, Esq. ’
WYATT, TARRANT & COMBS: .
28th Floor, Citizens Plaza
Louisville, KY 40202 -
and '
Patrick A. Hewitt, Esgq.
RILEY & DEFALICE, P.C.
‘Suite 1200, Liberty Center
1001 Liberty Avenue
- Pittsburgh, PA- 15222

ROC OOL;MEG._CO;;,INC. .. -Stephen F. Schuster, Esq.
K el g s 0 . OGDEN, NEWELL & WELCH _
‘1200 One Riverfront Plaza
Louisville, KY 40202-2973

';ﬁEENEWéORéORATTON}“' L Lively M. Wilson, Esq.
OWENS-ILLINOIS, INC. ' " Byron E. Miller, Esgq.
IS . . : .~ Rita E., Williams, Esq.

i v ‘ y - Stephanie Geromes Cox, Esq.
- ‘ STITES & HARBISON :
T ' 600 West Main Street
Louisville, KY 40202

1544 Winchester Ave., 5th Floor‘v




GARLOCK7 INC.

A.W. CHESTERTON CO.

ANCHOR PACKING CO.

~ FIBREBOARD CORP.

FLINTKOTE COMPANY

EiGRANT WILSON CO.

| CROWN'CORK & SEAL CO..

gl e L

RUTLAND FIRE CLAY CO.

John K. Gordinier, Esq.
William H. Mooney, Esq. -
PEDLEY, ‘ROSS, ZIEKLE & GORDINIER -
1150 Starks Building

‘Louisville, KY 40202

Thomas E. Turner, Esq.
TURNER & BRANTLEY
123 East Center Stret

Madisonville, KY 42431-1245

Randall L. Hardesty,fEsq., :
MITCHELL, JOINER & HARDESTY -

- 113 East Center Street
Madisonville, KY 42431

' Fredric X. Shandley, Esq.
"Robin E. Harvey, Esq.

Thomas C. Donnelly, Esq.

BENESCH, FRIEDLANDER,'COPLAN
‘& ARANOFF

2800 Cincinnati Commer Center

600 Vine Street

Cincinnati, OH 45202—2409

Thomas C. Smith, Esq.

SMITH, WOLNITZEK, SCHACHTER
& ROWEKAMP

502 Greenup Street

Covington, KY 41012-0352

John David Cole, Esq.
Matthew J. Baker, Esq.

" COLE, MOORE & McCRACKEN

921 College St. - Phoenix Place

" Bowling Green, KY .42102-7240

Dav1d 0. Welch, Esq.
Bank of Ashland Bu11d1ng

.. P. O..Box 1653
‘Ashland, KY 41105-1653

Michael J. Schmitt, Esq.

WELLS, PORTER, SCHMITT & WALKER
327 Main Street

Paintsville, KY 41240-5179




HARBISON-WALKER IND., INC.

|l W.R. GRACE & CO. - CONN

Fred Adkins, Esq.
Mark Hughes, Esq.

 HUDDLESTON, BOLEN, BEATTY,

PORTER”& COPEN
P. O. Box 2185 - '
Huntington, WV 25722-2185

William O. Guethlein, Esq.
Galen J. White, Jr., Esq.

~John B. Moore, Esq.

BOEHL, STOPHER, GRAVES &.
" DEINDOERFER o .
2300 One Riverfront Plaza

Louisville, KY 40202




