Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren, Inc.
CONSULTANTS * ACTUARIES
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Atlanta, Ceorgia 30026
(404) 261-5420

PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT

October 12, 1982

Mr. William E. Moore, President
Kelly-Moore Paint Company

987 Commercial Street

San Carlos, California 94070

Dear Mr. Moore:
Enclosed is a copy of the report on Kelly-Moore's asbestos liability
exposure which Tillinghast, Nelson & Warrén, Inc., prepared for Reed

Decorative Products. Also enclosed is a copy of our September 8, 1982,
letter to Mr. Wilks.

As noted in the report, this study was prepared solely for the in-
ternal use of Reed management. We are providing you with a copy at
the express request of Mr. Wilks. We will be pleased to answer any
questions that you may have.
Sincerely,
. Y]
Uiy it s A
/
W. qameS‘MacGinnitie

WIM/ jmw
cc: Mr. William Wilks

Enclosures
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Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren, Inc.
CONSULTANTS - ACTUARIES

ATLANTA « BOSTON » COLUMBUS * DALLAS » DENVER » 1 WORTH
200 Clarendon Street ] HARTEORD = JACKSONVILLE * KANSAS CITY » 1085 ANGELES
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 NEW ORLEANS » NEW YORK * SAN ANTONIO » ST LOUIS

(617) 267-4300

September 8, 1982

Mr. William Wilks

Reed Decorative Products
Cloisters House

High Street
Rickmansworth, Herts

WD 31 BG

England

Dear Mr. Wilks:

This letter and its attachments have been prepared to reflect the
newly released report by Dr. Selikoff. In the newly released
report, Dr. Selikoff has revised his calculations as to
population at risk and as to relative disease frequencies. We
have reflected these revisions in our model and have developed
revised estimates. These are shown in the attached exhibits,
which are simply revisions from exhibits .contained in .our August,’
1982 report.

Exhibit I is a revision of the exhibit from pages 10-11 of our
report. The conclusion is that the expected total cost of
asbestos-related claims is now $5.7 million. (An upper bound
estimate would be $8.5 million.) This is about 25% less than the
$7.5 million estimate in our previous report, due to a lower
number of expected mortalities, particularly for mesothelioma and
asbestosis. Asbestosis mortalities are now calculated as being
one-third the level of mesothelioma mortalities.

In his latest report, "Disability Compensation for Asbestos-
Associated Disease in the United States,™ Dr. Selikoff revised
his estimates as to population at risk and disease frequencies.
In particular, the calculated number of people exposed to
asbestos was increased, while the average duration of exposure
was decreased. While these changes did not substantially alter
Dr. Selikoff's conclusions, they did reduce the anticipated
disease rate for construction workers. The revisions we made to
our model's assumptions and the resulting calculations are
attached here as Exhibit II, corresponding to page 12 of our
report, and Section II, Exhibits I through V, corresponding to
pages 36 through 62 of our report. Those assumptions which were
revised have been noted with a double asterisk for your
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Mr. William Wilks -2- September 8, 1982

convenience. One assumption worth noting pertains to the
expected filing percentages shown in Exhibit 1, Sheet 2. Based
upon more recent information, we slightly modified upward our
percentages for the years 1982 through 1985.

We have also prepared some additional information which you may
find useful. The attached Exhibit A corresponds to the Exhibit A
provided to you by Jim Hurley in his 7/29/82 letter. This
exhibit displays the expected costs by calendar year of
manifestation, and sums to the $5.7 million noted above.

In regard to your recent cable to Jim MacGinnitie, we have
investigated the four questions contained therein.

1) 1In regard to the population at risk, there is a
reflection of K-M's increased market share in 1968.
Please see Page 22 of our report.

" 2) To address the gquestion of population at risk, we have
attached Exhibit B, which is an expansion of the exhibit
on Page 37 of our report. Exhibit B, Sheet 1, displays
the calculation of the number of ‘residential construction
workers exposed each year to a K-M asbestos product, and
the percentage those workers represent relative to all
construction workers. On Sheet 2, this percentage is

- applied to Selikoff's new entrants to determine the
number of new entrants who were exposed to K-M products.

3) We are still investigating the subject of growth in
" residential construction workers during the time period
in question. The information we have seen so far does
not seem to indicate that there has beenn a significant
upward movement in the relative numbers of residential
workers. We are currently seeking other sources of data
on the subject. )

4) We used a 25% rate of unsuccessful claims to relect that
not all claimants will receive damages from the company.
Some claimants will simply not present a strong enough
case to win a jury award. Manville has stated that 40%
of the claims filed against them are unsuccessful, while

other industry analysts have used the 25% figure. We
felt the 25% figure to be appropriately conservative for
our calculations.

KMX 02172
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Mr. William Wilks -3~ September 8, 1982

Finally, we have attached copies of recent news articles on the
subject of Manville's bankruptcy filing.

If you have any questions on this material, please don't hesitate
to call. :

Sincerely,

‘WPZW;‘]

7

John P. Tierney
Consulting Actuary

JPT:arc
Attachments
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REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS

ASBESTUS LITIGATIIN HODEL

PROBABILITY OF SURVIVAL (HPX)
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Disease Type

REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.

Projection of Loss Costs

Due to Asbestos-Related Liability

Expected Average
Expected Number Cost In Current
of Successfully Dollars (Including
Filed Claims(a) Legal Expenses) (b)

Exhibit I
Sheet 1

Expected
Total Cost
(Current Dollars)

Respiratory Cancer
Mesothelioma
Other Cancers (c)

Asbestosis

Total

156 $12,750
140 ’ ' -1 21,000
32 12,750
33 9,750
361

(a) Exhibit I, Sheet 2.
(b) Exhibit 1I, Items (3), (4) and (5).
(c) Including non-occupational exposure.

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren -

$1,989,000

2,940,000

408,000

321,750

$5,658,750

KMX 02179




Exhibit I

Sheet 2
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.
Estimated Number of Successfully Filed Claims
Expected Expected
Calendar Expected Percentage Number Expected Number
Disease Type Year Manifestations(a) To File(b) Filed(c) Successfully Filed(d)
(1 (2) (3) ) (5) (6)
Respiratory
Cancer 1982 1.91 63.8 1.22 .92
1983 2.13 67.8 1.44 1.08
1984 2.37 71.8 1.70 1.28
1985 2.62 75.8 1.99 1.49
1986+ 253.74 79.7 202.23 151.67
Total 262.77 - 208.58 156.44
Mesothelioma 1982 W47 78.8 .37 .28
1983 .55 83.8 U6 .35
° 1984 .65 88.6 .58 .uy
1985 17 93.6 .72 .5U
1986+ 187.84 98.5 185.02 138.77
Total 190.28 — 187.15. 140.38 -
Asbestosis 1982 .35 56.3 .20 .15
' 1983 .40 59.8 .24 .18
1984 .46 63.3 .29 .22
1985 .52 66.9 .35 .26
1986+ 60.53 70.4 42.61 31.96
Total 62.26 —_ 43,69 32.77
All Other (e) 1982 .64 30.0 .19 .14
1983 .70 31.9 .22 17
1984 .79 33.8 .27 .20
1985 .88 35.7 .31 .23
1986+ 111.89 *37.5 41,96 31.47
Total 114.90 -— 42.95 32.21
All Types All 630. 21 — 482.37 361.80
NOTES: (a) See Section II, Exhibit IV, Sheet 16,
(b) See Exhibit II.
(c) Column (3) x Column (4).
(d} Column (5) x 75%.
(e) Includes General Population exposure.
KMX 02178
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* & (1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
* & (6)
(7)

REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.

Calculation of Expected Costs
Due to Asbestos Liability

Assumptions

Percentage of expected asbestos disease victim
by disease type:

Exhibit II

s filing claims

Calendar Other
Year Respiratory Mesothelioma Asbestosis Disease
1982 63.8 78.8 56.3 30.0
1983 67.8 83.8 59.8 31.9
1984 71.8 88.6 163.3 33.8
1985 75.8 93.6 66.9 35.7
1986+ 79.7 98.5 70.4 37.5

Claims settling with indemnity’cost: 75%
Average claim cost at current value: $10,000

Legal expense factor: 50%

Claim cost relativity by disease type:

Disease Type Relativity
Asbestosis .65
Mesothelioma 1.40
All Other Cancers .85
Average 1.00

One asbestosis death occurs for each three asbestos-related

mesothelioma deaths.

General population contributes an additional 1
the otherwise indicated asbestos-related disea

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren

0% incidence to
se.

KMX 02128




SECTION II
EXHIBIT 11
REED DECORATIVE FRODULTS Sheet 1

ASBESTOS LITIGATION HODEL

FOFULATION AT RISK
BY CALENDAR YEAR OF ENTRY

CONSTRUCTION WORKERS

TOTAL
RESIDENTIAL- TOTAL- ESTIKATED NUMBER
CALENDAR SELECTED COUNTRY OF NEW ENTRANTS RY
YEAR STATES(A) ~WIDE(B) CAL. YEAR OF ENTRY (C)
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1950 0 - 2101000 0.0
1951 0 2343000 0.0
1952 0 2360000 0.0
1953 0 2341000 0.0
1954 0 2316000 0.0
1955 0 2477000 0.0
1936 0 2653000° 0.0
1957 0 2577000 17304.4
1958 17387 2420000 1044.7
1959 18673 2577000 1122.0
1960 18562 2497000 1294.2
1961 18793 2425000 1310.3
1962 19320 2500000 1347.0
1943 20041 2562000 1397.3
1964 20427 2637000 1424.2
1965 20545 2749000 1432.4
1966 20781 2818000 1448.8
19467 19904 2741000 1387.7
1968 34846 2822000 2429.5
1969 36801 3012000 2565.8
1970 36149 2990000 2264.4
1971 37335 3071000 2338.7
1972 40679 3257000 2548.1
1973 44317 3405000 2776.1
1974 44478 3294000 2786.1
1975 40993 2808000 2567.8
1976 43148 2814000 2702.8
1977 48093 3004000 3012.6
1978 54624 3336000 3421.7
1979 0 3550000 0.0

KX 02139
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(A)

(B)

¥ %k (C)_

* % (D)

Section 1I1I

Exhibit 11

Sheet 2
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.

Notes to Sheet 1

Total number of employees from Exhibit I adjusted by following:

(1) 15.7% to convert from total construction employees to
residential construction workers.

(2) 15% and 25% to reflect K-M's market penetration for the
1958-1967 and 1968-1978 periods, respectively (i.e., on
average, approximately 15% or 25% of the workers come in
contact with a K-M product).

[e.g., for 1960, (.157) x (.15) x (788,200) = 18,562)

Total number of construction.workers countrywide. from .U.S.
Department of Labor.

Estimated number of newly exposed residential construction
workers by calendar year of entry. Derived using Selikoff's
estimate of population at risk.

(e.g., for 1960, (18,562/26,764,000*) x 1,866,000* = 472.3)
Estimated beginning population is determined by taking average
of the 1958, 1959 and 1960 new entrants and multiplying by the

average duration of 15.0 years..

(i.e., 15.0 x (1044.7 + 1,122.0 + 1,294.2)/3 = 17,304.4)

** The Selikoff study summarizes new entrants into 10 year groups.
Therefore, 26,764,000 is the 1960-1969 sum of values in column
(3) of Sheet 1 and 1,866,000 is the SeliKoff estimate. of newly
exposed construction workers in the 1960 - 1969 period.

KMX 02140
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{ e ASHBESTOS LITIGATION KODE |

SECTION I1I
. EXHIBIT II1I
POFULATION AT RISK Sheet 1
BY AGE GROUF AND YEAR OF ENTRY

CALENDAR ESTIMATED REMAINING LIVES @ 1/1/82 BY ENTRY AGE GROUP
YEAR  mm oo e e e e e e e T e e s sSssoe oo

OF ENTRY <20 20-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 S55-464 >64 TOTAL
1957 1166.2 1666.4 3053.3 277%9.3 1599.8 353.1 44.0 10662.0
1958 147.5 261.1 217.95 109.4 50.2 11.9 2.0 799.5
1959 159.3 282.5 236.8 121.0 357.6 15.0 2.7 874.8
1960 184.7 328.1 276.6 143.4 70.6 20.0 3.9 1027.,3
1961 188.0 334.3 283.3 148.8 7547 23.1 4.9 1058.0
1962 194.1 345.6 294,35 156.6 82,0 26,8 6.1 1105.6
1963 202.2 360.4 308.5 165.9 89.2 31.1 7.3 1164.9
1964 206.9 369.2 317.4 172.5 95,1 35.1 8.9 1205.1
.1965 208.9 373.0 322.0 176.7 99.6 38.7 10.4 1229.3
1964 212.0 378.9 328.3 181.8 104.6 42,7 12,0 1280.3
1967 203.7 364.3 316.8 177.0 103.7 44,2 13,0 1222.6
1948 357.7 640.1 538.4 314.4 187.4 83.2 25.4 2166.5
1969 378.8 678.3 593.4 336.6 203.8 23.9 29.46 2314.,3
1970 335.2 600.5 526.7 300.8 184,7 88.1 28.7 2064.8
1971 347.1 622.1 546.8 J14.3 1935.6 96.3 32.3 2154.5
1972 379.1 67%.7 598.7. 346.2.  218.1 110.6 .38.1 . 2370.5
1973 414.0 742,35 635.2 381.0 242.7 126.4 44.46 2606.4
1974 416.5 747.1 660.4 383.9 248.4 132,46 47.9 2638.8
19735 384.7 690.3 611.0 358.8 233.2 127.3 46.9 2452.1
1976 405.8 728.3 645.4 380.6 249.7 139.1 S52.2 2601.2
1977 453.3 813.6 721.8 427.4 - 282.8 160.3 61.4 2920.,6
1978 516.0 926.2 822.4 488.7 325.9 188.2 73.1 3340.3

" TOTAL 7461.5 12932.4 12895.1 83467.2 5000.3 1987.8 595.4 49239.7

KMX 02141
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SECTION II

EXHIBIT IV
SHEET 1
REED DECODRATIVE FRODUCTS
ASHESTOS LITIGATION HODEL
DISFLAY OF EXFECTED MORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUP: <20
EXCESS CANCER MORTALITY
CAL. NORNAL RESFIR~ ALL MESO- TOTAL TOTAL
YEAR HORTALITY ATORY OTHER THELIOMA EXCESS MORTALITY
1982 26.70 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.09 26,79
1983 28.29 0.19 0.04 0.06 29 28.37
1984 30.02 0.23 0.04 0.07 0.35 30.37
1985 31,92 0.28 0.05 0.09 0,42 32,33
1986 33.98 0.33 0.06 0.10 0.49 34.47
1987 36.2 0.39 0.07 0.13 0.358 356.80
1988 38.67 0.44 0.07 0.135 0.67 39.33
1989 41.29 0.50 0.08 0.18 0.76 42.05
1990 44.10 0.56 0.09 0.21 0.86 44,96
1991 47.12 0.62 0.10 0.25 0.97 48.09
1992 50.34 0.68 0.11 0.29 1.07 31.42
1993 23.78 1.11 0.16 0.33 1.61 33039
1994 57.42 1.23 0.18 0.38 1.79 5%.21
19935 61.28 1.34 0.19 0.44 1.98 63.25
1996 65.34 1.446 0.21 0.50 2,17 67.31
1997 69.62 1.57 0.22 0.37 2.37 71.99
1998 74.09 1.69 0.24 0.635 2.57 76.66
1999 78.77 1.78 0.25 0.73 2.76 81.53
2000 83.70 1.87 0.26 0.82 2.95 86,65
2001 88.91 1.93 0.27 0.92 3.14 92.04
2002 94.38 2.00 0.27 1.02 3.30 97.68
2003 100.05 2.03 0.40 1.09 3.51 103.56
2004 105.88 2.13 0.42 1.16 3.72 10%.60
2005 111.81 2,18 0.44 1.23 3.86 115467
2006 117.85 2,20 0.46 1.30 3.96 121.82
2007 123.97 2,22 0.47 1.37 4.06 128.03
2008 130.11 2.24 0.49 1,43 4,15 134.27
2009 136.26 2.20 0.49 1,49 4.19 140.45
2010 142.33 2.16 0.50 1.54 4,21 146.33
2011 148.30 2.11 0.50 1,60 4.21 152.50
2012 154,14 2,06 0.49 1.64 4,19 158.33
. 2013 159.81 2.02 0.48 1.48 4,18 164.00
2014 165.27 1.98 0.50 1.71 4.18 169445
20195 170444 1.81 0.49 | 1,72 4.02 174.45
2014 175.24 1.64 0.48 1.72 3.84 179.08
2017 179.61 1.49 0.46 1.71 3.66 183.28
2018 183.45 1,34 0.46 1.68 3.49 186.94
2019 186.67 1.21 0.44 1.65 3.30 189.97
2020 189.20 1.08 0.42 1.60 3.11 192.31
2021 190.97 0.97 0.40 1.54 2.91 193.88
2022 191.89 0.85 0.39 1.47 2.71 194.61
2023 191.91 0.75 0.38 1.39 2.52 194.42
2024 190.97 0.65 0.37 1.30 2.31 193.28
2025 189.09 0.57 0.32 1.21 2.10 191.18
2026+ 2562.30 2.99 1.70 9.84 14,53 2576.83
TOTAL 7333.43 81,16 14.93 52.01 128.09 7461.52
KMX 02109

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren




SECTION II

EXHIBIT 1V
SHEET 2
REEDR DECORATIVE FPRODUCTS
ASRESTOS LITIGATION HODEL
DISPLAY OF EXFECTED MORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUP: 20-24
EXCESS CANCER MORTALITY
CAL. NORHAL RESPIR- ALL MESO- TOTAL TOTAL
YEAR MORTALITY ATORY OTHER THELIOHKA EXCESS  HMORTALITY
1982 54.31 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.15 54,46
1983 S57.79 0.28 0.06 0.09 0.43 58.23
1984 81.60 0.35 0.07 0.11 0.353 62,13
19835 65.75 0.43 0.08 0.14 0.63 66,40
1986 70.22 0.52 0.09 0.17 0.78 70.99
1987 75.02 0.61 0.11 0.20 0.92 75.93
1988 80.18 0.70 0.12 0.24 1.07 81.24
1989 85.69 0.80 0.13 0,29 1.22 86.92
19%0 ?1.59 0.%1 0.15 0.34 1,39 92.98
1991 97.83 1.01 0.16 0.40 1.57 99.42
1992 104.50 1.11 0.18 0.46 1.74 106.24
1993 111,51 1.72 0.26 0.53 2.51 114.02
1994 118,89 1,92 0.28 0.62 2.82 121,72
1995 126,63 2.13 0.31 0.71 3.15 129.78
1996 134,72 2.34 0.34 0.81 3.48 138,21
1997 143.2 2.54 0.36 0.92 3.82 147.07
1998 152.24 2.74 0.38 1.04 4.16 156,40
1999 161.468 2.90 0.40 1.17 4,48 166,16
2000 171,49 3.06 0.42 1,31 4,79 176.28
2001 181.60 3.20 0.44 1.46 5.10 186,49
2002 191.91 3.29 0.45 1.62 5.36 197.27
2003 202,45 -3.34 0.61 1.73 5.68 208,13
2004 213.15 3.53 0.66 1.84 6.03 219.17
2005 223.93 3.61 0.69 1.96 6.26 230,19
2006 234.76 3.64 0.72 2,07 6443 241.19
2007 245.49 3,66 0.74 2.17 6.358 252.07
2008 256.11 3.69 0.77 2,27 6.72 262.83
2009 2664335 J.63 0.78 2.36 6.76 273,31
2010 276,75 3.356 0.78 2.45 6.78 283.53
2011 286.61 3.46 0.78 2.352 6.77 293,38
2012 296,04 3.37 0.77 2.58 6,73 302,77
2013 304,88 3.29 0.76 2.64 6.69 311,357
2014 313,03 3,22 0.78 2,67 6.67 319.70
2015 - 320,30 2.93 0.76 2,67 6.37 326.67
2016 326,57 2,85 0.74 2.66 6.06 332,63
2017 331.70 2.39 0.72 2.63 5.74 337.44
2018 335,53 2,14 0.71 2.57 S5.42 340.97
2019 337.98 1. 91 0.68 2.49 S.08 343.07
2020 338.85 1.70 0.465 2.40 4.75 343,59
2021 338,05 1.50 0.61 2,30 4.41 342,446
2022 335.58 1.31 0.58 2,17 4.07 339465
2023 331.48 1.14 0.56 2,03 3.73 335.21
2024 325.84 0.97 0.55 1.87 3.39 329,23
2025 318.75 0.84 0.48 1.72 2.03 321.78
2026+ 3634.98 3.97 2.25 12.17 18.3¢9 3653.37
TOTAL 12733.78 98.05 22.97 77.65 198.66 12932.44
KMX 02110

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren -




SECTION II

EXHIBIT IV
SHEET 3
REED DRECORATIVE FRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION HODEL
DISFLAY OF EXFECTED MORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUFP: 25-34
EXCESS CANCER MORTALITY
CAL. NORKAL RESPIR~ ALL NESD- TOTAL TOTAL
YEAR HORTALITY ATORY OTHER THELIODHA EXCESS HORTALITY
1982 109.34 0,05 0.04 0.10 0.19 109.53
1983 116,62 0.48 0.08 0.12 0.68 117.31
1984 124.,2 0.35 0,09 0.14 0.78 125.08
1985 132.36 0.61 0.10 0.17 0.89 133.25
1986 - 140.82 0.49 0.11 0.21 1.01 141.83
1987 149.64 0.77 0.13 0.24 1.14 150.77
1988 158,83 0.85 0.14 0.29 1.27 160.12
1989 168,58 0.93 0.15 0.33 1.41 169.99
1990 178.91 1.01 0.16 0.39 1756 180.446
1991 189.78 1.09 0.17 0.44 1.7% 191.49
1992 201.03 1.16 0.18 0.51 1.85 202.88
1993 212,51 2.08 0.30 0.58 2.95 215.46
1994 224,02 2,17 0,31 0.65 3.13 227415
1995 233.63 2.26 0.32 0.73 3,31 238.97
1996 247.31 2,35 0.33 0.82 3+50 250.81
1997 258.87 2.44 0.34 0.91 3.68 262.56
1978 270.2 2.32 0.35 1,00 3,87 274.16
1999 281.36 2.58 0.36 1.10 4.03 285.39
2000 292,03 2.62 0.36 1.20 4,18 296.23
2001 302.31 2.65 0.36 1.30 4,31 306,61
2002 312,05 2,64 0.36 1,40 4.40 316,45
2003 321.16 2.59 0.55 1.42 4,56 325.72
2004 32952 2.66 0.55 1.46 4.67 334,19
20035 336.94 2.67 0.35 1.49 4.71 341,463
2006 343.30 2.64 0.54 1.52 4.70 347.99
2007 348.36 2.60 0.53 1.54 4,67 353.04
2008 352.00 2.57 0.53 1.56 4.65 356465
2009 354.08 2.47 0.31 1.57 4.335 358,63
2010 354.49 - 2.38 0.50 1.57 4,45 358.94
2011 353.12 2.25 0.47 1.57 4.30 357.42
2012 349.92 2.13 0.45 1,36 4,14 354.06
2013 344.89 2.02 0.43 1.35 4.00 348.88
2014 338.15 1,92 0.43 1.52 3.87 342.02
2015 329.89 1.70 0.41 1.48 3,59 333.47
2014 320.34 1.49 0.39 1.43 3.31 323.45
2017 309.73 1.30 0.37 1.37 3.03 312.76
2018 298.24 1.13 0.35 1.29 2.77 301,01
2019 2846.02 0.97 0.33 1.21 2,51 288.53
202 273.29 0.83 0.31 1.13 2,26 275.55
2021 260.34 0.70 0.28 1.04 2.02 262.36
2022 247.04 0.59% 0.25 0.95 1.79 248.83
2023 233.07 0.48 0.24 0.84 1.56 234.63
2024 218.18 0.39 0.22 0.73 1.35 219.353
2025 202.49 0.32 0.18 0.64 1.14 203.64
2026+ 1350.71 1.08 0.61 2.98 4.48 1355.39
TOTAL 12761.92 72.37 14.73 46.03 133.14 12895.06
KMX 02113

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren




SECTION II

. EXHIBIT IV
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS SHEET 4
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODIL
DISPLAY OF EXFECTED HORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUF: 35-44
EXCESS CANCER HORTELITY
CAL.,  NORMAL  RESPIR- ALL HESO- TOTAL TOTAL
YEAR HORTALITY  ATORY OTHER THELI-4A  EXCESS  HORTALITY
1982 168,07 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.14 168.21
1983 177.37 0.42 0.07 0.09 0.58 177.94
1984 184,80 0.45 0.07 0.11 0.43 187.22
1985 195.82 0.48 0.08 0.13 0.68 194.50
1985 204,95 0.51 0.08 0.15 0.73 205.48
1987 213.85 0.54 0.08 0.17 0.79 214,64
1988 222,49 0.57 0.09 0.19 0.84 .  223.34
1989 230,67 0.59 0.09 0.21 0.90 231.57
1990 238,34 0,81 0.10 0.34 0.95 239,31
1991 245,52 0.63 0.10 0.27 1.00 244.52 )
1992 252.09 0.65 0.10 0.29 1.04 252,12
1993 257.95 1,21 0.17 0.32 1.70 259.45
- 1994 262,98 1.18 0.17 0.35 1,49 264,47
1995 267.02 1.15 0.16 0.37 1.48 268.71
1994 270,00 1,12 0.16 0.39 1.67 271,67
1997 271.49 1.09 0.15 0.42 1.44 273.35
1998 272.00 1,07 0.15 0.44 1,65 273,85
1999 270.85 1.04 0,13 0.45 1.3 272.48
2000 268,18 1.00 0.14 0.4 1,61 269.77
2001 263.90 0.97 0.13 0.47 1.57 265.48
2002 258.10 0.93 0.13 0.48 1,53 259163
. 2003 250.84 0.88 0.18 0.46 1,51 252,37
2004 242,37 0.88 0.17 0.44 1,49 243.85
2005 232.91 0.85 0.1% 0.43 1.43 234.34
2008 225,75 0.81 0.14 0.41 1.37 224.13
2007 212.18 0.78 0.13 0.40 1.31 213.49
2008 201,40 0.75 0.13 0.39 1,26 202,46
2009 190.57 0.70 0.12 0.38 1.19 191,74
2010 179.93 0.45 0.11 0.36 1,12 181.05
2011 169,76 0.60 0.10 0.35 1.04 170.80
2012 159,83 0.55 0.09 0.33 0.97 160.81
2013 139.74 0.50 0.08 0.32 0.91 150.45
2014 139.15 0.47 0.08 0.30 0.85 140,00
2015 128.14% 0.39 0.07 0.28 0.74 128.88
2015 - 117.22 0.32 0.056 0.25 0.64 117.86
2017 106.98 0.26 0.06 0.23 0.55 107.53
2018 97.27 0.21 0.05 0.21 0.47 97.74
2019 87.44 0.17 0.04 0-18 0.40 87.84
2020 7764 0.13 0.04 0.16 0.33 7797
2021 68.02 0.10 0.03 0.14 0.27 68429
2022 58.74 0.08 0.03 011 0.22 58,96
2023 29.96 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.17 50,13
2023 41.79 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.13 21.92
2025 34,33 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.10 34,43
2026+ 10440 0.05 0.03 0.13 0.22 106,62
TOTAL  8323.80 26.48 4,37 12.54 43.39  8367.19
KMX 02114

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren




SECTION II
EXHIBIT IV

REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS SHEET 5
ASEESTOS LITIGATION HODEL
DISFLAY OF EXPECTED HORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUP: 45-54
EXCESS CANCER HORTALITY
CAL.  NORHAL  RESPIR- ALL NESO- ToTAL TOTAL
YEAR HORTALITY  ATORY OTHER THELIOMA  EXCESS  HORTALITY
1982 214,32 0.02 0,02 0.04 0.08 214,40
1983 218.75 .23 0.04 0.05 0.32 219.06
1984 522,41 0.23 0.04 0,08 0.33 222.74
1985 225,16 0.23 0.04 0.06 0.33 235.50
1988 255,92 0.24 0.04 0.07 0.34 227.26
1987 227.49 0.23 0.04 0.07 0.35 227.84
1988 526,79 0.23 0.04 0.08 0.35 227.14
1989 524.77 0.23 0.04 0.08 0.35 225.12
1990 251.34 0.52 0.04 0.09 0,35 22171
1991 216.56 0.21 0.04 0.09 0.3% 516.91
1992 510,42 021 0.03 0.09 0.33 210.75
1993 503.05 0.34 0.05 0.10 0,49 203.53
1994 194,64 0.31 0.05 0.10 0.45 195.09
1995 185,49 0.28 0.03 0.10 0.42 185.91
1998 175.90 0.26 0.04 0.09 0.39 175.29
1997 165,11 0.24 0.04 0.09 0.37 164.48
1998 154,34 0.23 0.03 0.09 0.3% 156.69
1999 146.74 0.22 0.03 0.09 0.34 147.08
2000 137.54 0.21 0.03 0.08 0.32 137.87
2001 128.99 0.20 0.03 0.08 0.31 129.30
2002 120.87 0.19 0.03 0.08 0.29 121.16
5003 112.75 0.18 0.03 0.07 0.28 113,03
2004 104,29 0.18 0,03 0.07 0.28 104.57
2005 95.57 0.17 0.02 0.0% 0.24 95.83
2004 87,06 0.16 0.02 0,06 0.24 87.30
2007 79.30 0.14 0.02 0.0 0.22 79.52
2008 72.11 0.13 0.02 0.05 0.20 72.32
3009 51.84 0,12 0.02 0.05 0.18 65.02
2010 57.58 0.10 0.01 0.05 0,16 S7.74
2011 50.45 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.14 50.59
5012 43.57 0.07 0.01 0.04 0.12 43,89
2013 37.05 0.07 0.01 0.03 0.11 37.16
2014 31.00 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.09 31.09
2015 25,46 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.07 25.53
2015 20.51 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.05 20.5%
2017 16.17 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.0% 16,21
2018 1247 0.0] 0.00 0.01 0.03 12.50
2019 9.42 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.02 9.44
2020 6.94 0.01 0.00 0.01 0,01 .95
2021 4.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 4,99
5032 3,47 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 3,48
2023 2.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2:32
2024 1,34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24
2025 0.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.78
20244 0.40 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40
TOTAL  4990.53 5.37 0.98 2,37 9.72  5000.25

KMX 02115

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren




SECTION II
EXHIBIT IV

REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS SHEET 6
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL

RISPLAY OF EXFECTEDR MORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR

AGE GROUF: 55-64

EXCESS CANCER KORTALITY

e o ————— T - P " — —— - -

cat., NORMAL RESPIR- ALL HESO- TOTAL TOTAL
YEAR MORTALITY ATORY OTHER THELIOKA EXCESS HORTALITY
1982 151.95 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 151.97
1983 146.352 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.07 1456.59 .
1984 140.36 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.06 140.42
1985 133.64 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.06 133.72
1984 126.64 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.05 126,69
1987 119.49 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.05 119.33
1988 112.36 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.04 112,40
1989 105.37 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04 1035.41
1990 98.68 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04 98,71
1991 92.48 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.04 92.52
1992 B86.61 0,02 0.00 0.01 0.03 B6.64
1993 80.795 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.04 80.79
1994 74.64 0.02 0.00 0,01 0.03 74.69
1999 68.38 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 68.41
1996 62.26 0.02 0,00 0.01 0.03 62,29
1997 S6.70 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 56.73
1998 51.57 0.02 0.00 0:01 0.03 51.60
1999 45.38 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 46.41
2000 41.20 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 41.23
2001 36411 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 36413
2002 31.19 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 31.22
2003 26,54 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 26.56
2004 22,21 0,01 0.00 0.00 0.02 22,23
2005 18.25 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 18.27
2006 14.70 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 14.72
2007 11.60 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 11,461
2008 8495 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 8.96
2009 5.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 6.76
2010 4.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.98
2011 3.597 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.38
2012 2.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.49
2013 1.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67
2014 1.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.04
20135 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.356
2016 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23
2017 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.035
2018 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2019 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2020 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
202 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2022 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
202 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2024 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2025 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00
2026¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 1986.91 0.57 0.11 0.23 0.90 1987.81
KMX 02167

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren




SECTION II

EXHIBIT IV
REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS SHEET 7
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL
DISFLAY OF EXFECTED HORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUF: 64
. EXCESS CANCER MORTALITY
CAL. NORMAL RESPIR- ALL MESO- TOTAL TOTAL

YEAR MORTALITY ATORY OTHER THELIOHA EXCESS  MORTALITY
1982 53.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 53.76
1983 50.87 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 50.88
1984 48,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 48,01
1985 45,20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 45.21
1986 42,56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 42.57
1987 40.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 40.02
1988 37,43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 37.44
1989 34.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 34.74

1990 31.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 31.94 -
1991 29.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.18
1992 26,61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 26,62
1993 24,21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.21
- 1994 21.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.78
1995 19.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.35
1996 16.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.96
1997 14.45 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 14.465
1998 12,46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12,47
1999 10,43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.43
2000 8.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 8.58
2001 6.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.91
2002 .5.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.45
. 2003 4,21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,21
| 2004 3.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.18
| 2005 2.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.34
| 2006 1.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.48
2007 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 1.17
2008 0.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.78
2009 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49
2010 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.26
2011 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11
2012 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.03
12013 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00
2014 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2015 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2016 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00.
2017 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2018 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
2019 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2020 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2021 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00
2022 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00
2023 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2024 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00
2025 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
20246+ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 595.28 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.10 595.38

KMX 02168

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren




SECTION II
EXHIBIT IV
REED DECORATIVE FRODBUCTS SHEET 8
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL
DISPLAY OF EXPECTED HMORTALITY
BY CALENDAR YEAR
ALL AGE GROUFS
EXCESS CANCER MORTALITY
CAL.  NORMAL  RESFIR- ALL HESO- TOTAL TOTAL
YEAR MORTALITY  ATORY OTHER THELIOMA  EXCESS  MORTALITY
1982 778.44 0.18 0.14 0.35 0.67 779.11
1983 796.21 1.5 0.29 0.42 2.37 798.58
1984 813.27 1.84 0.32 0.51 2,59 815,96
1985 829.87 2.08 0.36 0,80 3.03 832.90
198% 846,08 2.32 0.39 0.71 3,42 849.50
1987 861.71 2.57 0.43 0.82 3.82 865.53
1988 87676 2.82 0.45 0.96 3.24 881,01
1989 891.10 3.08 0.50 1.11 4,69 895.79
1990 904.93 3.34 0.54 1.27 5.15 910.08
1991 918.50 3.50 0.57 1.45 5.62 924,12
1992 931.40 3.82 0.40 1.65 5.07 937.48
1993 943,77 .48 0.95 1.87 9.30 953.06
1994 954,39 6.82 1.00 2.10 9.92 944,31
1995 963.79 7.19 1,04 2,36 10,58 974.37
1998 972.48 7.55 1.08 2,43 11.25 983,73
1997 980.88 7.90 1.12 2.91 11.93 . 992.82
1998 988.99 8.27 1.16 3,22 12.65  1001.64
1999 996.22 8.54 1,19 3.55 13,27  1009.48
2000  1002.71 8.79 1.21 3.89 13,89  1016.40
2001 1008.72 8.98 1,23 4.24 12.45  1023.16
2002  1013.95 9.07 1.5% 4,51 14,92  1028.86
2003 1018.00 9.03 1,78 4.76 15.57  1033.58
2004  1020.40 9.40 1.83 4,97 15.20  1035.80
2005  1021.76 9.49 1.85 5,18 16,53 1038.29
2008 1022.11 9.44 1.89 5.37 16.71  1038.82
2007  1022.08 9.41 1.90 5.54 16.85  1038.93
2008  1021.47 9.37 1.92 5.70 17.00  1038.47
2009  1019.55 9.12 1.91 5.85 16.88  1036.43
2010  1014.31 8.86 1.90 5.97 16,73 1033.04
2011 1011.92 8.51 1.87 .08 16.45  1028.37
2012  1006.01 8.18 1.82 6,16 16,15  1022.17
2013 998.04 7.90 1.77 6.22 15.88  1013.92
2014 98762 7.65 1,79 6,22 15.66  1003.2
2015°  974.79 4.87 1.74 6.17 14,79 989.58
3013 96011 6.14 1.48 6,08 13,90 974.01
2017 944,24 5.44 1,62 5.95 13.03 957.27
2018 926.98 4.84 1.58 5.76 12.18 939.14
2019 907.52 4,27 1,39 5.55 11,31 918.84
2020 885,92 3.75 1,42 5.30 10,46 896.38
202 862.34 3.27 1.33 5.02 "9:62 871,98
5032 835.73 2.83 1.22 4,71 8,79 845,52
2023 808,73 2,43 1.20 4.3 7.98 814.72
2024 778,22 2.04 1.17 3.97 7:19 785.41
3025 745.43 1.78 1.00 3.62 637 751.80
2026+ 7654.79 8.10 4.59 25.13 37,82  7692.61
TOTAL  48725.65 245.05 58.10 190.85 514.00 49239.46
KMX 02169

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren -




EXHIBIT 1V

SECTION II
SHEET 9

REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL
DISFLAY OF EXFECTED MANIFESTATIONS
EY CALENDAR YEAR

AGE GROUF:
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SECTION II
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~

16-R0 1w |
TOTAL
EXCESS

MESO~-
THELIO0HA

ALL
OTHER

AGE GROUF: 20-24

BY CALENDAR YEAR
EXCESS CANCER MANIFESTATIONS -

- . e o — - - A . ™ . - -

REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION HODEL
DISPLAY OF EXPECTED MANIFESTATIONS

RESPIR-
ATORY

CAL.
YEAR
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SECTION II

REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION HODEL

EXHIBIT IV
SHEET 11

BY CALENDAR YEAR

DISPLAY OF EXPECTER MANIFESTATIONS
AGE GROUF:

25-34

EXCESS CANCER HANIFESTATIONS-
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ALL
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h
REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL
DISPLAY OF EXPECTED HANIFESTATIONS
BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUF: 35-44
EXCESS CANCER MANIFESTATIONS

CAL. RESPIR- ALL HESO- TOTAL
YEAR ATORY OTHER THELIOHA EXCESS
1982 0.45 0.07 0.10 0.63
1983 0.48 0.08 0.12 0.68
1984 0.51 0.08 0,14 0.73
1985 0.354 0.09 0.16 0.78
1984 0.57 0.09 0.18 0.84
1987 0.59 0.09 0.20 0.89
1988 0.62 0.10 0.23 0.94
1989 0.69 0.11 0.25 1.05
1990 0.84 0.12 0.28 1.24
1991 1.05 0.15 0.31 1.51
1992 1.17 0.17 0.33 1.67
1993 1.14 0.16 0.36 1.66
1994 1.11 0.16 0.38 1.65
1993 1.09 0.15 0.40 1.64
1994 1.06 0.15 0.43 1.63
1997 1.03 0.14 0.44 1.62
1998 1.00 0.14 0.446 1.59
1999 0.96 0.14 0.47 1.56
2000 0.92 0.15- 0.47 1.54
2001 0.89 0.16 0.47 1.52
2002 0.86 0.17 0.45 1.48
2003 0.84 0.15 0.43 1.43
2004 0.80 0.14 0.42 1.37
2005 0.77 0.13 0.41 1.31
2006 0.73 0.12 0.4¢0 1.25
2007 0.49 0.12 0.38 1.19
2008 0.464 0.11 0.37 1.11
2009 0.59 0.10 0.356 1.04
2010 0.54 0.09 0.34 0.97
2011} 0.50 0.08 0,33 0.91
2012 0.44 0.08 0.31 0.83
2013 0.38 0.07 0.29 0.74
2014 0,32 0.06 0.27 0.564
2013 0.26 0.06 + 24 0.56
2016 0.21 0.05 0.22 0.48
2017 0.16 0.04 0.20 0.40
2018 0.13 *0.04 0.17 0.34
2019 0.10 0.03 0.13 0.28
2020 0.07 0.03 0.12 0.23
2021 0.06 0.02 0.10 0.18
2022 0.04 0.02 0.08 0.14
2023 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.11
2024 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.08
2025 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.06
20244 0.02 0.01 0.08 0.11
TOTAL 25.93 4.26 12.41 42.60

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren -

SECTION II
EXHIBIT IV
SHEET 12
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REED DRECORATIVE FRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION HODEL

SECTION II
EXHIBIT IV
SHEET 13

DISPFLAY OF EXPECTED HANIFESTATIONS

BY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUF: 45-54

EXCESS CANCER MANIFESTATIONS .

RESFIR- ALL HESO-

ATORY OTHER THELIOMA
0.23 0.04 0.05
0.23 0.04 0.06
0.23 0.04 0.06
0.23 0.04 0.07
23 0.04 0.08
0.23 0.04 0.08
022 T 0.04 0.09
0.2 0.04 0.09
25 0.04 0.09
« 29 0.035 0.09
0.30 0.05 0.10
0.28 0.04 0.10
0.26 0.04 0.09
0.24 0.04 0.0%9
0.23 0.03 0.09
0.22 0.03 0.09
0.21 0.03 0.08
0.20 0.03 0.08
0.19 0.03 0.08
0.18 0.03 0.07
0;18 0-03 0007
0.17 0.02 0.07
0.13 0.02 0.06
0.14 0.02 0.06
0.13 0.02 0.06
0.11 0.02 0.035
0.10 0.01 0.05
0.09 0.01 0.04
0.07 0.01 0.04
0.06 0.01 0.03
0.035 0.01 0.03
0.04 0.01 0.02
0.03 0.00 0.02
0.02 0.00 0.02
0.01 0.00 0.01
0.01 0.00 0.01
0.01 0.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 0.01
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0,00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
4.07 0.92 2,30

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren
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REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION HODEL

SECTION II
EXHIBIT IV
SHEET 14

pISFLAY OF EXFECTED HANIFESTATIONS

EY CALENDAR YEAR
AGE GROUF: 55-64

EXCESS CANCER HANIFESTATIONS'

v 10— A = . - " = - = - - ——— -

RESPIR- ALL HESO-
ATORY OTHER THELI0HA
0.04 0.01 0.01
0.04 0,01 0.01
0.03 0.01 0.01
0.03 0,01 0.01
0.03 0.01 0.01
0,02 0.01 0,01
0.02 0.01 0,01
0.02 0,00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0.02 0.00 0.01
0,01 0.00 0.01
0.01 0.00 0.00
0,01 0.00 0.00
0,01 0.00 0.00
0.01 0.00 0.00
0.01 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0,00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
.00 0.00 0,00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0,00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.51 0.10 0.21

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren

TOTAL
EXCESS
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REED DRECORATIVE FRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION HODEL

SECTION II
EXHIBIT IV
SHEET 15

DISPLAY OF EXFECTED MANIFESTATIONS
RY CALENDAR YEAR

AGE GROUF:

>64

EXCESS CANCER MANIFESTATIONS °

RESFIR~-
ATORY
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SECTION IX

REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL

EXHIBIT 1V
SHEET 16

DISPLAY OF EXPECTED MANIFESTATIONS
BY CALENDAR YEAR

ALL AGE GROUFS

EXCESS CANCER MANIFESTATIONS

RESPIR-
ATORY

TOTAL
EXCESS

HESQO-

THELIOHA

ALL
OTHER
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

Section I1I

Exhibit v

Sheet 1
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.

Model Assumptions

Relationship of individual selected state residential construc-
tion workers to countrywide construction workers applied to
projected workers exposed in construction industry is valid
estimate of residential construction workers exposed in the
selected states (factor "is 15.7% based on Exhibit Vv, Sheet 5).

Adjustment for limited market penetration reflects the
expectation that a Kelly-Moore produczt would have been
involved in only 15% and 25% of resifential construction
situations for the periods 1957-1967 and 1968-1978,
respectively. (See Exhibit V, Sheet 6 and text.)

For normal mortality we have used an accelerated mortality
relative to the U.S. Life tables, by use of the 1961
Commissioner's Standard Industrial tzble. This implies an
expectation of a more rapid decrease in the population at
risk (essentially, a "blué-collar™ pspulation) versus the
general public. Male mortality has Zeen used throughout
(see Exhibit III, Sheet 2).

The age distribution for the existing w»rk force in 1957 per
data of the United States Statistical Abstract.

Age Group < 19 20-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 >64
Percentage 7.3% 10.6% 20.9% 23.1% 20.7% 13.0% 44%

Age distribution of new entrants to the work force was
extracted from a Selikoff analysis. The following
distribution was used: )

Age Group <20 20-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 >64
Percentage 15.2% 27.3% 24.3% 14.6% 10.0% 6.1% 2.5%

The population by calendar year of entry and age group was
matured to 1/1/82. The intent of this maturation was to
determine the population at risk still living at 1/1/82.
The normal mortality assumption (poiat (3)) was applied as
well as applicable excess cancer morzality described below.

Disease frequencies are expected to vars by age group. The
following factors form the basis for the underlying, or

"background®, risk of cancer mortality by-age group. These
values represent frequency per 100,010 persons.

KMX 02150

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren -




(8)

%* % (9)

(10)

(11)

Section ITI

Exhibit v
Sheet 2
Age Group
Type <20 20-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 - 55-64 >64
Respiratory .1 .2 1.3 4.7 81.3 223.5 203.6
Other 4.5 8.2 13.8 35.1 110.9 298.5 1153.4

The relative risk of cancer mortality for insulators is defined
as a very simple linear relationship by Selikoff. The
suggested relationship for "all other cancers" is signifi-
cantly reduced (factor of 10%) to reflect input from various
insurers handling these claims. These insurers indicate
that the frequency of asbestos-related other cancers are
very infrequent and do not reflect a multiplier to the pre-
existing, or background, risk of these cancers. It is worth
noting that the studies available also indicate a less
certain excess asbestos-related other cancer incidence,
particularly of the magnitude expected for excess respira-
tory cancers. Time is the number of years from onset of
exposure and relative risk represents the factor applied to
the background cancer mortality in (7) above:

Time Relative Risk
7.5 1.0
35 6.5
60> 1.8

The.relative risks defined in point (7) reflect the exposure of
- insulation workers with 25 years' exposure. Based on studies of
dose, duration and response, it has been estimated that con-
struc?ion exposure represents a relative exposure of 5% of the 25-
vear insulator exnosure, except during the period 1958-1972 when
extensive use of spray asbestos was occurring. The factor was
amended to 7.5% during this period. :

Changing smoking habits are reflected by factors applied by
calendar year of entry and age group. These are described
in Exhibit v, Sheet 4.

Mesothelioma and asbestosis excess mortality were estimated as
absolute frequencies. For mesothelioma the frequency below
was used, while in the case of asbestosis, one excess
mortality was estimated for each four otherwise determined
cancer mortalities. Since, for mesothelioma, these
frequencies reflect long-term insulator exposure, both the
relativities in item (9) and the duration adjustment below
are applied.

KMX 02174
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Time from
Onset

<45 Years

>45 Years

Frequency

Duration
Adjustmeén

Section’

Exhibit
Sheet 3

t

t**%) /(100,000)% 1

(.012)

5-0 /55

15.0/25

The time from manifestation to death is applied to the
projected excess asbestos-related mortality.
vary by disease type as indicated below:

Number of Years
from Manifestation

Lag Factors

These lags

I1
\)

Respiratory

to Death and All Other Mesothelioma Asbestosis
1 25% 60% 5%
2 40 30 S
3 25 10 S
4 10 5
S 15
6 15
7 15
8 15
9 10
10 10
100% 100% 100%
KMX 02175
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Section II

Exhibit v
Sheet 4
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.
Percentage of the Male Population
Who Smoke
(000s)
1965 1970 1874
Age  Present Total Present Total Present Total
Group Smokers Population & Smokers Population § Smokers Population %
17-24 4,838 9,962 49% 4,885 12,034 41% 3,508 8,997 39%
25-44 12,814 21,613 59 11,406 22,542 51 10,743 25,966 41
45-64 9,527 18,401 52 8,763 19,A44 45 7,551 20,632 37
>65 2,161 7,610 28 1,858 8,090 23 1,939 8,961 22
Development of Relativities
By Calendar Year of Entry
Pre—-1966 13966-1974 1975 and After
e Percentage Percentage Percentage
Group " Smokers Relativity Smokers Relativity Smokers Relativity
17-24 50 1.0000 40 -800 40 .800
25-44 60 1.000 50 .833 40 .667
45-64 50 1.000 45 .900 35 .700
>65 30 1.000 25 .833 20 667
SOURCE: United States Statistical Abstract
KMX 02117
60
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Section 11

Category

-

General Contractors

Heavy Construction

Special Trade .

Conpractors-

Total - All
Employees

Exhibit v
Sheet 5
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.
Construction Employees
Determination of Residential
Portion of All Construction Employees
All
All Construction Number With
Employees Workers Residential Exposure
1,180,747 963,362 428,513
— (27.9%) (22.8%) (10.1%)
917,083 757,465 0
(21.7%) (17.9%) (0)
2,135,828 1,827,124 234,625
(50.4%) (43.2%) : (5.5%)
4,233,658 3,547,951 ' :
(100%) » (83.8%) {15.7%)
'
KMX 02154
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Calendar Asbestos
Year Used (a) . 25% (b)
1958 250 3.0%
1959 500 6.0
1960 700 8.4
1961 700 8.4
. 1962 763 9.2
1963 713 8.6
1964 579 8.2
1965 697 8.4
1966 617 7.4
1967 701 8.4
i 1968 ' 1,112 13.4
1969 1,036 12.5
1970 1,354 16.3
1971 . 1,885 22.7
1972 ) 2,080 25.0
1973 1,434 17.2
1974 1,308 15.7
1475 791 - 9.5
1976 724 ) 8.7
1977 1,276 15.3
1978 23 -3
Selected Values: Expected
Period Factor
* % 1957-1967 . 15.0%
* * 1968-1978 - 25.0%

(a)
(b)
** ()

REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS, INC.

Section II
Exhibit Vv
Sheet 6

Expected Kelly-Moore Market Penetration

Index at %

Market Penetration

50%(c)
* 6.0%
12.0
16.8
16.8
18.4

17.2
16.4
16.8
14.8
16.8

26.8
25.0
32.6
45.4
50.0

34.4
31.4
19.0
17.4
30.4

.6
Upper
Bound

22.5%
37.5%

Thousands of tons per Exhibit II of Section VI.

25% x (column (2)/2,080)
37.5% x (column (2)/2,080)

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren
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EXHIBIT A
REED DECORATIVE FRODUCTS

ASRESTOS LITIGATION HODEL
DISFLAY OF EXFECTEDR LOSS COSTS BY CALENDAR YEAR DF MANIFESTATION
ALL AGE GROUPS

DISEASE TYPE

- o - = A " —— Y o T = T S a0 G o P T Ak o

CAL. RESPIR- ALL KBESO- ASRES- TOTAL
YEAR ATORY OTHER THELIOMA EXCESS EXCESS
1982 11646 18246 5777 1436 20686
1983 13832 2166 7304 1752 25053
1984 16290 2547 9116 2120 30073
1985 19002 2949 11294 2547 35813
1986 21913 3422 13849 3033 42217
1987 23877 3733 16041 3415 47066
1988 25827 4048 18475 3828 52177
1989 29558 4575 21141 4271 L 39563
1990 346045 5427 24111 4744 70327
1991 45494 66295 27333 5247 84699
1992 52578 7547 308390 5778 94733
1993 55306 7962 34605 6299 104172
1994 58054 8382 JBL64 6814 111914
1995 60721 8795 43006 7300 119823
1996 63217 9192 474628 77355 127792
1997 65360 9554 92517 8173 135604
1998 67071 9871 574640 83545 143148
1999 68276 10351 63040 8903 150570
2000 69129 11116 68287. L. 9231 157764
2001 69960 12201 72733 9524 164439
2002 71150 12996 75491 9777 169414
2003 72024 13261 78694 10007 173988
2004 71976 13437 81746 10198 177357
20095 71499 133557 84588 10343 179987
2006 70617 13613 87215 10436 181880
2007 69019 13570 89584 10448 182641
2008 646824 13429 91867 10433 182352
2009 &64415 13217 93441 10325 181399
2010 _ 62024 12973 ?4890 10148 180036
2011 594735 12734 95942 9904 178056
2012 956148 12481 9?6444 ?5%4 1744669
2013 51398 12084 96107 9218 168806
2014 45921 11545 95024 8780 161271
2015 40841 11001 93268 8294 153403
2016 3461463 104560 90798 7828 145249
2017 31880 9872 87657 7319 134728
2018 27951 9250 84059 6813 128073
2019 243446 8639 79960 6287 119231
2020 21044 8068 753895 57460 110257
2021 18045 7510 70268 5235 101058
2022 15377 8879 644665 4662 91583
2023 13048 6095 58872 - 4126 82142
2024 11067 5256 53541 34633 73497
2025 92%0 4503 48461 3184 65438
2026+ 39823 21976 316409 159468 394174
TOTAL 1994542 410716 29474634 J19454 5672345
KMX 02177
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EXHIEBIT B
SHEET 1
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL
POPULATION AT RISK
BY CALENDAR YEAR OF ENTRY
CONSTRUCTION WORKERS
Total
Exposed Residential- Total- Ratio of
Calendar Construction Selected Country- K~-M Exposed Workers
. Year Workers (A) States (B) -wide To Total Workers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) = (3)/(4)

1957 . . Ce . .. :
1958 G&lo%y  —338-300 2%7e0 13387.4752 T 60072, 0002 %
1959 W Y 359-98030%4ee 18673 7263 24,165,000 08637 .00030
1960 788,200 18562 .00069
1961 798,000 18793 .00070
1962 820,400 19320 ’ .00072
1963 851,000 20041 : .00075
1964 867,400 20427 26,764,000 .00076
1965 872,400 20545 .00077
1966 882,400 20781 ’ .00077
1967 845,200 19904 .00074
1968 887,800 34846 .00130
1969 937,600 36801 J/ .00138
1970 921,000 36149 A .00115
1971 951,200 37335 ' ‘ .00118 B
1972 1,036,400 40679 .00129
1973 1,129,100 44317 .00141
1974 1,133,200 44478 31,529,000 .00141
1975 1,044,400 40993 [ . .00130
1976 1,099,300 43148 .00137
1977 1,225,300 48093 .00153
1978 1,391,700 54624 N .00173
1979 1,523,500 0 .0

(A)
(B)

? neledig were o A‘-7"‘”'“\9 L9 v loro

From Page 36 of the report
Col. (3) = Col. (2) x .157 x .15 from 1958-1967; = Col (2)
.157 x .25 from 1968-1978.

~

KMX 02126
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EXHIBIT B

SHEET 2
REED DECORATIVE PRODUCTS
ASBESTOS LITIGATION MODEL
POPULATION AT RISK
BY CALENDAR YEAR OF ENTRY
Ratio of
K-M Exposed Selikoff's Estimated Number
Calendar Workers to Number of of New Entrants by
Year Total Workers New Entrants Cal. Year of Entry
(1) (2) (3) (4) = (2) x (3)
1957 -} F3 54l
1958 —~008F2-.0002¢% 7 10437 Y06 b
1859 ~Q0077- 0003 1,452,000 —1 1226 Y35, ¢4
1960 .00069 /} 1294.2
1961 .00070 ‘ S 1310.3
1962 .00072 1347.0
1963 .00075 1397.3
1964 .00076 1,866,000 1424.2
1965 .00077 1432.4
1966 .00077 1448.8
1967 .00074 1387.7
1968 .00130 2429.5
1969 .00138 WV 2565. 8
1970 .00115 A 2264.4
1971 .00118 2338.7
1972 .00129 2548.1
1973 .00141 2776.1
1974 - .00141 1,925,000 2786.1
1975 .00130 . 2567.8
1976 .00137 2702.8
1977 .00153 3012.6
1978 .00173 AV 3421.7
1979 .0 . _ .0
Figures in Column (2) are rounded; unroundeé figures are
used to calculate Column (4).
KMX 02125
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Travelers Says It Proposed Plan to Help
Manuille a Day Priorto Chapter 11 Filing

<

A Waid, Staeiert Jounnar, News Rovndup

Travelers Insurance Cos. said it filed a
plan to help Manville Corp. cover costs of
asbestos-related, personal-injutry claims a
day before Manville's filing for protection
under Chapter 11 of the federal Bankruptcy
Code.

Travelers Insurance, a unit of Hartford,
Conn.-based Travelers Corp., said it filed
the plan with Superior Court of California at
San Francisco Aug. 25, the day before Man-
ville also filed court papers seeking $5 bil-
lion punitive damages from its insurance
carriers. Manville alleges that the insurers
refused to honor their obligations under var-
ious liability policies covering asbestos dis-
ease and property damage claims.

Travelers said its plan calls for a pooled
fund, to which involved insurers would con-
tribute unti! the court resolves the compli-
caled coverage issues. Travelers didn't
specify the amount of the fund.

While Travelers said it was willing to
participate in the pool. the company also
said that it has fulfilled product-liability ob-
ligations of its contracts with Manville. A
Travelers Insurance official said: “We've
paid the full amount™ of the total aggregate
product-liabiity limits of the policies. “Yet,”
he added, “‘we are willing, on an interim
basis, to pay into a pool that will pay (Man-
ville's} settlement and defense costs.”

-As reported, Manville has sought protec-
tion under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy
Code to fend off thousands of lawsuits from
plaintiffs who c!aim they have been injured
by asbestos, a product that causes various
lung ailments, including. cancer.

Under Chapter 11, a company can con-
tinue to operate free from creditors’ suits.
The Manville filing is unusuval because the
company is financially strong. In bank-
ruptcy cases, usually the party seeking pro-
tection is in dire financial straits. Manville
has argued that if it didn't seek protection
now it soon would have been overwhelmed
by the suits, which, according to the com-
pany. could nwmber as many as 52,000.
Some lawyers representing plaintiffs have
::alled Manville's use of Chapter 11 “fraudu-
ent.*”

Travelers said it had paid defense and
other expenses for Manville as they were in-
curred “‘unti] the limits were exhausted.”
Travelers provided general liability insur-
ance policies to Manville Corp., previously
.ll;);\sns-.\lanville Corp., from 1847 through

One major dispute among insurers and
their chents is the “exposure™ and the
“manifestation™ thearies of usbestos-related
diseases, incinding luny cancer. Some argue
thit the ssurer that held the pohicy when
the liness mumiested itself should pay the
danuiges Others say the exposure theory
shauld prevanl, becanse it cin Lake 20 o 40
years alter exposure to the product for 1l of-
fects to be manifested. Thus the formula to

e

gardless of when their policies were in
force. has gained ground. )

In an unrelated action, Manville won a
victory in federal bankruptcy court in New
York. In the first challenge to its Chapter 11
filing. Judge Burton R. L,iﬂ_and.upheld the
company. Lawyers for plaintilfs in asbestos-
damage cases had requested that the bank-
ruptcy judge lift the Chapter 11 barrier to
pending suits filed against Manville to allow
them to take a deposition from an ailing 83-
year-old witness against Manville,

Manville's lawyers argued that if an ex-
ception was made in this case, soon there
would be a flood of similar filings. Judge Li-
fland refused the request and set Sept. 29 to
hear further argument.

Meanwhile, no date has been set for pre-
liminary meeting to form a creditors® com-
mitlee to look into the Manville filing.

MmAve Al incnrers pav 1o a peaeral frnd rf‘T
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Manuille’s Chapter 11 Filing Spotlights
Tiny Firm That Probes Health Hazards

By Nett Maxwewt

Auf] Hoepartesuf Tor Wars STarsv Jiainmay

DENVER~-A uny consulting [irm
suburban Boston 1$ at the center of one of
history’s biggest and most conlroversial
bankrupicy cases.

Epideruiology Resources fnc., a twu-
year-old company with a full-time stalf of
five. conducted research for Manville
Corp. on asbestos-related disease. The
study led to the company's decision 10 seek
protection of federal bankruptcy laws.

Citing results of the study, Manville
said i is being overwhelmed by the cost of
hwgation, And even though the company
acknowledges that It is linancially healthy,
it liled lor reorganization under Chapter
1. halitng 3ll chaims and liigation aganst

it.

The filing angered attorneys for thou-
sands of plaintiffs who claim to sulfer from
lung diseases caused by exposure lo as-
bestos made by Manwville. And it practi-
cally assures a court challenge of the re-
search by Epidemiology Resources of
Brookline, Mass.

*How Much Discase’

Manville said it asked Epidemiology
Resources to project ““how much asbestos-
related disease there would be In the fu-
ture.” Manville ook the answer and fig-
ured there would be 12,000 new plaintifis
along with the 20,000 who have filed suit,
Manville has sald 1t could cost more than
£2 hillion to resolve that many claims,

“We want 10 know exacily where thase
tigures came from."” said one lawyer, who
believes Manville is using the consulting
firm's study to exaggerate the seriousness
of its financial position.

Manville defended the study as conser-
vative and said Epidemiology Resources
was chosen because it was “the best quali-
fied" of several concerns, most connected
with universities, that study health haz-
ards.

Manville won't comment on the study’s
methodology and Nancy Dreyer, X2-year-
vld chairman and president of Epidemiol
ogy Resources, said that ‘any comment
should come from (Manville).”

while Epidemiology Resources is young
and small, Miss Dreyer said, 41 is wel)
qualified to do such studies, and some past
customers agree. General Motors Corp. for
example. has used the lirm to check stud-
ics it had done elsewhere. A GM spokes-
man said the company was satisfied with
results.

Checking Others

Some of Epidemiology Resources’ proj-
ects apparently involved checking others’
work and putting it in presentable form.
Texaco {nc.. for example, hired the con-
sulting firm 10 interpret medical data for
the media and 1o add crecibility to out own
studies,” 3 Texaco spokesman said, The ofl
company work has involved such things as
occupationselaled mortalty studies of dis-
eases like leukemia. 2 spokesman said.

Miss Dreyer hsts her husband. Kenneth
J. Rothman, an associale professor of epi-
demiology at Harvard University, as a
member of the firm's semor advisory
board, The other two members, she said,
are Philip Cole. chairman of the epidemiot-
ogy department at the University of Ala-
bama Medical School in Birmingham. and
Henry Kohn, retired professor of radiation
biology at Harvard. (Prof. Kohn said that
he didn’t know he was on the board. but
that he Kada't seen 2 corporate letterhead
lately and that being corsidered a semor
adviser was fine wath him.)

Miss Dreyer aeclined to 0isciose Owners
or oiher officers In the company, which ts
closely held. She said that for the year
ended June 30 “we did show a small
profit,” but that as far as current opera-
tions go, '] don't know. There are substan-
tial variations {rom month to month.” In
addition 10 stafl members the firm sald It
has 3 network of consultants it hires to
help on specilic profects.

Name Problem

But the firm is s0 obscure that even
Manville executives have a tough time
with It. At 2 news conlerence in Denver the
day after its liling for Chapter 11 status,
Manvilie’s chairman, John A. McKinney,
said he couldn't remember the consulting
firm’s name. Later. 2 Manville spokesman
said it was Epidemiological Research Inc.,
San Francisco. Hours later he amended
that 1o the proper name,

Before starting the company, Miss
Dreyer worked for Egquifac Inc., helping
develop a division 10 perform epidemiotog.
ical work. bul the unit was sold, she
said.

Miss Dreyer wouldn't disclose how
much the [irm was pald for the Manville
study or whether it has done work pre-
wviously for the construction and
forest-products company, “I'm not at Uib-
erty to talk about that,” Miss Dreyer
sald.

A study by doctors at Mount Sinal Hos-
pital In New York has Indicated that
nearly 235000 deaths wiil result between
192 and 2027 (rom 2sbesios exposure. A
smalier number of injuries possibly result-
ing 1n lawsuits would 31so emerge, accord-
ing to Wilham J. Nicholson, assoctate pro-
fessor at Mount Sinai School of Medicine,
who Melped conduct the hospital's study.

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren
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nTanville Filing |
ExpectedtoHave
A Wide Effect

Creditors Are Seen Sharing
Estimated $2 Billion Cost
To Settle Health Claims

By Dzax Roraaxr
Sxaff Reporter of Trec Wasl Jracer Joummnar

DENVER - Although Manville Corp.'s un-
usual bankrupicy fing last week was in-
tended chlefly to shield the company from
thousands of current and future asbestos-re-
lated claims, estimated to total 52 billlon,
the actual impact will extend [ar beyond as-
bestos vietims and thelr famliles.

Despite the refative strenpth of Man-
ville's balance sheet and cash flow, dozens,
if not hundreds, of the company's creditors
and suppliers stand to lose millions of dol-
lars because of Manville's deciston to seek
protection under Chapter 11 of the federal
Bankruptcy Code. "The (rrorpanization)
plan won't be a 100 ¢ents-on-the-doliar plan,
or we wouldn't be™ in bankruptcy. a com-
pany officia safd.

Many Investors, of course, already have
suffered huge paper losses on thelr holdings
of the construction and forest-products comr-
pany's preferted and common stocks. And
a1 the very least, it ‘eppears that hundreds of
millions of dollars of accounts and notes
payable by Manville and other accrued la-
bllides will remain frozen, barring special
court Intervention, until all the legal tssues
of reorganization are resolved. The cormn-
pany concedes that tsn't Nkely to be soon,

The practical effect Is that the company’s
creditors and suppliers “are going 10 have
to share the burden™ of paying off individu-
als who claim health damage from exposure
10 asbestos made by Manville, Richard von
Wald, 2 company attorney, sald. Claiming #t
fs “completely overwhelmed™ by the cost of
asbestos-related Hugation, Manville filed for
bankruptcy Thursday morning, halting all
claims and Htigation xgalnst the company.
{See refated story on page 15).

Seeks Government Ald

. Along with otber asbestos makers, Man-
ville believes the [ederal government should
pass legislation to help pay asbestos claims,
because the product was used during World
War I in US. shipbuliding efforts. Some
critics believe Manville’s bankruptcy filing
s {ntended to force the government (o pro-
vide ald o the industry, ané at least ooe
critic labeled the company's action “a fraud
oa the bankruptcy laws.” Many asbestos
plainttss and thelr attomneys aso blasted
Manville’s action fast week, caliing it a

Manville creditors and suppliers of such
goods s pipe resin, utilides, rooftng matert-
s and services, reacted with chagrin and
mgf. “It 't falr,” complained one Colo-
rado smnall business man, who is awalling
30,000 {n payments from Manville. “This
xsbestas business goes back X to 40 years
and 1 had nothing to do with i, 50 why
should [ pay for it?* he asked. Added 2a of-
fictal of a major Eastern supplier that
doesn't expect to recover much of Its mon-

.ney trom Manville: “Once these Lhings pet
oo the courts, you're dead.”

in other related developments:

—Some of the company’s largest unse
cured crecitors sald they expect 6 meet
with Manville management (n Denver oday
or tomorrow 1o hear the campany's explana-
voa [or the fitng, 1ts proposed course of ac-
tion and its pleas for support. "My guess is
that they will have {some outitne o} their
reorpanizaticn plan there™ for creditors o
comment on, su38 (arles Hazelrgy, &b ex-
ecusve at Untted Bank of Denver, whick
hoids 3£ milflon of Manville debt.

~ s

~Representatives of the Asbestos Litiga-
ton Group, consisung of 150 lawyers who
are sutng Manville and others over health
damage claims, planned to mee! today In
New York to hire & bankruptcy lawyer to
lead their attack against Manville’s filing
ang 1o discuss filing a motlon fater this week
asking that the stay of lawsuits against
Manville be lifted. {f the Judge accepts that
motion, he would set a preltminary hearing
within 30 days, “and then Manville would
have (0 show s cards,” said Pred. M.
Baron, a Dallas lawyer who is a trustee of
the group. .

~The company's Johns-Manville unit,
which makes asbestos, filed papers in San
Francisco Superior Court seeking $S bllion
in punitive damages from its Insurance car-
rlers. The unit alleges that the insurers re-
tused to honor thelr obligations under vart-
ous Mablity policies covering asbesios dis-
ease and property damage claims. As a re-
WL, the company sald it had 10 spend tens
of milllons of doliars, which *'so strained its
financial resources that reorganizaton pro-
ceedings bad to be commenced.” The fillngs
seek 19 amend an earlier complaint against
two dozen tnsurers, 1o which Johns-Manvilie
asked for declaralory judgments, damages
and other rellefl. The company currently
faces 16,500 asbestos-related claims.

52 Billlon Estlmate ‘Conservative®

(The filing disclosed that the company
has spent more on lawyers than oo bealth
fnjury clalms so far. It listed legal fees of
£24.5 millian, 224 miltion for Injuries and $7.5
mittion for property damage.)

—~John H. McKinney, Manville's chalr
man and president, told & news conference .
Friday that a company-sponsored study that ¢
estimated a total of 52,000 asbestos-related
sults eventually might be filed against Man- |
ville is *‘conservative” in its conclusions, tn-
cluding the estinated £2 blllion cost of the
suits, The study was done by 2 two-yezr-old
Boston consulting concern, Epidemiology |
Resources Inc., whose presfdent, Naacy *
Dreyer, satd 1t has kad varied experience in
conducting envirormental and occupational
bealth surveys. Cllents Include major indus-
trial concerns, she sajé, and a recent task
was to deterrnine if It ts safe for natives o
return to Bikind island In the South Pacific,
35 years after an atomic bomb was set off
there. (It tsn't, she sald.) She also said that
only the epidemiology part of the survey

“leading 1o the prediction of 52,000 lLawsuits

was done by her concern, not the arithmetic
leading to the £2 dillion damages estimated
by Manville. She wouldn't discuss details o
the survey,

Toe study intentionally assessed the com-
pany's legal problems on the low side, “s0 If
anyooe could attack thern (the findings),
they'd attack them for being low,” Mr. Mc-
Kinsey sajd. Manville used the studys find-
ings as evidence of fts peed to seek court
protection, |

—~Mr. McKinney aiso defended the Chap-
ter 11 Oling ss Manville's *best chance of
coming up whole (rather than facing) even-
tual Hquidation and cannibalization of the
company’s assets.” He contended that {f
Manville hadn't sought court protection now,
tn 2 position of relative Dnancial-strength,
the alternative would have been {0 seek ft tn
2 few years after some assets bad been de-
pleted by further asbestos claims, Mr. Mc-
Kinney sajd the prospect of having to liqui-
date some assets to help pay legal costs mo~
tivated Mm 1o drop his personal objections
to a Chapter 11 filing.

In Hartlord, olfictals of Travelers Indem-
nity Co., 2 unit of Travelers Corp. declined
fmmediate comment, saying they hadn't yet
seen 2 copy of the amended complatnt Died
tn San Franclseo by Manville.

Also fn Hartford, John Shea, vice prest-
dent and clatms counsel for Aetna Life &
Casualty Co., sald the insurer hasn't had
any direct financlal deallngs with Manville
in settiing asbestos claims.

“We really haven't been invelved (in the
¢ispute) because our layer of Lusurance cov-
erage hasn't teen reached,” Mr, Shes said,
15ding tiat Aetma 1t the primary insurer
and wouldn't cover clabms unill evera) of
e other carriers bad exhausied thelr cov-
erage.

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren

Officials of Home Life lnsurwsce Cn of
New York were nnavallable for comment,

Untl Friday's pews conference, some
Manville suppliers and Investors thought
mqmlmtbemmmepdmo(mecom‘
pany’s bankrupicy. “We were hopehd that
they'd at least pay {preferred) dividends
and interest on thelr debt,” sa)d Crag
Hobbs, an otfictal of Seatte based Unirard
Insurance Group, which holds 16,000 Man-
ville preferred shares.

But Mr. McXianey told reporters that aff
creditors, whetber asbesios-related oc pot,
would be treated the same and bce the
same potential losses. “Yes, the tharehold-
ers and creditors are in a difficult position,*
he said, Nevertheless, he explained, “when
You go into one of these proceedings, you're
restructuriag everythlag,™ .or <e- . | X

Manville decliined 1o ently fts wmses
cured crediiors, ranging from Prudeatial
Cotp., with about 363 milllon of dett, to
small suppliers with only a few dollars in
debl As of June X0, according to the com-
i pany's Chapter 11 fillag, Manville had §190.9
millloa in sccounts and potes payable, and
31486 million In other accrued Labiitdes,
The company’s long-term debt at the tme
was 34%.7 milifor. In composiie trading Fri-
day oo the New York Stock Exchange, the
company’s commos Sock closed &t KBS,
off $275.The preferTed choed at S18.375, off
S12.628.

“Tremendous’ Cash Flow

Because the 8ling lets It suspend pay
ments oo existing obligatons, suck 15 debt,
dividends and Jegal claims, Mr. Mz¥imaey
sajd Manville thould “generate & Lemem-
dous amount of cash for runalag our bust
nesses.* As such, he said it won't rmake any
“significant borrowings™ in the nexi year,
adding that 1t s “perfectly possible™ that
the company will begin paying cash for fts
materials .

Manville tn lkely to Bave 2 chelee o
the maiter, as many suppliers said they will’
begin shiooing products enly on 2 cast-on
delivery basis. Some sald they’'ve alrealy
hajted all sXipments on Manville ordery,
awaiting cash ‘payments. Usited Bank of
Denver froze Magyille's paytoll acoomet last
Thursday and returned all company-lsued
checks. However, last Friday, Masrille
opened pew 1ccounts n cast with the bank,
which then let Friday's paymoll checks
clear, e
Because Manville's decision to flle bank-
ruptcy was based principally oo fega) and
polidcal considerations and pot oc a cash
crunch, mast Investors, creditors asd spplf
ers were caught off puard, and roany were
overexposed in helr financlal dealings wt
Manville, -

“When we are worried about the bealth
of companies such as Chrysier or Interma-
tional Harvester, we cover ourselves 2nd e
qulnﬂﬁaymenu every two weeks,” 5ald ooe
Manville supplier who could take a loss of as
much as §1 million. “But this bankruptcy
came as a complete surprise.”.Several -
nanciaf sadvisers safd they had recently been
recommending Manville stck a3 3 “har

As recently 1s two weeks ago, about T3
Manville suppliers turned out at a golf out-
ing n Colorado sponsored by a chemical
company. “There wasn'l eved a2 peep of a
sugpestion™ about Manville’s {mpending
bankruptey, sald one supplier who attended
the event, Even now, some creditors say
they will need weeks 10 assess the extent of
thelr passible losses. .

The wwn of Winder. Ga., for example,
5234 1t could have a Joss of as much &s 4400,
000 in revenue from vullty services §t pro-
vided Manville's nearby fiberglass tnsula-
Bon plant this month. Emest Grahm, clerk
and Ueasurer of the town, sai¢ he doet
tnow how much of the town's money will be
frozen by Manville's agtion because the
town won'l even bill Manville untl early
next month.

1 For Winder, which has 2 populadon of
about 3,000, the lexs of $409,000, even tempo-
rranly, would mean foryolng about 6% of its
annual revenue. “H would te kard for us to
Randle,” sald 3 somier Mr. Grahm. “The
first thing we'd bave © do ts'cutl Lack oo
some of our Capiil erjmalitures and then
bope we woulds™l get L3io any ©nd of actual

service reduciions.”
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Problems Have
Long Plagued
‘Asbestos Firms

. By Rarmond A. Josoran
Naff Reperier af Trg Wais, SToeer Jovnmar
NEW .YORX~The bankrupicy pedition
filed Thursday by Manville Corp. was just
the latest shock for the bamtered asbestos in-

As thousands of cases of asbestos-related
diseases among asbestas workers and users
.have come 1o Hght, U.S. asbestos conswnp-
Hon has fallen by about half since 1972 For
the past several years asbestos makers have
efther gotten out of the business entirely, or
bave tried hard to dissociate themselves
ftrom their product. . -,
. Some companies bhave changed thelr
pames. The century-old Jahns-Maaville
Corp. bezame "Manville Corp.; Raybestos-
Manhattan Inc. became Paymark Corp.
Keene Corp. became Bafroeo Corp.: South-
e Asbesios Co. becume Southern Textiles
Corp., a uait of HK. Porter Co.; Union As-
baun‘h Rubber Co. becarne Unareo Indus-

::U.S.'Asb'cs_tos Consumption’

‘659 - - (Thousands of
610 619 .. metric tons)

561

S-v-:l:-urbnoq-n-nl
tries Inc.. and then UNR Indusiries Inc.

pany would sxsign & percentage of tssets W
the various umits, incluéing one sadded with
asbestos products. The idea was
bestos-rélated claims could be palk
mmnmul':ts_z&nogthepuml'x.
‘A.Tangled Web" " -.. .
¢ Manville, for examople, kad assigned 3%
of 113 more than 12 billin (D assets 1o 15 2~

ville and UNR throw those altempts to zs-
sign assets into questioa. Both flings alfect
the parent companies and mast of thelr sub-
xdiaries, not just the units thal make o¢
made asbesioe. “Maloolm Grypor, UNR's
bankruptcy lawyer, explaing: “It was such a
wngled web that we declded W Ble for Chap
ter 11 protectios for all thase unlis wixse &
scts might Bave beeay lable™ to claims,

Companies have beca moving away from
asbestos, Raymark, for example. bas been
replacing asbestos with otber Dbers, Inciud-
ing metal and glass, to make such things as
shoe brakes for ears. Southern Texties,
which changed 0 thst pame in 197}, fays
that fts use of asbestos bas come dowp
steadlly. Currently, says & spokesman, the
ompany’s products, some of which are used
o construction; are about ¢0% made with
asbestos, down from 0% five years sgo.
Dangerous Effects i

The use of asbestos has been decreasing
tn this country as the dangerous eftects of
the product have become known, According
1o the US. Burexu of Mines, US. consump-
tion of asbestas fell to about 330,000 mmetric
tons last year from a Mgh of 795,00 merric
tons in 1973, .

Asbesios, bas been used in various appli
cations Including shipbuilding and for under-
ground water pipes. Dr. Irving Selixoff, an
expert tn asbesios-related diseases at New
York's Mount Sinal Hospital, says & T00-page
report produced for the Department of La-
bor, states that between 1940 and 197y more
than 27 millios Americans were exposed to
asbestos in one form or anotber. Appruxd-
maiely 20 million of thase people are still
alive. Some will'sutfer the (1} etiects of s~
bestos, be says. He estimates that the indus-
try sbould anticipale up to 10,000 cancer

chude mesotbelioma, a cancer of the lnmg
of 'the hings, 1nd asbestosis, 3 Jung disease
smilar 10 emphysema - -
Asbestos products sill are being made
and used, adthough under strict safety rege
Lxdons laid down by the Cccupational Safety
wnd Health Admizistaden, Places where
asbestos is kandied now Dave signs warning
of fts bealth kazards and workers use spe-
dal masks. ) -
Plalnziifs who suffered fom asbestos ex-
E:t are Bgitng across 3 broad froot
are chailesging the asbesios compa-
pies’ restucturing, especially that of Man-
ville. In a mot bn federal cistrict court tn

Boston, Manville” argues thal the sult
shouldn't be amended o Include parent
Manville Corp. as & defendant, because the
sult was filed several years ago against
Johns-Manville Corp. and Manville Corp.
didn't exist until last year.

Judge Robert DeGiacomo last month sald
he recognized the “concern™ of the plamtil!
that the changes at Manville might have
been intended to shield 3 good portion of the
company’s assets.

Trontcally, some plaintiffs see Manville's
bankruptcy petitlon as potential good news.
“With Chapter 11, it’s another baligame,™
says Ronald Motley, 2 Barnwell, S.C.. law-
yer who represents some asbesios victims.
*“We will get 1o see the evidence on which
they claim protection.” he says.

The Manville filing sent lawyers at other
asbestos rnakers scurtying. After a day of
huddling among lawyers and executives at
Bairnco, the company decided W incrrease
i1s quarterly dividend to 12 cents a share
ifrom 10 cents. Balrnco, which makes con-

struction materials. had made asbestos for
oaly lour years, ending 1n 1572, It recently
won 3 court declsion requinng its insurets
to cover any costs from asbesios clatms,
and it no longer has 1o set aside an annual
reserve against eamings. “We feel we'll
conttnue to 60 all nght,” says 2 spokes-
| man.

Approxtmately 300 companies at one itme
used asbestos In their products. One major
user was Eagle-Picher Industries Inc.. Qin-
cinnat  The company. a maker of ma-
chinery, automolive and indusirtal goods,
has teen out of the asbestos business for
years. Yet asbestos-related suits have been
siphoning off between 10% and 15% of the
company’s cash flow, But Eagle-Picher says
it has no tntention of cutting its dividend or
of filing lor protection under Chapter 11,

Altorneys representing  plaintiffs still
wo(Ty about the possibifity that another as-
bestos concern will follow the industry
leader. “Who would have thought that Man-
ville would have made such a desperate
move?" asks Thomas Henderson, 2 Pitts-
burgh lawyer.,

STl O.
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i§ REVIEW & OUTLOOK

The Price of *‘Toxic Torts’

Product liability lawyers have a
name for the kind of case that forced
Manville Corp. to seek refuge in bank-
ruptcy court last week. It's called a
“toxd¢c tort,” or a damage claim re-
sulting {rom exposure' to some toxic
substance. It's 2 burgeoning category
in a burgeoning field of law. But there
must be a better way for victims to be
compensated for their losses and
manufacturers held accountable for

the safety of thelr products and work- -

places.

The Manville case may well prove
to be the dramatic event needed to
cajl attention to the waste and injus-
tice that have resulted {rom the fail-
ure of the legal system to deal with
product liability in an orderly man-
ner. A very large and financially
strong company chose Chapter 11
bankrupley because it was facing over
52,000 lawsuits and potential damage
awards of $2 billion arising from
health injuries associated with years
of making asbestos products.

This is a2 case of a company at-
tempting to use law in an innovative
way to counter the innovative ways
jaw has been used against iL. In the
hands of modern lawyers, judges and
juries, the old English Common Law
concept of torts, wrongful acts that
entitle the victim to damages, has
been stood on its head. In some judi-
clally liberal states like California, a
“wrongful act™ may consist of nothing
more than having fulfilled 2 govern-
ment contract years ago to protect
seamen from shipboard fires, using a
materfal that was later found to pose
health nsks to the people who in-
stalled it

Some of the Manville cases are of
that type, dating back to worker expo-
sures In World War Il shipyards,
when asbestasts seemed a minor haz-
ard compared to those that would be
risked by sailors on fighting ships.
That is not to say that corporations
have always been as careful as they
should be about work hazards. Dam-
age suits, along with unlon pressures,
safety legislation, workmen's compen-
satlon claims and increased medical
understanding of occupational hazards
all have combined to raise the corpo-
rate consclousness. We cerialnly are
not Inclined to argue for the abolition
of tort law.

On the other hand, the Manville
case {lluminates serfous problems,
Lawyers have made product llability
a happy hunting ground for fees and,
2s Manwiile argued in full-page news-
paper ads last week, the lawyers in
these cases ofien fare far btetter finan-

cially than the victims they represent.
Fee limitation might reduce the num-
ber of speculative fllings.

Findings and awards vary widely
from case to case and state to state,
The Nebraska Supreme Court last
year upheld a state workmen’s com-
pensation board award to the widow
of a man who had installed asbestos
insulation for some 40 firms over 35
years. Lacking a more equitable for-
mula, the board had simply assessed
the last company the man had worked
for. Statutes of limitations also vary
widely from stale to state, making ft
possible for Californians to collect
large damages, for example, on
claims that could no! even be filed in
New York. A uniform code may be
the answer,

In cases where a widespread hazard
has been belatedly discovered, sepa-
rate court suits are highly Inefficlent
fn economic terms. Aside from plain-
tf{ lawyer fees and court costs, prod-
uct hability cases have piled large
new legal costs on business corpora-
tions. Newsweek not fong ago came up
with the estimate that the Fortune 500
spend some 52.5 billion a year on law-
yers. Consumers pay for corporate
law just as they pay for the steel, ma-
chinery or engineering talent corpora-
tions use. Some chemical companies,
wary of product liability sults, even
have set up “product stewardship™
departments, a some cost, 1o monitor
the safety of products their customers
make with thelr chemicals.

In the asbestos fleld, Congress has
been groping for a more efficient way
to deal with claims, mainly through
an industry-financed fund. This effort,
however, also has become. adver-
sarial, pitting Democrat George
Miller of California against Manviile
et al. Congressman Miller wants. to
exclude existing sults. Manville.wants
them covered and also wants the-gov-
ermment to pay part of the cost.
Clearly, such funds can become politl-
cal footballs, as black lung compensa-
tion for coal miners has demon-
strated. But it should not be beyond
the wit of Congress and.industry to
come up with an efficlent way of com-
pensating asbestos victims fairly.

Finally, a word about asbestos it-
self. It has about ),000 commercial
and Industnal uses, some of them vi-

tal to human safety. We can‘t see why |

the producer of such a valuable prod-
uct shouid be forced tnto bankrupley
for self-protection. Tort law has be-
come a vast tangle, and whatever else
Manville has achieved, it has called
attenton 10 Lie need lor untangling
it

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren
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Dole Says Manville Filingto Affect Review '

Of U.S. Bankruptcy Code by Senate Panel

Sy s Wart SYRecY Jounnal Swa/f Reparter

WASHINGTON — Manville Corp.'s un-
usual bankruptcy law filing last week is In-
tensifying 2 pardal review of federal bank-
ruptey law already under way in Com-

gress,
Manville's decision to seek protection un-
der Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code be-
cause of a barrage of lawsults charging
health damages from asbestos it produced
was criticized as “dublous and unusual at
best.” by Sen. Robert Dole (R, Kan.), Sea.
Dole hezds a judiclary subcommitiee that is
studylng 2 part of the Bankruptey Code that
apparenty s related to Manville's move.
Sen. Dole indicated the panel should con-
-sider changing the law to ensure that other
companies don't fle for Chapter 11 protees
ton when faced with product-Uadlity Jaw-
suits,
Manville took the Righly unusual action
even though its construction and forest-prod-
ucts businesses are, according to the com-

pany. “ln good shape.” But the company
sajd it s “compietely overwhelmed by the
cost of asbestos health lawsults Hied against
us. "™ The claims against the company will be
frozen as 2 result of the filing.

Also, as 3 result of Bling under Chapter
11, the bankruptcy cowrt, rather than federal
and state courts, will decide the ootcome of
the suits. The company will rain a delay in
fegal action while its reorganization pro-
ceeds, and it won't have to Oght thousands
of ditferent cases across the country, ac
cording lo ca¢ bankruptcy expert.

According to some legal experts, Man-
ville's sdtuition might bave become more
complicated U 1t had delayed Its fillng, A re-
cent Supreme Court decision calied into
quesyon 3 eompany’s use of the bankruptcy
code as 2 means of defense against such is-
sues 2s product-Labliity lawsults. The court
ruled that baskruptey judges should be re-
stricted to ruling on issues directly related
to banknuptey procesdings and shouldn‘t be
permitted to review other fssues “arising in
or related to™ bankyuptcy cases. such as
product-Bability cases.

One of the majority opirjons clled the
fact that the 1978 law lets bankruptey Judges
decidé legal Issues previously reserved for
federa! district courts but doesn't give the
judges the life tenure or salary protection
that other federa judges are provided under
the Consdtution.

The court's ruling takes effect Oct. 4, an-
less Congress amends the law 10 prant fed-
eral bankruptey judg=s such job protection,
Currently, bankruptcy judges are appointed
for J4-year terms and thelr pay can be re-
duced by Congress.

The House Judiclary Committee exriler
this momth approved & measuwre that would
give the bankruptcy Jurists lifetime tenure
and salary protection. Sen. Dole’s subcom-
mittee recently held hearings and will begtn
drafting legislation wben Congress returns
from It recess Sept. & .

Sen. Dole sald the Manville flling migh!
force the Senate to consider a broader
amendment, but he lefl unclear what &
might coataln, “America’s bankrupicy sys-
tern can il afford the additional strains
placed upoa it by these who would use Hs
protection for shelter rpainst personal or
corporate attacks where okber remedies
eve W seerm more appropriate.” the
senator sald {n 3 satement.

Tillinghast, Nelson & Warren

"tty to ficance moving Into new product lines

agle-Picher to Retai \[
Level of Its Dividend,
Despite Asbestos Suits

By s Wars ITexyrt Joummar Staff Reporier

CINCINNATI—-Asbestas-related Lawsults
are gobbling between 10% and 15% of Eagle-
Picher Industries Inc.'s cash Gow, but the
company doesn’t tntend o cut It current 24
ceot quanierly dividecd and “in no way" is
cooteszplating fling 3 Chapter 11 petiSon,
cormpany ofcials sald.

Tharas B. Petry, preddent and chief ex-
ecutive otiicer, said the J0% 10 15% ouifow
“has 13 impact but ft doesn't hurt our aby-

or major capiial expenditures because that's
the uldmale way to overcome the asbestos
prodlem—to octgrow 1L

Maoville Corp. filed for protecsior under
Chapter 11 of the federal Banknupley Code
last week because of asbestos lawsuits. The
filing freezes pending ltigation and provides
court protection from creditors.

Mr. Petry, bowever, exibited coaBdence
tn Eagle-Picher's abllity to hande the as-
bestos prodlem, at least for a leagihy pe
dod. “Our cash requiremests for zstesics,
while Baving grown o the present §7 mil-
Hoo-plus 2 year, aren’t going to mushroom™
soom, be said “"We know the pace of actual
cash outflows. We can't determine the tnsur
ance coverage, but cbyiously we have some
Kea of that™” he added In an Interview,

Eagle-Picher, 3 maker of machinery, an
tomolive and industrial goods, bhe sald, B8
prepared to operate on the assum that
the brgatton will continue to sipbon the
10% 13 15% of cash flow “indefinitely™ oc
until a broader resolution of the problem i
reached. The company’s cash flow bas bees
between $40 million and $55 miltion the past

Bagie-Picher is one of 3 number of defen
dant corporations against which individusl
claims have been filed for alleged damage
1o bealth because of exposure 10 asbestos.
Eagle-Picher made asbestos-conten! tnsula:
Boo under rovernment contract in the I1540s
and 1950s. It discozdnued using asbestos o
pirr R

So far, through 1981, Bagic-Picher setied
1,400 nzis of 11,700 fled at an average 57,008
exch, tnchading legal costs. K
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Despite Strong Business,
Litigation Forces Manville to File
for Reorganization

Attention: Manville Corporation Shareholders,
Employees, Customers, Suppliers and Creditors

On Thursday, August 26, Manville Corporation and its principal
American and Canadian affiliates filed voluntarily for reorganiza-
tion under Chapter 11 in New York.

In the following intenview, John A. McKinney, Manwville’s Chief
Executive, answers questions about the background of this star-
ling development:

Q. e HMcKmary, this snnouncement was & saprise. What's wrong with Manvite's
operatonsT

A, NaCwig 3 wrong with our usnessas. Férxg Chapese 11 goes not mean thac the Company
i gong ot of Duswress or Bl &3 assets = De br Tho o

dewSLTs S8 Ihe Drooverm! Wa're e Amencan and w0nd eader 0 3 ruriber of markets, MOty
reated 10 CsIcon, Dunng the cunent recrsson our 53«03 have hed D wed and we've
operaied 31 befier Tan treak even (4 you #10U0e RGaton expeses] We've skmmed down
100, haring elrmenaied more an 1500 salared 00S N e last sit months, WeX contrue 1
gerwvaie UOsanaa cash fow Our Chater 11 lawyers ief me Macvee tus sionger bus-
Nesses S cash fow N any Sther g COMPSNY that 5 rvee flec,

Q. Your businesses sre in good shape, bt you thed under Chapter 117 Why? o

A, We rt overwhenmad Dy 15,500 irwsists +nled 10 The healts shects of a50e110€, weh many
mrove prosecied The lodera government has relused 1© 20~ 13 rnporsioan©y 10 85 shoyard
woreers. Congress nas 1ased 10 aCt Ic provoe Compensanon K clanmentt Chapler 11 s e
oty orterty wary Sor the Company 10 handie The G atan and Keal everybody lawly You may
hares road 1eCEly Pt SO DUtRCly hed 35205306 MareAactaer has taken fhe Same Sep.
Q. Couid you have prossed Chapter 117
A No To avos Chageer 1, we woutd Rave had 10 suangie the Comearny siowty, by defermng
Ot enarCE NG PTG CIOM 0 (DENOmATs We woud 300 have had 10 carrstakie our
Wiﬂclmm N recert voocs had corued we wouk! have had 0
O PLINTS 31T PIOpEred M0 [ CT R waad b MOSt SHcul and ¢ xDeterve 10
oo Thas 3 1O way 10 QO orwerd Crupter 11 2vOs hose priteems and prnservws o

COOTANON.
Q. Wit Kanvitie 9o ot of butiness? .
A Ho. Our butnesses wil kee) S0tr 4y, ¥ory SITOOT Yy, we bebeve,

Q. Wit 3y of youe 25,000 employees lase thelf jobs?

Al 160} verk Crapier 11 wil cause 3 single emoioyee 10 bose 8 o0, pay or berefts I fact,
-cbebnﬂuawnsnbes:w-ybpmmhwynownemmﬂy.m
_mmmu'm.mdnnp-mmwlvnnlmmm
203’ moraie 1. They've 608 3 bang-up 100 10 hewp Marmviie i0an anG COrmpe e,

Q. Canyou pay your suppiiers?
A;.mmwwwmnmummbrmm
shec O .

Q. ¥Whiat eftect will Chapter 1t have an your customers?

AL Noe. W wil Contrue 1 manAachas and Shep hegh-quiity Products and prowoe e
Same ServCes, 25 Mways.

Q. what wilt happen 10 the leersuts?

A, The Chapter 11 King automascaly 310 o lrwsuly pencing agarst at, New Gwiits

clacrn i Cragrer 11,

Q. What are sl these Lrwiutts realty sbok?

A. 2 8 org siory, Hove's the bonom e NOt il 1964 was € known Il escetsve
£ID0SLT 10 335E$105 SOW rove a5 ed SOM 83 DESIOS CONarng NILlabon prockets Can some-
Ses Case Cortan Ang seases Sece T mid-T03, Lawions have been brouptt agangt
Johre -Marwile, o s gnatary, on behal of nearly 20 000 pecoie 2legng nary Fom exces-
sve 2sDOSI08 2000wt Wi have csoosed Of s00Ut 3 500 Of Twese Cases by setioment of nal,
3 sigrefcant eumber O Cases Yed, gt farve I that et were ol 3 Lk 3¢ acd
rasponadily in kot of Furn-e163ng MeGCH MOwedge Neverdneless new lawsoes have been
COmNG N B A £330 Of SO0 & month—every morih! in e absence of aaon, e
bowd of Sreckxs (NCALOSC Tere & 1O COrTervabie (€30RAON 10 TS Durden, Other han
Chapter K Just 10 put € 0 perspecive, Newswest Nas s12i60 T3l ASDE5106 Tea Mgaaon
SUPASSES N 22t M P AAOTCOIE ACOBIT MAT DINGNG ACTCRS Tw 13308 belore AO-laull
e anCe 2w weey aOCOMSd,

Q. 20000 plawatitin? €.000 rew onet & year? Whers sce these sults coming from?

AL Well many of e corme I 3 N Shpy ane €3 whch ysed Our asdes-
108 $06¢ AnC DrOOUCES. DOCIOES CAN DRSS DETENN FITESSVE CXO0MA € 1 ASHELIOS and Oneet
of v dasase. For nstance. 1hese wis $3503103 #rudason o The Sieam poes 4nC Doders
MOz sheos bk of redaied durng Word War K The trpest (rout g o now conaezs of
IOy wOrey Clawmw reCently Mardesiad Mpry oM RSSES0% €X0MUrE ST Warkmg

Q. What aboat your X

X the in o ahe cace of e
AL Over P years, Jorvu-dtanmde Comoraon's nmer 9w o7Ce Sroxer SOught niurincs
COvEa0e 1r € X0UNG hunCreds of rdeong ©f colars. Regrt now howrever, Orly one cormpany
& asyvg and 4 pays oy 3 303l part of each i,

Q. Whyla rat?

A, The whvre ttmec SSQUIS M Now, when we heet ihg Covrage, =<h one preroton, he
PO ACE DTGNS A Mo We sl Tec o n Takorry n earty 1980 © oo
FAYTent You «onY Deweve € Bk even how X0 mores lakee, = 33 aenY sare wonch oge
il presce Ovet Tie Case AL 3 IERA e Jx34 A3 One rOwtwre AS mach &3 3T e,
e Dac L o CEaCE SOOI S TS MU0 € NeCes sary 107 US 1 Taar s asoon [ rave
MUY T O G e TS e Caskora Tase De nCeaseC Dy fve Dbon ockan ©
DIy STOENSD € CTROAT'S AT har enOiOe”3 I T st

Q. How much 60 the 83Dt 3108 Lewsutta cost youT

Al OUng tur O kegd leey Hre O & CLTevOy Over 340 000 par Cxse Thes & sharpily
Noher 1N O 3ven g3 N DO reant reernad legal staft costs o8 a0 utmtareal,

Q. 22216500 L wsitts NOw peichng ot 340,000 spwce IO 32T, That wouad 10Ul $660
MASON. WHHOW pay ™3 trom your & , YOUr probiem ts obvious.
A, Fagre Anc vt OEIN1 Lake 146 ATOUNS The Caes pet 1 Be ed Tasarg atou legal cons,

one Of he INdy U IQECLUS AIDECTS Of 1S 34LAKON § The SMOUNt O MONEY Sees; S 8d down
Pre cran 0 RGanon £1DENSEs and ConNgent loes Sac 1o Arels Dwyert Our Dett puwss s
al Tm rpred worker reCoves Jess 110 3 WU of D kxa/ cosl of these 3xs The toun
FYRAM, wah separiie nSvOuN Kals, & 100 refoent and haorazand for & massve oxcteem
g the, We noed 371 81eCive, DraCiCl F3M0NS! SySiem whaCh Sedvers Masvmum S yments 1o
pred workers, mwETEzes e COSIS OF Cefvenng T0se PhyMents A wat et okls DayTTens 1
03¢ wih N0 disabity.

Q. whst do you mean by haphazard?

A. There 1 no bener wort 1 eacrbde O €XDenenOs 10 e n he Ingaton We had one st
FOM. 3 Danntr” with SCUOSU 23DE3I0E WHO RAC Fewred on 8 hull B2ty DEasOn with 3 Srosen
v He recenac Bn 8GGUONAS Bward T REbeSIOS (kseate Of One ang 3 Cuater Mmdon
dollars We have soen 00wrs oy Ghdaed O 11 (act a0 who [8CEveD NQ 2w VO e
Ay I one recent Yud @ Tezas, fve 1eDarsie prics heanng five tifievent Cases wees emoan-
St A e art! 1 507 $vOENCE belore The Same Jcioe I N $MMe COUTOOM &t e tame
o, Thew oG :anged Irom nc SaDay 10 Pucsive awarts. Mayhe AaphLI s 15 100 wedk 3
Bescokon. Thas type of 10n2 O Reguicn € 30 ke 3o GOy srevtrie K tOF: Clarwl
-t

Selendant.
Q. Wny did you fite now?
AL We're 2 subic COMOAY We A8 160u € 10 COMpHy =¥ CEVLIS ACCOUNMTG (S0 SRS
Under hese nmes, we rE w00Csed £ eSumaty the COSIS O Current and rodbatee
whenevee potsdee NG e 8 fesorve K e hatdny I 8N AMOUIT SOUM 10 e SSAe
When e astesxs Ca3es OGN 10 prokieraig, e COUTNY ESIMAie e JITCAC MUToN OF
CORL, 31 Our JuCHOrs (2 bled Twe oo S Our WranGe sidlements YWhen we iound
P e Number of New TASES w2S AO 0eOveng and our "Ca2 Sase” of penov Cases wat
e OGN 10 8511 N MAUNG Proecong. wt heed 13 31C e Drofes sonaly.
10 Sevr00 M6 estrdie of procadie Wtore Gecase cases Earty Pys monm, ey nared ter
wort, On the Bass Of Ther work 90 lar, we recast Tt we Cousd Qet 31 e st 22 000 more
sy 0n 10D of 1 20 00C sk eady 2536060 SOMe pecpee tatson Manvile Nirve ssamased
Marvy mOre Caers Fan Bl
Q. A toted of 52.000 Lywsuits o1 & co1 Of $40,000 apiece Coukd meen 8 W0t cost of two
bitlion Gollary ang Tunt Gowen I Inciude s inflation {ac10r. Consd Manvvike afiord 7
AL Not on cxr own Our Busnesses e 100G #7C vadee St ey MOrs nox De a0k 1 pay &
D 231D Evens F war (kS pay, winOUt The DrOteCton Of CRAster 11, 2 wousd Oocse ut The
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Radical Tactic \}

Manville's Big Concern
AsIt FilesinChapter11
Is Litigation, Not Debt

Bankruptcy Petition Freezes
Asbestos Suits, May Prod
Government to Help Out

“They Want a Bail-Out Bill

DENVER-Manville Corp. has filed a
bankrupicy petition although It is far from
broke,

In a highly unusual—and unexpected —de-
velopment, the financially strong construc:
tion and forest-products giant sought prolec-
ton yesterday under Chapter 11 of the fed-
eral Bankrupicy Code for political and legal
reasons,

“Our businesses are in good shape de-
spite this recession,” John H. McKinney,

This arlicle was prepared by Well

Street Journal sigff reporters Nel Max-
well, G. Christian Hill and Raynond A.
Joseph,
Manville's chairman and president, said.
But be added: “We are completely over
wheimed by the cost of the asbestos bealth
lawsuits filed against us.” The company has
16,500 claims pending against it now, with
S0 pew ones being filed eack month. The
lawsujts, which essertfally charge health
damage from exposure to asbestos produced
by Manville, will be {rozen as a result of the
Chapter {1 Oiing.

Manville apparently decided to file for
Chapler 11 protection after a recent outside
study brought its legal prodlems into sharp
focus. The study concluded that 52,000 such
suits might eventually be filed. and they
might cost 52 billion. *'] think that's what
did it says R. Jerry Falkner, an analyst
with Underwood Neuhaus & Co. in Houston.
“Under accounting rules, once you have an
estimate of 3 Uability, you have lo set up 3
reserve, 30 their pet worth of $1.1 billion
would have been wiped out.”

Role of Government Clted

The bankruptcy filing also appears 10 be
an attempt o influence the federal govern-
ment, which Manville and others in the as-
bestos business contend should share the
burden of Mabllity for asbestos health dam-
age becawse the product was used i US
shipbullding efforts Wocld War 1.
Mr. McKinney sakd that Manville's Chapter
11 acticn “might pot have been necessary if
the goverument had accepted financial re-
sponsibliity for fis role tn causing much of
the disease.”

Fred M. Baron, 2 Dallas atiormey who
represents clients suing Manville and others
for asbestos damages, says, “They are try-
tng o force the government's hand. They
want a bail-out bill. That's 100% behind their
filing.”

Manville Corp.. formerly Johns-Manwvilie
Corp., &5 the Western world's leading pro-
ducer of asbestos, and company olflicials
have conceded that this has helped to make
} Manville one of the most sued companies in
the world. In recent years, asbestos has be-
come Xnown as Lhe cause of deadly lung dis-
eases that often Son’t show up unitl 20 or 0
years after expasure.

The Manville Chapter 1t fillng 1S the
most dramatic In a series of maneuvers
within the beicaguered Industry to minimlze
the tmpazt of accumitating asdestos Iitiga-
von. All told, some X000 claims have been
Oled apainst somne 260 2sbesios concerns 1o
date,

August }/,

UNR's Chapter 11 Fillng

A simifar Chapler 11 filing was made
July 23 by Chicago-based UNR Industries
Inc., a steel fabricator that fs swamped by
damage sults although it hasn't made an as-
bestos product since 1962 UNR weighed var-

J} fous optioas—tncluding liquidation—before
: deciding on Chapter 31 as *“the mast prudent
course,” says Malcolm Caynor, a lawyer

who fs handling UNR's reorganization.
After UNR flied for bankruptcy, Manville

4 began making the rounds of lederal and

state courts In which sufts had been filed
naming UNR and Manville as co-defendants.
Manville argued that since It was a co-de-
fendant, legal action should be stayed
against it as well as UNR becaise of the
Chapter 11 filing.

Planyfts’ attorneys in the asbestos hu-
gation are highly cynical about the Chapter
11 action, viewing it as ploy to head off the
relentless stream of fitigation. "It's 3 fraud
on the bankrupicy laws,” declares Ronald
L MoUey. 2 Barnwell, S.C.. attorney who
represents some 3,000 2sbestos plainufls.

Alluding to a series of bleak announce-
ments {n recent waeks by compantes {acing
asbestas claims, Mr. Motley says: "The
sript pow isn‘t hard to {ollow: First you cut
the dividend, ther you eiiminate ft, and 8-
nally you file for Chapter 11.” Manville fol-
fowed this sequence. Raymark Corp.. for
merly Paybesias-Manhatian Inc., omitted
its dividend eariier this week after reduang
ft last year, But the company says B has
“no intention* of filing for Chapter 11,

Other Fllings Predicted

William F. Balley, senior vice president
of Boston-based Commercial Union Insur-
ance Cos., predicts that other asbesios com-
panies “may follow Manville and UNR™ into
Chapter 1.

The Manville 2nd UNR filings may bene-
M insurers who are battling one another and
their asbestos-company clients over the pay-
ment of asbestos damage claims. “As we
read it now.” Mr. Balley says, "any sut
that Manville may have had going against
an insurer will also be stayed.”

Manville, on the other hand. cites insur-
ers’ role in 1ts Chapter 11 filing. Mr. McKin-
rey, In an adverusement placed in newspa-
pers today, says that Manville's insurers
haven't been paying the company's claims,
and 0 “‘2s muck as anytung else, the bad
falth of fnsurance companies has made it
necessary for us to take this action.™
One larpe insurance corporation, iront

Please Tura (o Pape 8, Colurnn §
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Radical Tactic: Filing Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Plea,
Manville Corp. Takes Aim at Costly Asbestos Suits

L

Continued From First Poge

cally, is lisied among Manville's largest un-
secured creditors — Prudential Insurance
Co., bolding 368 milllon of dedt. Other lasge
creditors: Morgan Guaranty Trust Co., 53
milllon; Bank of America, Chemical Bank,
and Clibank, each for £20 million; Republic
National Bank of Dallas, $12 million: and
Continental lliinols National Bank and Wells
Fargo Bank for §10 million each.

The asbestos battle, meanwhile, has aiso
been heating up in Washingion, Congress
has three bills pending that would partly
ball out asbestos manufacturers, but all
have stalled because cither industry or Jabor
has strong objections to certain provisions.

Manvilie has fought for a bill that would
require the federal government to pay for
almost all of the cost of compensating as-
bestos victims, but it hasn't gotten to first
hase. One bill calls for 50% of the cost to be
picked up by the government, but observers
sy that, too, has little chance.

The most talked-about bill s one intro-
duced by Democrade Congressman George
Miller of Caltfornia, chairman of the House
Labor Standards subcommitiee. It would set
up an industry-hnanced fund to provide pen-
sions for injured workers. It would aliow
suits already filed to proceed but would pro-
Ribit future sults. All industries that used as-
bestas products would contribute to some
degree. But Manville and other manufactur-
ers vigorously contest the bill bacause of its
cost and fis failure to deal with present
uits,

Johin Lawrence, stalf director of the La-
bor Standards subcommitiee, says Congress
& apt to view Manville’s bankruptey fOling
with deep suspicion. We are golng to make
sure this isn't a litUe corporate shuck and
Jve” to escape Hability, be says.

Congressman Milier suggests that Man-
ville may have escaped the reach of his bill
by filing under Chapter 11, ““We have W see
whether this cuts off our abllity to Include
Manville,” he says. “What {f Manville won't
be there as 2 contributor W the fund? Wit
othet manufacturers show a greater interest
In the blli, or run to bankruptcy court them-
selves?™

From the standpolnt of Its balance sheet,
Manville Corp. Is considered the healthiest

Dow Jones May Change
Fndustrigl Average List

By Wats Sruecr Jounwat Siaff Reperter

NEW YORK—Dow Jones & Co. sald
It is considering possible changes in the
list of stocks included in the Dow Jones
Industrial Average. |

The move was prompted by the
bankruptcy petition of Manville Corp..
one of the 30 stocks in the average, and
the New York Stock Exchange's plan to
suspend trading in the stock Sept. 10.

Johns-Manville Corp., which chaaged
its name last year, became a compo-
nept of the average Jan. 28, 1330, re-
placing North American Aviation. R Is
believed to be the first component of the
average to file for bankruptcy protec-
ton since the 30-componen! sverage be-
gan Oct. 1, 1928

If and when a substtution is made
for 2 component of the Index, it
wouldn't have any immediate effect on
the average, because the divisor used to
cajewlate the average Is changed when
3 substitution Is made. The change as-
sures that the “new’ average is the
same as the previous one.  *

Current caleulations of the average .
include Manville at 7K, the price of fts
last trade on Wednesday.

had been limiled to workers™ compensation
awards specified by state laws; for plaintifts
not employed by Manwille, only compensa-
tory damages had been awarded.

I think what set them on this course was
puniive damages,” says Michael P. Mea-
ley, manaping editor of the Asbestos Lith
galion Reporier, a publication devoled to
covering ‘the asbestos legal battle. "Thase
damages aren’t covered by insurance—they
come right out of the company’s pocket™

Filing Chapter 11 halts all legal action
agzinst Manville. The bankruptcy judge,
rather than federal and state courts, pow de-
cldes the outcome of cases, according o
bankruptcy expért Vern Countryman, 2 pro-
{essor at Harvard University. The company
will benefit not ooly from 3 delay In legal
action while {ts reorganization proceeds, be
says, but also from not having to fAght thou-
sands of different cases across the coun
uy. .
Mr. Countryman sees 2 good chance that
Manville will emerge from Chapter 1! pro-
ceedings 28 'a sound operation. -l the pet
worth figure of $1.1 bithion *is anywhere In
the ballpark,” he says, “they should emerge
from a reorfanization with something left
for shareholders.™

In 2 sense, Manville's decision plited the
interests of lts shareholders against the
growing burden of its legal Habllity, and the
shareholders Jast, at least for the ime be-

S102 million and long term dedt totaling
$498.7 million. This is considerably” better
than the one-to-one debt-to-equity ratio con-
sidered satisfactory for large manufactur-
ers. The company eamed 3503 million in
138 but had 2 Joss of 5.1 millico for the

first half of 1982, because of a recession-re- |

lated decline in demand for its products.
The financial statenent didn't contaln an
estimate of the Uability from the asbestos
sults. The company did, however, make de-
tafled estimates of pofential Lability in yes-
terday's bankruptcy petition. It stated that
through the first half of this year it had set-
ted about 3,500 asBesios-related claims, for
an average of $16.600 per clalm. It s2id the
current cost of seting claims was running
about $40,000 per claim. In addition, Man-
ville sald, In five cases decided during the
first haif of this year, it was held lable for
punitive damages averaging 3616000 per

glant corporation ever 10 file for Chapter 11. case.

s June 30 financial statement boasts a net
worth of $1.1 billion, with Short-term dett of

The company said that it board and 2
speclal committee {ormed to review the situ-
ation concluded that the potential costs of
asbestos cases “could and probably will ex-
ceed Manvilie’s abiity to pay and finance
the continuing operation of Manvtile's busi-
nesses.™ 1t added that the total “financial
burden” cowd range from $2 billioe “to
many times thal amount ovet the pext 20
years.™

So-called punitive damages hare become
2 major worry [of asbestog concerns. Two
years ago. the Calfornia Supreme Court

*| rused that platntifss were entitied to punitive

or other éamages because Manville bad

*| fraudulently conceated Its knowledpe of as

bestor hazards from workers. Previously,
recovery of damages by Manville employees

ing. Comumon stock worth about $509 million
in 1981 is now worth littbe or nothing because
it Is so Uliquid and the witimate value &5 30
speculative, Preferred shares worth $142.6
million Wednesday are aiso now of queston-
able value,

- The market obviously sensed Manvilie's
growing difficulties. The common stock de-
clined from a high of 526.50 in 1961 to a re-
cent low of 56.575, It closed at $7.575 Wednes-
day on the Big Board. The market value of
the common stock at that price is $186 mil
loa. The stocks didn't trade yesterday, and
the New York Stock Exchange said ft will
suspend trading in the shares Sept. 10,

Asbestos has been linked o the develop-
ment of lung cancer: to mesothelioma, 2
cancer of the lining of the lungs; and asbes.
tosts, a lung disease strnilar to emphysema.
Asbestos miners, former employees of com-
panies that manufactured asbestss prod-
ucis—and their survivors—now are amoag
those suing for compensation for Uiness and
death allegedly caused by the mineral.

To one viclim of asbestosis, Manville's
bankruptey filing is but ohe more attempt to
escape & court award and other ltigation
that has been pending for five years. Jim
Vermeuwen, a S5-year-old lormer worker at
Manville’s Siockton, Calif., asbesios con-
crete plpe plant, has & personaf injury and
fraud sull againg Manville, and two years
g0 the Californta Supreme Count ordered
Manvifie to pay htm £28,000 in rehabilitation
benenits.

Manvilie ks stll contesing the £3.000
award In 2 lower courl, he nays. Of the
bankrupley filing, be says it &8 as plain ag
the nose on my face that Manviiie will do
uy\hln; 1t can W evade rosponsidility,™
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Manville Corp. Skips
Payout, Fears Harm
F'rom Asbestos Suits

By NEiL MAxweLy,

StaJf Reporter of Tie Watt STRERT JOURNAL

DENVER~Manvlile Corp., the big as-
bestos producer, omliled Its quarterly divi-
dend and conceded for the first time that the
impact of rapidly growing asbestos-related
health-damage clalms could greatly hurt its
financlal health. :

The company had cul its quarterly paid
last May to 20 cents a share from 48 cents,
the first reductlon since 140,

The company, the largest producer of as-
bestos in the non-Communist world and a
substantial manufacturer of copstruction
products, sald it took the actlon after recely-
ing an outslde consultant’s report on the pos-
slble Impact of asbestos litigation, The com-
pany quoted the report as saying that “com-
mencement of new asbestos health litlgation
against members of the Manville corporate

group may well continue unabated lor a
number of years."

i The board appointed a commitlee to re-
viéw the study ““and to appralse the poten-
tlal future impact on the-company of pend-
Ing and ‘anticipated asbestos health cases,
the possible need for creation’of substantial
reserves and the stralegle and flnanclal op-
tons avallable.”

In the annual report, Manville had main-
tained there wasn't any reason to set up re-
serves, as the outcome of the asbestos-suit
torrent “‘cannot be reasonably determined.”
But the company's auditors have quallfied
for two years thelr opinion of*the annual re-
port, because of possible liabliity.

More than 16,000 plaintiffs, mostly former
asbestos workers elther for Manville cus-
tomers or for the U.S. government In World
War Il shipyards {or thelr survivors) have
filed at least 11,000 lawsults, claiming health
damage or death resulted {rom exposure to
company products.

Manville's deepening fiscal troubles have
been apparent for some time, In the f{irst.
quarter the company had ts first quarterly
loss in 50 years. Then it nearly quadrupled
that loss In the second quarter.

Some analysts thought the dividend was

\

in jeopardy but the omisslon came as a jolt
to others.

. “I'm frankly surprised,” said Barbara
Alexander of Smith Barney, Harrls Upham
& Co. “Management had led everybody (o
belteve they would retain the dividend as
long as possible.” .

As recently as June, John A, McKlinney,
chalrman, sald he didn't expect (urther cuts
In the dividend. The Smith Barney analyst
said oulslde directors may have lorced the
move, "It would appear that the outslde di-
rectors, who control the board, must belicve
that they need the cash, or that things are
worse than company pronouncements have
led people to belleve,” she sald,

Yesterday, Manville said “the burden of
the existing case-load, combined with the
continued Incidence of new asbestos health
MWigation at current levels, could have a ma-
tertal adverse eflect on Manville's consoll-
dated ‘financial positlon and earnings.”

Sults agalinst the company claiming
health damage or death from exposure to
asbestos has been multiplylng for more than
3% years, bul recently its llabllity has In-
“creased, with the allowance, in some cases
ol punitlve damages. Such damages aren't
covered by Insurance, as aclual damages

are. Manville asserts that it has insurance
to pay for $600 million of insured clalms,

The company has begun listing **asbestos
health costs™ as a line ilem In earnings
statements, and it is a growing ilem, The
second-quarter figure rose lo §5 millon be
fore taxes {rom $2.7 mulhon a year carller,
For the half, It rose to $8.6 million before
taxes {rom 35.2 million.

The forest-products and construction
company has also been having other prob-
lems, Including slumping sales ol construc-
tion products, The second-quarter loss was
$19.9 mililon, compared with proflt of $11.4
milllon, or 22 cenls a share, a year ear-
ller.
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