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FIRST COUNT.

The.. pldntiff, Magdalena Stepka, general administratrix

of Paul. Stepka decensed ji:residing at Manville, jNew Jeraey,
S Fesetnably wulf slecs o vl
Bays that'- ) o

n « 49 vV| t‘f ney renan f;r'ln ¢ T 4n “..-.. P,

g
L »'T.u The inteetate was ‘inithe" employ~of the: defendantxzu;

‘d e COYi
corporation, at its plant in Hanville, New Jersey, in the‘
o » *._'_- Y" ey
month’ of November, 1930, and for: several years prior tbereto.
2 "he defendant conporation at .the.tima herein:set
A ' . N R A oy ¢ l\. ""-;":; '~ ‘.“_‘ Y T“‘ ".'i'-‘_.'fn’.n‘,lﬁ

forth ‘was engaged 1n the manufacture ‘of:astestos:products

wing Ty et Lhie tamgiard picoce
for commercial purposes.

3« The said defendant ‘employed .the:intestate:atithe:.
time and ‘place above 'set forthvin‘its:manufacture’of:said
asbestos products, and thecsald defendant:notionly:knew, but
should have known,3thatgthe3Baid”aabgstoaAproduotshcontained
certain dangerous, insidious~ and harmful ‘agencies composed
of ‘asbestos 'fibers‘andlother 'particles:that-were destructive
to“life and health}initha#buman:body;rwnen:brougbt:int03 a

cldse ‘contact with ‘samessr 17, 2LUT1ls Oy wansin sy e
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pgeenran e dgponrey thv the rxlernt L 200, 00 a0 1

and come into close proximit ¢ gtatp's person
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"and inhaled the said dangerou9 fiters and psr 10120 tothe
eatyin ci Pann Wropwa, TR 6mG, DY CLe mrrvgala o

-extent that his bronghial tubes, lungg and bodz becane o
Gﬂxa*ae..bauai", L uu*? en; noe ;IQA 'syo . au2 ‘P4a¢$.:f
i} ““ PR T }(“'n. I.. t‘ ot s .-.‘ -f.:v,_:r
1nfected. ‘ith qw"r" % 4‘\. 3; 1," lj:r i l‘\f:‘;\.y—nj zx"‘; h- ".,_;,. Lo .«“Ix:::;

f"t""‘ Ty v

5. Intestate wa s not informed ox varned by the P
T a1 EeME Ste 8. mRrrrnd adminisrratrix

\
.A"~ c‘-u'.-4 R Ay

e,

o ,r.' e 'y

Uity uAIEPPAL[CU, (&

T i

defendant, and had no knowledge of the nature o:lthe eaid

dangeroua asbeatoa fibers and‘particles with which he was
o damera Peoy {as selacdenn, UDdgY ALls

proqght into close proximity ty the defendant's negligence.

Laasto -

6 r"‘ne negligence of the defendant complained of 18

as followss- . -
«v(‘t\l‘ ".J'\( 1.

(a) In failing to use reasonable care to provide, the
intestate’ with g_reaeonably}safe place of-'woxke it e

e . 4 9, e &I
pif‘,‘:_ v "_‘o‘ . ""- -uJ;.&;f, !.."». B ‘a’

e (b)) feIn falling 't0 use reaeonable care to provide the
intestate with proper maske or other appliancee or sgfeguard
in said work ”f’;]:t..,d Lk PRI FRE S AR ) ";3'.. .—N-{-‘ A LE ey ""l)'

3 - n-—11 . ¢

(o) In failing to use reasonatle care to provide a :
proper ventilating syetem at ite plantg;,,“Qp“ B P

(d) In failing to use reaeonable care to give proper
warning, infomation and knowledge about the ‘dangerous: Suses
tharacter of its work with the sald asbestos fiters sn
particles to the sald ‘'intestate at the time and place'’
above mentioned.

o N .
4 Ao - < . | N [ T R ] :—,(,,,'.o st
..' } T ' - e -." o . .~ by 9 *‘_ ADY I Lllx

37, The aaid asbestoa ribers and particles were, intro-

duced into theAihtéatate'a body at ‘the ttme ,and place

.'u“) e T I

aforesaid, so that the intestate mas permanently injured

externally and 1nternally, 1n and atout hie head, body amd

L4 e

1imbs, causing him great pain and suffering, toth mental
and phyeical. greatly 1owered hia reaiatapce to diaeaaa,

and he became a victim of ulmonary diseaeee, and died a8 a
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¢xpenses and damagea to the extent of £50,000. OO
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. Qn:nggmbeE 26, 1931, the$p1aint1ff, Hagdalenﬂ

De Y Lmdiledd oy Y BLTOTINLTL LRTLE

Yoy ) RS T < PPl B U .,
Stepkah we, duly appointed general adminietratrix of the

(T34 e 0l many A e d -.

estate oL Paul Stepka, deoeased by the saurrogate o

VA et LY . R RT3 T Buud 4 .7¢- Mgl tisgpa "vai-.;f-' ith "
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Somersgt County, and, here and now proffers her said - .. il

o we Wl - Frvauli v Lbf‘ udat k'.o&]:b }U h,&g;.,«_',vbﬂ‘_"h* ‘m 2’
"' :‘“ RERARA f-«f’"‘.‘k‘ "' }'é" " 1 . "*A- R |

}g%t?;g of administration.‘fmﬂ,“Aﬁ R S Kl %7r;§“ <

THE DLAINTIFF,.Magdalena Stepka. general adminiapratrix

vty

of the estate of Paul Stepka, decqased, demands the sumlm.

Aide €0 pretinae” Lednald

of $50, 000,00, a8 dgmages f;Pm thg defendant, under this

1 LH [ i s s" ‘-ﬁ-u.k Mhu“ -tn’ FEreS “10
firat count. ‘
- v F "000
DUTODVAINTIOS; Feivisra Stanka, plainistratelisn ad
- SFCOND COUNT ‘ X
Froneramntore o f Dpg G = iy fenendn the sun

: The plaintiff, Magdalena Stepka, adminiatratrix ad
prosequendum of Paul Stepks, deceased,’ reaiding in‘Manville,
New Jersey,\says thati=

waly

le ©She repeats the allegationa of paragrapha one. WO,

-
PR

three, four, five and six of the g}rst oount.!

2« The said askestos ffﬁgféJ;nambarticlea'vefé"intro-
duced into the intestate 8 body at the time and place afore
sald, so that the 1ntestate'became permanently Lnjured,
externally and internallj. in and about his head, body
and limbs, causing him great pain sna suffering, toth
mental and physical, éreatly lowered'hiqfresistance to
disease, and he became a victim of pﬁlmongry.diseasee.
and died as a result thereof on December 17, 19314 .-

3. OUnDecember 26, 1931, the plaintiff, lagdalena
Stepka’waa duly appointed bty the surrogate of, Somerset -
County, administratrix ad prosequendum of. Paul Stepka,

deceaned. and here nnd now proffers her said letters of
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intestate for support.
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5. The plaintiff, as administratrix as aforesaid,

_ror the benefit of the said next of kxin, 18 vested by

lvirtue of the atatute in such case made and. provided, with

1

q cause of aotion‘againat the defendant for negligently,L

RER{ ;.' h B a» ]T’""l"‘,;ﬁﬁ‘f\{ X'.. S \'\ .-
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"Il sum of 350,000.004

causing the death of her intestate,'and brings this” action‘
within two years after the death of the said intestate.
6 The ‘said nexx of kin suffered pecuniary losses
Ly reason of the death of the said Paul Stepka in the .
THE PIAINTIFF, Magdalena Stepka, administratrix ad
prosequendunm of Paul Stepka, deceased, demands the sum
of $50,000.00 as damages from the defendant under this

second count. . v . e,

SATURL GRECNSTONE
Attornoy for Plaintiff.

(LIDORSWM ENTS)

I hercby denutize Chas, H. Murray to serve the
mitain writ. VWitness my nend sad real tails 26 day
oI Jan 18I,

e Re Suimiin

Sheriff

Jan. 206. 1932. I served tne witihin sudméns And con—
»1~1nt woon The Joans~ifanville Corworation, » ccrnor-
ation »f tne Sinte of liewv Yorz, by serving A. R. Fisher,’
Plant ianager, personally at Yanville, N. J.

Feces 33.78
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UNITED STATZS DISTRICT COURT
. DISTRICT OF NE¥ JERSZY
LAGDALENA STEPKA, general e '
administratrix of PAUL STEPKA, = . . ST N
deceased, and MAGDALENA STEPKA, ' '
administratrix ad . prosequendum
of PAUL STEZPKA, deceased,

~ -

Action at Law

L L)

Plaintiffs, ¢ ANSVWER
R AU o PR A
-V8~ [
JOHNS-MANVILLE CORPORATION, a ¢ "
corporation of the State of . R R N

e

New York,

Defendant. !

Defendant, JOHNS-MANVILLE CORPORATION, a
corporation of the State of New Yoerk, having its principel
office in New Jeréey, at Manville, Somerset County, says the

FIRST DEFELSE TO FIRST COUNT

1., It denies paragraph 1, except that it says
that the plaintiff's-intestate was.in its employ at its
plant in Yanville, lYew Jersey, from December 28, 1926, to
Nevember 12, 1930,

2. It denies paragraph 2, except that it says
that it was and has been engaged in the manufacture of

asbestos products for ccmmercial purpeses from December 28,

}1926 to the present time.

3. It denies pararraph 3, except that it says

that 1t employved the plaintiff's intestate from December

» 28,1926, to November 12, 1930,

4, It denies paragraphs 4, 5, 6 and 7.

5. It has no knowledge or information sufficie



SECOND DLFENSE TO ¥IRST COUNT

.o
}

The injury an& the disease'alleged in the complaint

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

the plaintiff's intestate as part of the,terms, of his .. "
contract of employmente .. ., . ; ..: ‘neiitgéed by 4mid, 145

 THIRD DEFENSE TO FIRST COUNT A1 ." fvix aila Teridi,

The injury and the'disease'alleged in the complaint;
were due to one of the riska of his employment assumed by .
| the plaintiff's intestate as part of the terms of his
i contract of employment in thet the plaintiffts intestate
knew, or by the exercise cof réasonable care on his part
should have known, the alleged dangers of his employment.

‘ : FOURTE DEFLEYNSE TO FIRST COUNT

The injury end the disease alleged in the complaint

i

i

-were caused by.contributory negligence on the part of the
plaintiff's intestate.

FI¥TH DEFENSE TO FIRST COUNT roe

The injury and the diseese alleged in the complaint

vere czused by contributory negligence cn the part of the

Tailed to exercise reasonable care te protect himself agai

the alleged dangers cof his employment by using tne mask an

other appliances provided-by the defendant for that purpos
SIXTH DEIEVSE TO FIRST COUNT

!

|

l

i

|

l

i

!

|

Iplaintiff's intestate in that the pleintiff's intestate
i

|

]

|

|

f The injury and the disease alleged in the compleint
|

‘were due to negligence on the part of a fellow-servant of

!the plaintiff's intestate, in failing.to warn and instruc

{the plaintiff's intestate to .use the mask and other ap-
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SEVEFTH DEFEISE TO FIRST COUNT

1. The alleged ;njury, if any, tothe_plaintiff'q intes-~
tate was a trespass done to the person of said intestate.

2. Said alleged injury,.if any, was caﬁsed‘bynthe
alleged wrongfui abt, neglect or default*bfithe defendant. -

3. No action was commended and instituted by said. intes

; 'l

tate, while -he was 1iving, "to recove} Tor Sald alleged injur

within two years next after the alleged cause of action acecx
to said intestate. B

-

EIGHTH DEF¥FENSE TO FIRST COUNT

1. It repeats the'allegatipns of paragrapﬁ 1 of the Se
Defense te the First Count. ‘ .

2. It repeats Lhe allezaticns of paragraph 2 of the 3e
Defense to the First Count.

3. lic action was commenced .and instituted by the plain
to recover for said alleged injury, within two years next ¢
the alleged cause of action accrued to said intestate.

FIRST DEFSIISE TO SECOND COUNT

1. It repeats the allegations of paragraphs 1, 2,
3 and 4 of the First Count,

2, It denies the allegations coi varagraph 2, except
that it has no kXnowledge or information sufficient to

form a belief as to the date of the alleged death of the

olaintiffts intestate.

3. It has no knowledge or information sufficient tc
form a belief as to the allegations of paragraph 3.
4, It has no knowledge or information suificient t¢

form a belief as to the allecations of paragraph 4;

- T+ Waa nn knowledge or informaticn sufficient t
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SECOND DEFENSE_TO SECOND COUNT - )
e t.._ - .“‘ A JA‘ B a -.' \: :."_":n_‘. -(:-': ::‘J:‘_Ai e

THIRD D“FENSE TO SECOHD COUNTJ&~V¢ ’ :

oy R
It repeata the 2hird Defense to First “Count .. fir ;iﬁgﬁz
‘ ‘. R 1 "t -, .#“!« <; g'l ,i.w P ‘.q)\-—"\'“?s' %‘p‘ .f-./_"(:;’ ‘“'}
“wu5¢IDURTH DEFENSE_TO SECOHD COUHT —"\W‘%€§§

"‘3“ Vw%

It repeats the Flfth Defense to Flrst Count.f

:

SIXTH DEFENSE TO SECOND COUNT % : . '

It repeats the Sixth Defense to First Cpunt;Ail:; K

W Lot F- Yot

Attorneys for Defendant.




