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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
MADISON COUNTY, ILLINOIS

IN RE: ALL ASBESTOS LITIGATION
FILED BY THE SIMMONS FIRM, LLC

Plaintiffs,

)

)

)

)

)

VS. )
)

A.W. CHESTERTON, et al., )
)

)

Defendants.

CRANE CO.’S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS’ INTERROGATORIES

Defendant Crane Co. hereby propounds these Responses to Plaintiffs’

Interrogatories.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT/GENERAL OBJECTIONS/
RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

A. The following responses are based upon the information that is presently
known and reasonably available to Crane Co. Crane Co. believes these responses are
accurate as of the date made. Many matters inquired about in Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories
(“Discovery Requests”) took place decades ago. Due to the passage of time,
information ‘may be incomplete or no longer available. Moreover, information sought in
. ..the Discovery-Requests may be contained in documents.houysed in various documant
repositories. Due to the time and expense involved, it would not be practical to review

all of those documents in connection with preparing responses to the Discovery
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Requests. Nevertheléss, Crane Co. has endeavored to investigate all relevant facts
and circumstances. The following answers are based upon its investigation. Crane Co.
cannot exclude the possibility that its continued investigation may reveal more complete
information. Crane Co.’s investigation into the matters inquired into in these Discovery
Requests continues. The investigation is dependent upon locating knowledgeable
individuals and relevant documents. No finite completion date can be placed upon
those efforts. Crane Co. has made a reasonable effort to answer these Discovery

Requests to the best of its present knowledge, information, and belief.

B. Crane Co. objects to the Discovery Requests to the extent they (1) are
unduly burdensome and overbroad, or (2) seek information that is not relevant to this
fawsuit and that is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Information not presently known tolor readily ascertainable by Crane Co.
may be located in various document repositories Crane Co. maintains. Crane Co. has
not réviewed the documents stored at those locations, because the expense involved
with such an effort would be prohibitive and unduly burdensome. The documents
located at the repositories are not organized; and Crane Co. is not able to ascertain
whether any documents located within the repositories contain information responsive
to the Discovery Requests. The repositories, however, contain numerous documents
that are not responsive to the Discovery Requests and which, Crane Co. presumes,

may be protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, and/or

-~other -applicable privileges and/or protections. Should- piaintiffs ‘wish to review the

documents located at any of the repositories, Crane Co. will make certain of those

documents available to plaintiffs if plaintiffs agree, in writing, that (i) Crane Co. has not




waived any objections it may have with respect to the discoverability of those
documents on any ground, all of which objections are expressly reserved, and (ii) Crane
Co. may conduct a post-designation review to remove privileged and irrelevant
documents from any collection of documents that may be copied for production to
plaintiffs, even if plaintifis had specifically designated the privileged or irrelevant
documents for copying. The burden of obtaining responsive information from those
documents is the same for plaintiffs as it is for Crane Co.

C. Crane Co. does not concede that any of its answers to the Discovery
Requests are or will be admissible evidence at a trial of this action. Crane Co. does not
waive any objection on any ground, whether or not asserted herein, to the use of any
such answer at trial.

D. Crane Co. objects to the definitions contained in the Discovery Requests
to the extent they render the Requests vague, overbroad, and unduly burdensome. In
responding to the Discovery Requests, Crane Co. will use the commonly understood,
everyday meanings of the terms used. The breadth and volume of the definitions
plaintiffs seek to propound would complicate tremendously the task of responding to the
Discovery Requests.

E. The foregoing Preliminary Statement and General Objections are

incorporated by reference into each of the responses provided hereinafter.

o —eenrzeoe @ - - INTERROGATORIES - o = oo e oones

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Identify the person answering these interrogatories on behalf of Defendant.




ANSWER: Crane Co.’s answers to these Interrogatories were prepared by
Crane Co.’s counsel and are based upon review of numerous documents and

interviews with past and present employees.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Has the person answering these interrogatories made reasonable inquiry of all
available sources of information such that Plaintiff may rely upon these answers as the
truthful and complete answers made on behalf of Defendant? List any and all such
sources of information relied upon, including, but not limited to, identifying any and all
records or documents reviewed and persons providing information.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is
unduly burdensome, in that it relates to over 130 Interrogatory answers in
addition to muitiple subparts. Crane Co. further objects to the phrase “sources of
information” as being vague and ambiguous. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, Crane Co.’s responses are based on interviews with past
and present employees and its review of many documents. Crane Co. has made
a reasonable, good faith effort to respond to these interrogatories. See

Preliminary Statement, Sections A & B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 3.

State the following concerning this Defendant:

B -

(a) Full and correct name;

(b) The form in which Defendant presently conducts business (i.e.
corporation, partnership, proprietorship, etc.);




(c) Identify any and all predecessors and related companies as defined
above;

(d)  Any and all other forms in which defendant has conducted business at any
time, and the date(s) when business was conducted in each form;

(e)  Any and all names by which Defendant has been known or has conducted
business, at any time, and the date(s) during which Defendant has been
known by and/or conducted business, under each such name;

) Defendant's principal place of business;

(g) Defendant's present state of incorporation or state in which Defendant is
registered as a partnership, association, etc., whichever is applicable; if
Defendant has, at any time, been incorporated or registered in a different
state, identify which state and when;

(h)  Most recent date of incorporation or reincorporation, and any and all prior
date(s) of incorporation or reincorporation;

(i) Whether this Defendant is authorized to transact business in the State of
lllinois and, if so, the date such authority was first issued and last
renewed;

)] If this Defendant has an agent, representative or place of business in
lllinois, identify such agent, representative, or place of business; and,

(k)  If this Defendant has an agent for service in the State of lllinois, identify
the registered agent.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this interrogatory as being unduly
burdensome ' in the amount of detail requested regarding Crane Co. and its
predecessors, which is not relevant to this action and not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the forgoing objections, Crane Co. was originally incorporated in lllinois in or

about 1865. .In 1985, Crane Co. was reincorporatad-in Delaware. Its headquarters™

are located at 100 First Stamford Place, Stamford, Connecticut.




By way of further response, Crane Co. believes that information responsive
to this Interrogatory can be derived from Crane Co.’s annual reports. Crane Co.
is willing to make its annual reports for the years 1960 through the present
available to plaintiffs upon request. The burden of deriving responsive
information from these reports is the same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co. See

Answer to Interrogatory Number 19.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Has Defendant been sued under its correct legal name? If not, state the correct
legal name of Defendant and provide the information requested .in No. 3 above
concerning the defendant as correctly named. |

ANSWER: Crane Co. was sued under its appropriate corporate name

“Crane Co.”.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6.

Identify any and all persons or entities which own, or at any time have owned,
more than a ten percent (10%) interest in this Defendant, and for each such person or
entity identified, state the date(s) during which said person or entity owned more than a
ten percent (10%) interest in Defendant and the specific type and amount of interest
owned.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks _
ii:;;frﬁétion théi ris not relevanf tothls action énd i; is notmrerasonably calculafed

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects to this




Interrogatory as being unduly burdensome as it requires Crane Co. to provide
information spanning its 150 year history. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, in or about
1872, R.T. Crane was the sole owner of the company. As for individuals with
greater than 10% interest in Crane Co. since that time, Crane Co. is not presently
aware of such information. Crane Co. believes that information relating to the
ownership of Crane Co. stock can be derived from Crane Co.’s annual reports.
Crane Co. is willing to make its annual reports for the years 1960 through the
present available to plaintiffs upon request. The burden of deriving responsive

information from these reports is the same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Identify any and all companies, businesses, corporations, and/or joint ventures in
which this Defendant owns, or at any time has owned, more than a ten percent (10%)
interest.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, Crane Co. believes that information responsive to this
Interrogato:ry can be derived from Crane Co.’s annual reports. Crane Co. is
willing to make its annual reports for the years 1960 through the presen‘tw
évvailé‘lh)le tg .;plaiht-i'ffs- uponr re;uréét. The burden of deriVing responsfve

information from these reports is the same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co.




INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

With respect to each corporation, company, business or joint venture identified in

response to Interrogatory No. 6 state:

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

)

(9)

(h)

The type of business, conducted by such related company;

The past and present business relationship(s) between said related
company and Defendant;

The nature of the products or services which Defendant has sold to, or
purchased from, said related company;

Whether or not said related company advertises or has advertised
products or services supplied by Defendant;

Whether or not said related company sells or has sold Defendant's
products or services within the State of lllinois and, if so, the approximate
value of those sales from 1930 to date;

Whether or not said related company pays taxes of any type to the State
of lllinois or to any political subdivision thereof and, if so, the type of taxes
paid;

Whether or not Defendant controls or has controlled, directly or indirectly,
in whole or in part, said related company's advertising; and,

The identity of any past or present officer or director of Defendant who, at
any time, served as an officer or director of said related company.

ANSWER: Ses response to Interrogatory No. 6.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

List all directors and officers of Defendant from 1940 to date and for each state

all positions held and the date(s) during-which each position was held.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as being unduly

burdensome in the amount of detail requested regarding Crane Co. and its




directors and officers whicin is not relevant to this action and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and
without waiving the foregoing objections, information responsive to this
Interrogatory covering the time period 1960 to the present may be ascertained by
reviewing Crane Co.’s annual reports, Crane Co. is willing to make its annual
reports for the years 1960 through the present available to plaintiffs upon

request. The burden of deriving responsive information from these reports is the

same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

State whether any of Defendants' present or former officers or directors ever
served (whether before, during or after becoming Defendants' officer or director) as an
officer or director of any other company, corporation or business which manufactured,
sold or distributed asbestos or asbestos-containing products and, if so, please:

(a) Identify each officer and director of Defendant, who served as such
other company's officer or director; and

(b) Identify each company, corporation or business for which each
such officer or director served, each position held by such officer or

director for such other company, corporation or business, and the
time periods each position was held.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead tov the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects
because this Intérrogatory is overlymb/rdad and dndufy bufdensbme in that Crane
Co. cannot be expected to know the names of every corporation its officers may

have also served in throughout Crane Co.’s 150 year history. Subject to and




without waiving the foregoing objections, information responsive to this
Interrogatory may be available in Crane Co.’s annual reports. Crane Co. is willing
to make its annual reports for the years 1960 through the present available to
plaintiffs upon request. The burden of deriving responsive information from

these reports is the same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Has Defendant ever acquired, through purchase, reorganization or merger,
another company, corporation or business which manufactured, sold, processed,
distributed or contracted to apply, asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as being overly broad
and unduly burdensome. Crane Co. also objects to this interrogatory because it
seeks information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and
without waiving the foregoing objections, information responsive to this
Interrogatory may be available in Crane Co.’s annual reports. Crane Co. is willing
to make its annual reports for the years 1960 through the present available to
plaintiffs upon request. The burden of deriving responsive information from

these reports is the same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

If the answer to Interrogatory No. 10 is "Yes," with respect to each such
predecessor:

(a)  State its full and correct name;

(b)  State its principal place of business;

(c) State its State of incorporation;

(d) State its date and manner of acquisition by Defendant;

(e)  Whether this predecessor was, at any time, authonzed to transact
business in the State of lllinois; and

) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
acquisition.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 10.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Has Defendant ever acquired from another corporation, company, or business,
by any means other than those specified in Interrogatory No. 10, assets or rights to
manufacture, sell, distribute or apply asbestos or asbestos-containing products?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is vague,
ambiguous, and duplicative. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, information responsive to this Interrogatory covering the time period
1960 to the present may be ascertained by reviewing Crane Co.’s annual reports,
Crane Co. is willing to make its annual reports for the years 1960 through the
present available to plaintiffs upon request.. The burden of deriving responsive

information from these reports is the same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

If the answer to Interrogatory No. 12 is "Yes," with respect to each such

acquisition:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

State the full and correct name of the company from which such assets or
rights were acquired,;

State the principal place of business of the company from which said
assets or rights were acquired;

Describe the assets or rights acquired, including the specific asbestos-
containing products to which said assets or rights related; and

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
transaction.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 12.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Other than any transaction identified in response to Interrogatories Nos. 10-13,

has this Defendant ever been involved, in any capacity, including but not limited to,

seller, transferor, grantor, franchisor, licensor, buyer, transferee, grantee, franchisee or

subject of the transaction, in any transaction, of any kind, concerning any of the

following:

(a)

(b)

()

the purchase/sale or transfer of ownership of a company, corporation or
business which manufactured, sold, processed, distributed or contracted
to apply asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products; or

the purchase/sale or transfer of ownership of the assets or rights to
manufacture, sell, distribute or apply asbestos or asbestos-containing
products; or

-the purchase/sale or transfer-of liabilities arising out of the manufacture,

sale, processing, distribution or application of asbestos or asbestos-
containing products.
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ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory
because it seeks information that is not relevant to this action and it is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co.
also objects to the term “transaction” as being vague and ambiguous. Subject to
and without waiving the foregoing objections, information responsive to this
Interrogatory covering the time period 1960 to the present may be ascertained by
reviewing Crane Co.’s annual reports, Crane Co. is willing to make its annual
reports for the years 1960 through the present available to plaintiffs upon
request. The burden of deriving responsive information from these reports is the

same for plaintiff as it is for Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

If the answer to any sub-part of Interrogatory No. 14 is "Yes," with respect to
each such transaction:

(a) Identify all parties to the transaction;

(b) Identify the subject matter of the transaction;

(¢c)  State the date of the transaction; and,

(d) Identify any and all documents, referring to, relating to or reflecting the
transaction.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 14.

-
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INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

State the first and last dates on which any asbestos-containing product was
manufactured by:

(a) Defendant;

(b)  each and every predecessor; and,

(c) each and every related company.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it assumes
that Crane Co. manufactured asbestos-containing products. Subject to and
without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. was not a manufacturer of
asbestos-containing products as it understands that term and as that term is

commonly used in asbestos litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

State the first and last dates on which any asbestos-containing product was
specified, sold, distributed, applied and/or installed within the United States by:

(a) Defendant;

(b)  each and every predecessor; and,

(c) each and every related company.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome in that it is not limited in time or geographic
scope. Crane Co.'further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies that

Crane Co. manufactured asbestos-containing products. Subject to and without

waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. placed on the market industrial
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valves that may have contained asbestos-containing materials within their metal
structure as early as 1858. Asbestos was removed as a component from Crane
Co.’s industrial valves in the mid-1980’s, with the exception of one specific type
of valve designed for petroleum industry applications, which — in accordance with
published industry requirements - incorporated an asbestos component until the
early 1990’s. In all cases, asbestos was eliminated as a component of Crane Co.
products because of decreased consumer demand for products that incorporated

asbestos and/or Crane Co.’s inability to obtain asbestos-containing components.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

State the last date on which Defendant or any related company specified, sold,
distributed, applied and/or installed any asbestos-containing product outside the United
States and identify by brand or trade name the products so specified, sold, distributed,
applied and/or installed.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and seeks information that is not relevant to this action, and is not likely to
lead to the discovery of additional evidence. There is no indication that plaintiffs
were exposed to asbestos-containing products allegedly manufactured or

supplied by Crane Co. outside the United States.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Identify by full and complete trade name, any and all asbestos-containing
products as defined above, which this Defendant, any related company, or any
predecessor(s) has, at any time:

(@) Designed;

(b)  Manufactured;

(c) Processed,

(d) Sold;

(e) Distributed;

A} Applied;

(g) Installed;

(h) Patented;

(i) Specified; or

() Re-labeled.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome and seeks information neither relevant to this action,
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane
Co.’s response to this Interrogatory shall not be construed as an admission that
Crane Co. was involved in any activity with respect to asbestos-containing
products that are relevant in any way to this lawsuit.

Subject to the foregoing, Crane Co. was not a manufacturer of any
asbestos-éontaining ﬁfoddct, as that term‘ri“s defined and aé it is commonly used

in ashestos litigation. Crane Co. is and has been a manufacturer of certain types
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of industrial equipment. Crane Co.’s principal line of industrial equipment
throughout the time period requested in this interrogatory was industrial valves.
Industrial valves manufactured by Crane Co. were made of steel, bronze, and
other metals; the valves themselves were not composed of asbestos. Many of
those valves bore the name “Crane,” marked directly on the valve. Certain of the
valves had enclosed within their metal structure asbestos-containing gaskets,
packing, or discs. Crane Co. did not manufacture the asbestos-containing
components that may have been encapsulated within the valvgs, but purchased
them from other companies. Any components that may have been enclosed
within the metal structure of Crane Co. valves did not emit friable or respirable
asbestos fibers while enclosed within that structure. Any asbestos-containing
components were completely encapsulated within the metal structure of the
valves. Furthermore, any asbestos contained in the components, themselves,
was chemically and physically bound within the component, itself, by a rubber-
like compound.

Crane Co. acquired around and subsequent to 1961 the assets of several
industrial pump companies that became divisions of Crane Co. Subsequent to
those acquisitions, Crane Co. manufactured industrial pumps that may have
incorporated within their metal structure an encapsulated asbestos-containing
gasket and/or asbestos-containing packing. Crane Co. did not, however,
manufacture the asbestos-containing components, such as gaskets or packing,
contained in the indusfrial q\pumps. It r;urchased those‘ éon;ponents from other

companies. Any components that may have contained asbestos were enclosed
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within the metal structure of Crane Co. industrial pumps and did not emit friable
or respirable asbhestos fibers while enclosed within that structure. Furthermore,
any asbestos contained in the components, themselves, was chemically and
physically bound within the component itself by a rubber-like compound.

Crane Co. manufactured boilers in the late 1800s, a practice which it
appears to have discontinued prior to 1900. Crane Co. resumed manufacturing
boilers in or about 1931, suspended those operations during World War Il, and
discontinued that practice in the 1950s. At least some of the boilers Crane Co.
manufactured through, at least, the early 1940s, contained asbestos insulation.
For a brief period of time after it ceased manufacturing boilers, Crane Co. sold
boilers that were manufactured, at least in part, by another company. In the
1960s, Crane Co. purchased the assets of two boiler companies, which it resold a
few years later. To the best of Crane Co.’s knowledge, however, the boilers,
water heaters, and furnaces that Crane Co. manufactured with those acquired
assets contained fiberglas, not asbestos, insulation. After it sold those asséts,
Crane Co. may have sold boilers, water heaters, and furnaces that it purchased
from other entities. It is believed, however, that those items contained fiberglas,
not asbestos, insulation.

For a period of time believed to be less than two years during the early
1960’s, Crane Co., through its division Crane-Midwest Piping, was involved with
the erection of piping systems in limited geographic areas. ‘ In connection with

that erection business, Crane Co. is presently aware of one project to which
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Crane Co. sent flat gaskets that, most likely, contained some asbestos as part of
their chemical and physical composition.

Crane Co., through a division, sold industrial water treatment systems,
including deaerators, water conditioners, multi-port steam relief valves, drainers,
sample coolers, and condensate boosters. Those products were composed
primarily of metal; they were not composed of asbestos. Depending on the
application for which it was to be used, some of this equipment incorporated
internal components, primarily cloth gaskets, manufactured by others, that may
have contained some asbestos as part of their chemical composition. Those
components were enclosed within the equipment and were not exposed during
installation or normal use of the product. Prior to the mid 1980’s, Crane Co. may
have sold replacement gaskets for use in the industrial water treatment systems.
To the best of Crane Co.’s knowledge, Crane Co. did not manufacture any of the
internal components, but purchased them from other companies.

Crane Co. also offered for sale certain products manufactured by other
companies. A small quantity of those products may have contained asbestos.
Crane Co. offered for sale gaskets, packing, and discs manufactured by other
companies that may have contained asbestos. Material called Cranite was
manufactured exclusively for resale by Crane Co., during the relevant time period
through wh:at appears to be the early-to-mid 1970s, but perhaps extending to the
early 1980s. Thg finished “Cranite” products had the. name “Cranite” stamped
directly upon them. Any asgestos contained in Cranite, however, was chemically

and physically bound within a rubber-like compound that prevented the release of
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any friable ashestos fibers. In addition, Crane Co. offered for sale products
manufactured by others at many of its branch locations. Some of these products
contained asbestos. Most of those products are listed in Crane Co.’s catalogs
which will be made available to plaintiffs at a mutually agreeable time and place.

By way of further response, over the years, Crane Co. has held numerous
patents for the equipment that it manufactured. Crane Co. did not hold a patent
for Cranite. By way of further answer, Crane Co. is presently unaware of whether
any products mined or manufactured by others but sold, marketed, or distributed
by Crane Co., were patented. Subject to Crane Co.’s understanding of the term
“re-labeled”, Crane Co. was not a re-labeler.

Crane Co.’s investigation of its activities regarding asbestos-containing
products continues. That investigation is dependent upon locating
knowledgeable individuals and/or information on an ongoing basis. No finite
completion date can be placed upon those ongoing efforts. Crane Co. has made
a reasonable effort to answer these Interrogatories. See also Preliminary
Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 20;

With respect to each asbestos-containing product listed for each subpart of

Interrogatory No. 19:

(@) Identify the specific company (Defendant, predecessor, related company)
which designed, manufactured, processed, specified, sold, distributed,
applied, installed, patented or re-labeled such product;

(b)  State the ye;r in:\}vhich Defendant, its related company or its predecessor

first designed, manufactured, processed, specified, sold, distributed,
applied, installed, patented or re-labeled such product; and,
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(c)  State the year in which the Defendant, its related company or predecessor
last designed, manufactured, processed, specified, sold, distributed,
applied, installed, patented or re-labeled such product.

ANSWER: See objections and responses to Interrogatory No. 19. Subject
to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. believes that
information responsive to this Interrogatory can be derived from Crane Co.’s
annual reports. Crane Co. is willing to make its annual reports for the years 1960
through the present available to plaintiffs upon request. The burden of deriving

responsive information from these reports is the same for plaintiff as it is for

Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Were any of the products, which were listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19
as having been specified, sold, distributed, applied or installed by Defendant, its
predecessor or related company(ies), purchased from another company and relabeled
for sale or distribution by Defendant, its predecessors or related companies? If so,
identify those products, and with respect to each:

(a) Identify the company from which Defendant, its predecessor or related
company purchased the product; and,

(b) Identify the company which manufactured the product; and,
(c) State the date(s) during which said re-labeled product was sold,
" distributed or applied.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 19.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

Has this Defendant, at any time, applied, contracted to apply, installed or

engaged in the business of applying or installing, asbestos-containing products? If so:

(a)  State the date(s) on which or during which Defendant applied, contracted
to apply, installed or engaged in the business of applying or installing
asbestos-containing products;

(b)  Identify any and all sites within the State of lllinois at which Defendant
applied, installed or contracted to apply or install asbestos-containing
products, and for each such site:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

ANSWER:

State whether the products you applied, installed or contracted to
apply or install were included as part of the project's contract price

or whether you applied the products that were provided at the
worksite;

Identify by manufacturer and trade name each and every asbestos-
containing product applied or installed;

State the date(s) during which said application or installation took
place;

ldentify the employee(s) of Defendant who was (were) in charge of
the job;

Identify the person or entity for which the products were applied or
installed; and

Identify all documents relating to such contract, application or
installation.

Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly

broad and unduly burdensome in that it is not limited in time or geographic

scope. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. did

not have a business unit devoted specifically to the application or removal of

asbestos-containing products. Crane Co. was, for a brief period of time, involved

in erecting piping systems, as set forth in its response to Interrogatory No. 19.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

Has this Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, ever engaged in

the business of mining asbestos? If so:

(a)

(b)

(c)
(d)

(e)

Identify which company(ies) whether (Defendant, predecessor or related
company) engaged in said business;

State the date(s) during which each said company engaged in such
business;

State each and every location at which such mining was done;

Identify each and every officer, employee and/or agent of said company
who, at any time, was in charge of each mining operation; and,

Identify each and every entity, if any, to which said company sold the
asbestos which was mined.

ANSWER: Subject to the foregoing General Objections, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Has this Defendant, any predecessor or any related company ever purchased

and resold raw asbestos? If so, with respect to each such purchase and resale:

(a)
(b)

(c).

State the date(s) of the transaction;

Identify any and all parties from which the raw asbestos was purchased;
and,

Identify any and all parties to which the raw asbestos was sold.

ANSWER: Subject to the foregoing General Objections, to the best of

Crane Co.’s present knowledge, no.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

Identify each and every source from which Defendant, any predecessor or
related company, obtained raw asbestos and/or asbestos-containing material used by
Defendant, any predecessor or related company, to manufacture or process any
product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is
unduly burdensome, overbroad and seeks information that it is not relevant to
this action and it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent
it implies that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. is not
presently aware of all of the entities from which it obtained asbestos-containing
components for its industrial products. Nevertheless, based upon available
documents, it appears that, at various times, Crane Co.’s approved suppliers may
have included B.F. Goodrich Co., Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., and Sweet Rubber
Co. of Akron, Ohio, with respect to “Cranite” material, Raybestos-Manhattan, Inc.,
Garlock, Inc., Johns-Manville, Inc., “Klingerit” and Nicolet, Inc., with respect to
sheet gasket material, Crane Packing Co. (later John Crane-Houdaille, Inc.),
Anchor Packing, Raybestos-Manhattan, Greene-Tweed, Garlock, Inc.,
Johns-Manville, Inc., Lindstrom & King, and R.M. Industrial Products with respect
to valve packing, Flexitallic, Spirotallic, Lamons Gasket Co., andﬁR-Way Gasket &
Supply Co., with respect to spiral wound gaskets. Johns Manville, Inc. and

Keasby Mattison with respect to cement pipe, and Johns Manville, inc. with
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respect to other miscellaneous products. The foregoing list is not intended to be

an exhaustive list of Crane Co.’s suppliers. See Preliminary Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 26:.

Is Defendant or any related company, as of the date of answering these
interrogatories, still manufacturing, specifying, selling, distributing, applying or installing
any asbestos-containing product? If so, give the brand/trade names of such products,
type and percentage of asbestos in such product, and the date on yvhich Defendant or
any related company first manufactured, specified, sold, distributed, applied or installed '
said products.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

With respect to each and every product listed in response to Interrogatory No.
19, provide a full and complete description of the package in which the product was
sold, including, but not limited to, type of package, size, color and writings thereon.

ANS\:NER:‘ Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory -because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasqnably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the foregoing objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any particular
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“packaging” that may have been associated with its products beyond the
information contained in its response to Interrogatories 19 and the product

catalogs that Crane Co. is willing to produce in this matter.

INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

For each subpart below, state whether or not, to Defendant's knowledge, any
items as described therein presently exist and, if so, identify any and all such existing
items and state the present location of each:

(a) any product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19, including, but not
limited to, any sample, part or piece thereof;

(b) any package of the type in which any or all of the products listed in
response to Interrogatory No. 19 were or would have been sold, including,
but not limited to, any partial package;

(c)  any catalogue, brochure, sales literature or like item referring to, relating to
or reflecting any or all of the products listed in response to Interrogatory
No. 19;

(d) any picture, drawing, photograph or like representation of the items
described in subparts (a), (b) and/or (c) of this Interrogatory.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, Crane Co. presently possesses valves and pumps
similar to those that contained asbestos-containing components. Crane Co. also
possesses two discs that may contain asbestos, which are ip the possession of

Counsel. Crane Co. further possesses catalogs depicting its industrial
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equipment and some ashestos-containing products. Crane Co. also possesses

technical drawings for its industrial equipment.

INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

Did Defendant, any related company or any predecessor ever stamp or
otherwise place (including affixing tags or labels) a company name, initials, or any
identifying fogo on any of the products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19?

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 19.

INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 29 is "Yes," identify each and every such
product upon which such name, initials or identifying logo appeared and for each such

product identified:

(a) Describe each and every name, initials or identifying logo appearing on
said product, at any time, by stating the wording, lettering, symbols, size,
color and manner in which it was stamped, placed or affixed to said
product;

(b)  State the date(s) during which each such name, initials, or identifying logo
appeared on said product; and

(c) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
stamping, placing or affixing of names, initials or logos to said product,
including, but not limited to, any pictures, photographs or like
representations of such names, initials or logos

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 19, by way of

further response information responsive to this Interrogatory may be available in

Crane Co.’s catalogs. Crane Co. will make its catalogs available to plaintiffs at a

mutually agreeable time and place.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

Was each of the asbestos-containing products listed in response to Interrogatory
No. 19 generally expected to reach, or was each packaged to reach, the consumer or
user, without substantial change in the condition in which it was sold?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the
term “substantial change” is vague and ambiguous, and to the extent it implies
that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products. Subject to and

~without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. generally expected the
products referenced in its Answer to Interrogatory No. 19 to reach the purchaser

in the same condition in which they were delivered.

INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 31 is "No" with respect to any product(s),
explain in what manner Defendant claims said product(s) were altered or substantially
changed after sale or distribution and before reaching the consumer or user.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 31.

INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

With respect to each product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19, state
whether, based upon the material contents, the method of manufacturing, and the
method of application, such product could generally be applied or installed without

liberating asbestos fibers?
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ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies
that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products. Crane Co.
further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it is framed in the present tense.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Donna M. Ringo CIH, the
expert industrial hygienist whom Crane Co. has retained to assist it in this
litigation, has opined that “the fiber release associated with the use, handling,
and removal of asbestos-containing gaskets and packing products do not
present a hazard to users in the workplace or bystanders. The de minimus, if
any, fiber release associated with the use, handling, installation, and removal of

these products is significantly below current OSHA regulatory exposure levels.”

INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

With respect to each product listed in response to original Interrogatory number
19, could it be expected or anticipated that the product might have to be removed,
stripped or replaced at any time after application or installation?

ANSWER: This Interrogatory was stricken by this Court’s April 14, 2000

order.

INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

Identify each person who participated in the design and/or preparation of
manufacturing specifications for each product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overbroad

and unduly burdensome, is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
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admissible evidence, and seeks information that is not relevant to these actions.
Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory as being overly broad and unduly
burdensome because Crane Co. cannot possibly list every employee who may be
responsive to this request. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, Crane Co. did not provide manufacturing instructions for asbestos-
containing products, because it never manufactured asbestos-containing
products as it understands those terms. Crane Co. did prepare detailed
purchasing specifications for Cranite material, which will be produced to
plaintiffs at mutually agreeable time and place, and which Identify individuals who
were involved with those specifications. Crane Co. has had numerous employees
involved with the design of industrial equipment. It would be unduly burdensome
to require it to identify each of those employees. Nevertheless, Crane Co.’s
former Director of Engineering, William McLean, was involved with the design of

industrial valves from at least 1955 to 1986.

INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

Identify any and all documents, including, but not limited to, written memoranda,
specifications, blueprints, formulas, patterns and designs, referring to, relating to or
reflecting the design, preparation, application and/or installation of each product listed in
response to Interrogatory No. 19.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
informatidn that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects to this
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Interrogatory because it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and

without waiving the foregoing objections, see response to Interrogatory No. 28..

See Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

With respect to each product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19, state:

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)

(@)

(h)

(i)

()

The type of asbestos contained in the product as it was first manufactured:;

The percentage of asbestos contained in the product as it was first
manufactured; ‘

Any modification to the product which altered the percentage or type of
asbestos in the product and the dates of such modification;

The source of asbestos in each product;
The color, physical characteristics, and appearance of each product;
Any and all other names under which the product was sold, at any time;

The number and date of each patent or patent application for each
product;

If the product continued to be produced after the deletion of asbestos, all
reasons why the asbestos was deleted, the identity of the person(s) who
made the decision to delete the asbestos, and the date the product was
first produced without the asbestos;

If the product is no longer produced, all reasons it was discontinued, the
identity of the person(s) who made the decision to discontinue the product,
the brand name of the replacement product, and the date the replacement
product first went into production; and

" The reasons why asbestos was used as an ingredient in each such

product.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly

broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
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objections, see objections and responses to Interrogatories Nos. 17 and 19. By
way of further response, Crane Co. cannot provide specific information in this
regard, because, inter alia, any asbestos-containing product it would have sold
were manufactured by others. According to its technical specifications, however,
Cranite “sheet packing” was comprised of 75%-85% chrysotile asbestos, the
balance consisting of a natural rubber binder and inert fillers. Cranite “sheet
packing” was sold in sheet and pre-cut gasket form. Any asbestos contained in
Cranite, however, was chemically and physically bound within a rubber-like

compound that prevented the release of any friable asbestos fibers.

INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

Identify any and all facilities at which Defendant, any predecessor or any related
company, at any time, manufactured or processed asbestos-containing products, or
processed raw asbestos. For each such facility identified:

(@) State the date(s) which said facilty was owned and/or operated by
Defendant, any predecessor or any related company;

(b)  State the date(s) during which asbestos-containing products and/or raw
asbestos were manufactured or processed, at said facility; and,

(c) Identify each person serving as the manager or supervisor of said facility
during any time which the facility has been owned and/or operated by
Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, and state the
date(s) of the tenure as manager or supervisor for each.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is
-overbroad, unduly burdensome and seeks information that is not relevant to this

action and it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
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evidence. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies
that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to the best of its
present knowledge and according to its annual reports, without limitation, Crane
Co. assembled and/or manufactured valves at plants located in Chicago, Illinois;
Chattanooga, Tennessee; Indian Orchard, Massachusetts; Jonesboro, Arkansas;
Rogers, Arkansas; Long Beach, California; and Washington, lowa; pumps at
plants located in Rogers, Arkansas; Salem, Ohio; and Warrington, PennsyIVania;
deaerators at a plant located in King of Prussia, Pennsylvania; and boilers at
plants located in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. Crane Co. also manufactured
other products at other locations. Crane Co. did not ever manufacture or
assemble any of the asbestos-containing components that may have been
included in the pumps, valves, deaerators, or boilers. Accordingly, those
components would not have been manufactured at any of the locations listed

above. See response to Interrogatory No. 19; see also Preliminary Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

Identify any and all entities to which the defendant, any predecessor or related
company, sold, distributed or otherwise provided any type of asbestos-containing
product, including but not limited to, the products listed in response to original
Interrogatory number 19, and which the defendant has any reason whatsoever to
suspect, believe, think or otherwise conclude that said asbestos—contéfning productwas -
installed, applied, stored, or anyway made use of at any site identified in the

interrogatory answers of any plaintiff with a claim against this defendant, at any site
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focated in Madison County, lllinois, or at any site within a 200 mile radius of Madison

County, lllinois.

ANSWER: _ This Interrogatory was stricken by this Court’s April 14, 2000 order.

INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Identify any and all persons known by you to have any knowledge concerning the
manufacture, sale, distribution, possession, application, installation or use of the
products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome in that Crane Co. has been in existence for 150
years. Providing a list of all known employees who may be responsive to this
Interrogatory would be unduly burdensome. As it presently reads, plaintiff's

Interrogatory is incapable of a meaningful response.

INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, at any time, designed,
manufactured, processed, sold, distributed, supplied, applied, installed or contracted to
apply or install any product which contained vermiculite?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence because it does notvrelate to
asbestos. Subject to énd Qithout Qvavi;th'lg the foregoing objections, to the best of

Crane Co.’s present knowledge, no. See Preliminary Statement, Section B.

34




INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 41 is "Yes," identify by brand/trade name any

and all such products which contained vermiculite and for each:

(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)

(e)

(®

(9)

(h)

State the date(s) during which said product contained vermiculite;

State, in percentage terms, the amount of vermiculite contained in the
product;

Identify the source of the vermiculite used in the product;

Identify the specific company (Defendant, predecessor, related company)
which designed, manufactured, processed, sold, distributed, applied,
installed or patented such product;

State the year in which Defendant, its related company or its predecessor
first designed, manufactured, processed, sold, distributed, applied,
installed or patented such product;

State the year in which the Defendant, its related company or predecessor
last designed, manufactured, processed, sold, distributed, applied,
installed or patented such product;

State whether any sample, part or piece of such product is still in
existence; and

Identify all documents relating to such product, including but not limited to
any package, brochure, catalog, picture, photograph or like representation
of the product or packaging.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 41.

INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

With respect to the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42,

did Defendant, any predecessor or related_company or the manufacturer of the products

ever conduct tests of any kind on any or all of said products concerning possible or

potential health hazards involved in its use or in the use of materials contained therein?
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ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to these actions, and because it is overly broad
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
it is not limited to alleged asbestos-related hazards. Crane Co. further objects to
this Interrogatory to the extent it implies (i) that Crane Co. manufactured any
asbestos-containing products and (ii) that there were any health hazards involved
with its products. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane
Co. did not ever believe that any product it sold was harmful when used as
intended, and therefore, Crane Co. did not conduct any tests regarding any

potential health hazards associated with asbestos.

INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 43 is "Yes," with respect to each product test:
(a)  State the location where the test was performed;

(b) Identify each and every individual who conducted or participated in said
- test;

(c)  Describe the results of said test;
(d)  State the date or dates upon which said test was conducted;

(e) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
test or the results thereof; and

() Identify each and every individual who received a copy of any document
referring to, relating to or reflecting the results of said test.

- ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No.“43.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

Did any person, including but not limited to, an officer, agent or employee of
Defendant, any predecessor or related company recommend any design changes as a
result of any test referenced in your response to the preceding interrogatory?

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 43.

INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 45 is "Yes," with respect to each such
recommended design change:

(a)  State the product or products involved;

(b)  State the test or tests involved;

(c)  State the nature of the change recommended;

(d) Identify the person(s) making the recommendation;

(e)  State the nature and effective date of any change made; and

()] Identify each and every person who participated in the decision to make or
not make the recommended design change.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 45.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Identify any and all personé employed by Defendant, its predecessor or related
company atvany time from 1940 to date as an industrial hygienist or in a similar position.
ANSWER: Crane Co. obje.cts”to this Interrogatory because |t assumes
facts not it evidence. Cfané Co. fuﬁhe; objects that thivs Interrogatory’seeks

information that is not relevant to these actions, and because it is overly broad,
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unduly burdensome and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to
the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, it does not know of any physician or
industrial hygienist that Crane Co. employed with respect to asbestos issues,
outside those retained in connection with asbestos litigation. See Preliminary

Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

Identify any and all persons or entities, other than the employees listed above,
which provided industrial hygienic or similar services .or information to, or for the benefit
of, this Defendant, at any time from 1940 to date, including, but not limited to,
employees of, or anyone retained by, any predecessor or related company.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it assumes
facts not it evidence. Crane Co. further objects that this Interrogatory seeks
information that is not relevant to these actions, and because it is overly broad,
unduly burdensome and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to
the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, it does not know of any physician or
industrial hygienist that Crane Co. employed with respect to asbestos issues,
outside those retained in connection with asbestos litigation. See Preliminary

Statement, § B.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 49.

Does Defendant have, or has Defendant, any predecessor or any related

company ever had, a Research Department? If so:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

State when such department was established, and whether or not such
department has operated continuously since being established:

State how much Defendant, its predecessor and/or related company
expended each year on research; and

State the percentage of said expenditure which was for research
concerning the health affects of asbestos;

Identify the person(s) in charge of such department throughout its
existence; and

ldentify the person(s) in charge of any asbestos-related research
conducted by such department throughout the years.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is

overbroad and unduly burdensome, and seeks information that is not relevant to

this action and it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. Subject to and without waving the foregoing objections, to

the best of Crane Co.'s present knowledge, it did not have a Research

Department devoted to asbestos issues. See Preliminary Statement, §B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

Did Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any medical

department’or industrial hygiene division thereof, maintain a medical and/or scientific

library at any time from 1940 to the present? If so:

(a)
(b)

State the dates such library existed;

State the number of volumes maintained therein;
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(c) State the number of employees, part-time or full-time, assigned to the
maintenance of said library; and

(d) Identify the person(s) within the corporate structure to whom said library
employees reported throughout the existence of the library.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is
overbroad and unduly burdensome, and seeks information that is neither relevant
to this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Subject to and without waving the foregoing objections, to the best of
Crane Co.’s present knowledge, it did not have a Medical Department devoted to
asbestos issues, nor did it maintain a library specific to asbestos issues. See

Preliminary Statement, §B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 51:

Identify any and all scientific or medical periodicals to which Defendant, any
predecessor or any related company, or any medical department or industrial hygiene
division thereof, subscribed from 1940 to the present, and for each periodical state the
dates of such subscriptions.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as being overly broad
and unduly burdensome. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory because
it seeks information not relevant to this action and is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. cannot identify all the
specific periodicals that may have been received by its employees cver the last
62 Yéars. If plaintiffs are interésf;ed iﬁ Ka si;;cific periodical please provideythe

name of such periodical. See Preliminary Statement, Section B.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 52:

Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, at any time since

1940:
(@)
(b)

(c)

been a member of a medical and/or scientific library or library association?

been a member of any organization or association which maintained a
medical and/or scientific library?

been a member of any organization or association through which
members obtained the use of, or access to, a medical and/or scientific
library? '

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as being overly broad

and unduly burdensome. Crane Co. further objects to this interrogatory because

it seeks information not relevant to this action and is not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the

foregoing objection, Crane Co. is not presently aware of being a member of any

group or association with respect to asbestos issues. See Preliminary Statement,

Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 53:

If your answer to any subpart of interrogatory No. 52 is "Yes" :

(@)

(b)

Identify the library(ies) involved and state the years during which
Defendant, its predecessor or related company was a member of, or

" otherwise had use of or access to said library; and

if applicable, identify the organization or association through which
Defendant, its predecessor or related company, obtained the use of or
access to, such library(ies).

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 52.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 54:

Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any person or entity
acting on behalf thereof, including but not limited to, any insurance company, at any
time, conducted any industrial hygiene surveys concerning any product identified in
response to Interrogatory No. 19, including, but not limited to, surveys concerning the
manufacture, processing, application, installation, use and/or removal of said products?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, internal
counts were performed on two occasions. Results from both counts indicated
release of fibers at no greater than background levels. In 1987, Crane Co.
retained Particle Data Laboratories, Ltd. and Standard Testing and Engineering
Company to conduct a monitoring of two of its industrial facilities. Both of these
efforts indicated that individuals involved with removing packing from valves

were exposed to little, if any, asbestos.

INTERROGATORY NO. 55:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 54 is "Yes," with respect to each such survey:

(a) Identify the product(s) which was used in the survey;

(b) Identify any and all person(s), firm(s) or entity(ies) conducting or
participating in the conducting of said survey;

(c)  State the date(s) of said survey;

42




(d)  Describe the methodology, results and conclusions of said survey;

(e) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to, or reflecting said
survey or the resuits and conclusions thereof; and,

) Identify any and all persons to whom such document may have been sent.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 54.

INTERROGATORY NO. 56:

Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any person or entity
acting on behalf thereof, including but not limited to any insurance company, at any
time, gone into any area where any product identified in response to Interrogatory Nos.
19 and 42 was being manufactured, used, applied or installed to perform a dust level
count or similar test?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, internal
counts were performed on two occasions. Results from both counts indicated

release of fibers at no greater than background levels.

INTERROGATORY NO. 57:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 56 is "Yes," identify each such count or test

performed, by stating when and where it was conducted, and with respect to each count

or test so identified:
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(@) Identify the product being manufactured, used, applied or installed;

(b) Identify each and every person who conducted, participated in conducting,
or analyzed the results of, said count or test;

(c)  State the purpose of said count or test;

(d)  State what, if any, actions were taken in response to the results of said
count or test; and

(e) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
count or test, including, but not limited to, any actions taken in response to
the results of such count or test.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks

information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the foregoing objection, see responses to Interrogatory Nos. 54 and 60.

INTERROGATORY NO. 58:

Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any person or entity
acting on behalf thereof, at any time, conducted any study(ies), of any kind, concerning
the effects of the inhalation of asbestos dust or asbestos fibers on one using or being
exposed to asbestos or any asbestos-containing product, including, but not limited to,
those identified in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to these actions, and because it is overly broad
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as
it’iis not limited to alleged asbestows-rerl’éted Hazards. Crane Co. further objects to

this Interrogatory to the extent it implies (i) that Crane Co. manufactured any
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asbestos-containing products and (ii) that there were any health hazards involved

with its products. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane

Co. did not ever believe that any products it sold were harmful when used as

intended, and therefore, Crane Co. did not conduct any tests regarding any

potential health hazards associated with asbestos.

INTERROGATORY NO. 59:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 58 is "Yes," with respect fQ each such study:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Describe the nature of said study, including, but not limited to, the purpose
and objectives of the study, the product(s) involved, the date(s)
conducted, the methodology employed and the results reached, both raw
data and conclusions;

Identify any and all entities and/or persons conducting said study or
participating in the conducting of said study;

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
study, including but not limited to reports (both interim and final), notes,
memoranda, work papers, data compilations and surveys;

Identify any and all directors, officers, agents or employees of Defendant
who participated in the decision to have the study conducted; and,

Identify any and all entities and/or persons who received a copy of any
document referring to, relating to or reflecting the results or conclusions
reached.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 58.

INTERROGATORY NO. 60:

Did Defendant, its predecessor or related company, take any action as é result of

any study or studies set forth in response to Interrogatory Nos. 56 and 587 If so,

identify each and every study which resulted in some action being taken, and:
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(a)  Describe the actions taken, including the effective date of said actions;

(b)  Identify any and all persons, including, but not limited to, directors,
officers, agents and employees of Defendant who participated in the
decision to undertake said actions; and

(c) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
actions, or any subsequent modification or discussion of the same.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, with respect to the two internal counts results from
both counts indicated release of fibers at no greater than background levels. As

such, no action was necessary.

INTERROGATORY NO. 61:

Has Defendant, any predecessor, or any related company, or any person or
entity acting on behalf thereof, at any time, conducted any study(ies) designed to
minimize or eliminate the inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers by those using, handling
or exposed to any product listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 427

ANSWER: Crane Co. cbjects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies
(i) that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products, and (ii) that
anyone was exposed to asbestos dust or fibers from Crane Co.’s products.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. did not ever

-believe that any product it sold -was harinfui when used as intended, and

therefore, conducted no such studies.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 62:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 61 is "Yes," with respect to each such study:

(@)
(b)
(€)

(h)

Identify the product involved;

Identify the person(s) and/or entity(ies) conducting said study;

State the date said study began and the date on which it was completed,;
Identify any and all persons, including, but not limited to, directors,
officers, agents or employees of Defendant, who participated in the
decision to have said study conducted;

Describe the nature of said study;

Describe the nature of any action to eliminate or minimize inhalation of
asbestos dust or asbestos fibers undertaken as a result of said study;

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
study or the results thereof; and,

Identify any and all persons receiving a copy of any document referring to,
relating to or reflecting the results or conclusions of said study.

ANSWER: See objection and response to Interrogatory No. 61.

INTERROGATORY NO. 63:

Did Defendant, any related company, or any predecessor at any time, give to

persons, who would be applying and/or removing any of the products listed in response

to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42, any instructions or guidelines concerning precautions,

warnings, procedures, and/or methods to use, in order to safely apply or remove such

products? If so, describe such instructions, state to whom they were given, state the

dates they were given, and describe the manner in"which they were given.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies

(i) that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products and that (ii)
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there was any possibility of injury resulting from the use of a Crane Co. product.
Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory as being ambiguous, overly broad
and unduly burdensome. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, the only “warning” or
instructions distributed in the United States associated with any Crane Co.
industrial product regarding asbestos was a notification which first appeared in
the mid-1980s, attached to certain industrial valves that informed the user that
asbestos-containing materials were contained within the valve. That warning
read as follows: “CAUTION - Contains Asbestos Packing or Gasket”. See

objections and response to Interrogatory No. 10; see also Preliminary Statement,

§ B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 64:

Did Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, at any time, place any
warning signs or labels on the containers in which any of the products listed in response
to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 were packaged?

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 63.

INTERROGATORY NO. 65:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 64 is "Yes," identify each and every product
upon which such a warning was placed, and with respect to each such product

identified:
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(e)
(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

State the date on which any order directing that a warning be placed on
said product first issued;

Identify any and all persons participating in the decision to issue that
order;

State the first date on which such warning was actually placed on said
product;

State the first date on which such product accompanied by such warning
was first sold, distributed or instalied;

State the exact wording of this first warning;

State the exact location and size of this first warning as it appeared on
said product;

Identify any and all persons who participated in any phase of the drafting
or design of said first warning, including, but not limited to, those who
performed the actual drafting and design work, those who reviewed the
work, those who edited the work and those who approved the warning;

State why you placed such warning on said product, including, but not
limited to, whether you placed such warning on said product because you
received a directive, command, suggestion, legal opinion, or any type of
communication (written or otherwise) from any person, firm, corporation,
governmental agency, committee, association, attorney or institute; and

Identify any and aill documents referring to, relating to or reflecting, said
warning, its drafting, and/or the decision to place the warning on said
product, including, but not limited to, any communication as described in
subpart (h) of this Interrogatory.

ANSWER: See objections and response to interrogatory No. 63.

INTERROGATORY NO. 66:

With respect to each product identified in response to Interrogatory No. 65 as

having-been accompanied by a warning, state whether, subsequent to the first warning

described above, any different warning was ever placed upon said product. Any

alteration, change or modification in the language, wording, capitalization, punctuation,
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style of type or printing, size, color, or location on the package or container, of the
warning constitutes a different warning.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objections to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waving
the forgoing objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any “warnings” other
than the one identified in response to Interrogatory No. 63. See Preliminary

Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 67:

With respect to each different warning which accompanied each product listed in
response to Interrogatory No. 65:

(a)  State the date on which any order directing that such different warning be
placed on said product first issued;

(b) Identify any and all persons participating in the decision to issue that
order;

(c)  State the first date on which such different warning was actually placed on
said product;

(d)  State the first date on which such product accompanied by such different
warning was sold, distributed or installed;

(e) Describe, with specificity, any and all changes, modifications or
differences between the different warning and the prior warnings(s);

(f) ~ Identify any and all persons who participated in any phase of the drafting
or design of such different warning, including, but not limited to, those who
performed the actual drafting and design work, those who reviewed the
work, those who edited the work and those who approved the different
warning;
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(g)  State why you placed such different warning on said product, including,
but not limited to, whether you placed such different warning on said
product because you received a directive, command, suggestion, legal
opinion, or any type of communication (written or otherwise) from any
person, firm, corporation, governmental agency, committee, association,
attorney or institute; and

(h)  Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting, said

different warning, its drafting, and/or the decision to place the different
warning on said product.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objections to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waving
the forgoing objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any “warnings” other
than the one identified in response to Interrogatory No. 63. See also objections

and response to Interrogatory No. 68. See Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 68:

Prior to the date on which Defendant first directed that a warning accompany any
product identified in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42, did any person, firm,
organization or other entity, within or without your employ, suggest, recommend,
counsel, advise, or otherwise indicate in any manner, that a warning should accompany
any or all such products or asbestos-containing products generally?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome. Crane Co. also objects to this Interrogatory
‘because it seeks information that is not relevant to this action and it is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to

and without waiving the foregoing objections, on or about March 12, 1985, H. E.
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Farley, a Crane Co. employee, authored a memorandum requesting comments on

a “proposed asbestos Cautionary tag.” Subsequently, on June 26, 1985, P. T.

Maney, another Crane Co. employee, sent approximately 4,000 “warning” tags

that read “CAUTION Contains Asbestos Packing or Gasket.” See Preliminary

Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 69:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 68 is "Yes," with respect to each such

suggestion, recommendation, counseling, advice or other indication:

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

Identify the person(s) and/or entity(ies) giving the same;
State the date(s) on which the same was given;
Identify any and all persons receiving notice of the same;

Describe what, if any, action Defendant took in response to or upon the
same; and,

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
same, or any action taken thereon or in response thereto.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 68.

INTERROGATORY NO. 70:

Did Defendant, any predecessor, or any related company ever place any warning

directly upon any of the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42?

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 63.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 71:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 70 is "Yes," identify each and every product
upon which such a warning was placed and for each such product identified:

(a)  State, verbatim, each and every warning which ever appeared on said
product;

(b)  State the size, color and location of each such warning and describe the
manner in which it was placed upon the product;

(c)  State the dates on which each such warning first and last appeared in said
product; and,

(d) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
placing of any warning directly upon said products, including, but not
limited to, decisions not to place such a warning.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 71.

INTERROGATORY NO. 72:

Did any warning of any type concerning the products listed in response to
Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 ever appear in any sales literature or other materials
distributed or provided by Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, to the
purchasers, consumers and/or users of such products?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects %o this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any “warning” other
than the-one identified in response.to Interrogatory No. 63. See Preliminary

Statement, Section, B.
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objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any particular “packaging” and/or
“containers” that may have been associated with its products beyond the
information contained in its response to Interrogatory No. 19 and the product
catalogs that Crane Co. is willing to produce in this matter. See response to

Interrogatory No. 65.

INTERROGATORY NO. 75:

State the year that Defendant or any predecessor(s) was first advised of either
threshold limit values or maximum allowable concentrations of both asbestos dust and
total dust, promulgated by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists, and identify the specific person(s) receiving such advise, and any and all
documents communicating such advise.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is unduly
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, while
Crane Co. is today aware of the applicable regulations governing asbestos
exposure levels, Crane Co. has no present knowledge of the precise

circumstances regarding how or when it first became aware of such limits.

INTERROGATORY NO. 76:

State whether such threshold limit values or maximum allowable concentrations
referred to in Interrogatory No. 75 involved TOTAL dust or just asbestos dust?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this I'hférrogatory because it is a matter

for industrial hygienists to opine, not Crane Co.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 77:

Describe, in detail, any and all tests, if any, conducted by Defendant, any
predecessor or any related company, or anyone acting on behalf thereof, concerning
the quantity, quality or threshold limit values of asbestos dust or particles to which
applicators or consumers of asbestos-containing products were exposed while using
any product identified in response to Interrogatory Nos. 18 and 42, including:

(@) The product being used;

(b) Identify any and all person(s), firm(s) or entity(ies) conducting or
participating in the conducting of said test;

(c)  State the date(s) of said test;
(d)  Describe the methodology, results and conclusions of said test;

(e) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating or reflecting said test
or the results and conclusions thereof; and,

) Identify any and all persons to whom any document referring to, relating to

or reflecting the results or conclusions of said test was sent.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, other than the two internal dust counts referenced in
the precedi_ng interrogatory responses, Crane Co. is not aware of any studies that

are even arguably responsive to this Interrogatory. See Preliminary Statement,

Section B.”
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INTERROGATORY NO. 78:

Did Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, at any time, directly
advise the owners or management employees of any worksite in which it sold or applied
any product listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42, of threshold limit values
for exposure to asbestos dust recommended by the American Conference of
Governmental Industrial Hygienist? If so, state the date or dates that you so advised
each such owner or employees, the manner in which you advised such owner or
employee and the name of each such owner or employee.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent it implies (i) that Crane Co. manufactured any
asbestos-containing products and that (ii) there was any possibility of injury
resulting from the use of a Crane Co. product. Subject to and without waiving the

foregoing objections, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 79:

State the date on which any official of Defendant or its predecessor(s) first had
knowledge, notice, information or understanding that exposure to asbestos would, could
or might cause each of the following diseases:

(a) Pleural disease;

(b) ~ Asbestosis; R

(¢)  Mesothelioma;

(d)  Lung cancer,;
(e)  Any other forms of cancer.
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ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects to this
Interrogatory because it seeks expert opinions, Crane Co. must defer to the
reasoned judgment and opinions of expert withesses on all questions of human
disease, its cause, and its diagnosis. Crane Co. further objects to the phrase “any
other forms of cancer” as being vague and ambiguous. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. states that in an prganization of its
size and duration, it is impossible to determine when a responsible employee first
learned that forms of asbestos were, under certain circumstances, possibly
associated with harmful effects in humans. Crane Co. believes that its knowledge
may have come from employees reading publications, but cannot identify which
publications may have been the original source or state under oath precisely
when those specific publications were actually received or read or by whom.

To Crane Co.’s present information and belief, there is no single mineral
known as "asbestos"”. Rather, "asbestos” is a name which has been given to a
group of minerals, each differing from the other physically, chemically, and in
biologic effect. Further, it is Crane Co.’s present information and belief that
"asbestos" in all its forms and uses does not pose a risk of harm to all humans in
all circums_tances; in other words, simply being in the area of asbestos or
"exposures” to all types of asbestos does not ngg_essarily result in disease.

Throughout the relevant time period the American Conference of Governmental

Industrial Hygienists "ACGIH" has published threshold limit values for a variety
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of substances including "asbestos". The ACGIH threshold limit values are
premised on the medical assumption that a human may be exposed to "asbestos"
in an amount lower than the TLV for a working lifetime without the production of
disease. Since approximately 1971 an agency of the U.S. Government, OSHA,
has published Permissible Exposure Limits for "asbestos” which are premised
upon the same medical assumption that a human may be exposed to "asbestos"
in an amount lower than the PEL for a working lifetime without the production of
disease.

It is also impossible to state when a responsible employee first learned
when specific allegations were made of the connection between asbestos
exposure and specific diseases. Knowledge in this area, as in all scientific areas,
develops over time and allegations in scientific literature may not be generally
accepted when first reported, and may be confirmed or refuted by subsequent
studies.

Crane Co. believes that employees were aware of allegations of the
relationship between some forms of asbestos and disease at least by the 1970's.
With respect to “other forms of cancer,” Crane Co. is not presently aware of any

established link between those disease processes and asbestos.

INTERROGATORY NO. 80:

With respect to each disease set forth in Interrogatory No. 79:

(a) Identify the official who first obtained the knowledge, notice, information or
understanding to which the interrogatory refers;
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(b)  Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting such
knowledge, notice, information or understanding; and,

(c) Describe what, if any, action said official, Defendant, any predecessor or
any related company took in response to such knowledge, notice,
information or understanding.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 79.

INTERROGATORY NO. 81:

Is Defendant aware, or does Defendant possess knowledge or information
concerning, a causal connection between exposure to asbestos or asbestos-containing
products and:

(@) pleural disease?

(b)  asbestosis?

(¢) lung cancer?

(d) mesothelioma?

(e) other cancer?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects to this
Interrogatory because it seeks expert opinions, Crane Co. must defer to the
reasoned judgment and opinions of axpert withesses on all questions of human
disease, its cause, and its diagnosis. Crane Co. further objects to the phrase “any
other forms of cancer” as being vague and ambiguous. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. states that in an organization of its
size and duration, it is impossible to determine when aresponsible employee first

learned that forms of asbestos were, under certain circumstances, possibly

associated with harmful effects in humans. Crane Co. believes that its knowledge
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may have come from employees reading publications, but cannot identify which
publications may have been the original source or state under oath precisely
when those specific publications were actually received or read or by whom.

To Crane Co.’s present information and belief, there is no single mineral
known as "asbestos”. Rather, "asbestos"” is a name which has been given to a
group of minerals, each differing from the other physically, chemically, and in
biologic effect. Further, it is Crane Co.'s present information and belief that
"asbestos" in all its forms and uses does not pose a risk of harm to all humans in
all circumstances; in other words, simply being in the area of asbestos or
"exposures” to all types of asbestos does not necessarily result in disease.
Throughout the relevant time period the American Conference of Governmental
Industrial Hygienists "ACGIH" has published threshold limit values for a variety
of substances including "asbestos"”. The ACGIH threshold limit values are
premised on the medical assumption that a human may be exposed to "asbestos"
in an amount lower than the TLV for a working lifetime without the production of
disease. Since approximately 1971 an agency of the U.S. Government, OSHA,
has published Permissible Exposure Limits for "asbestos" which are premised
upon the same medical assumption that a human may be exposed to "asbestos"”
in an amount lower than the PEL for a working lifetime without the production of
disease.

It is also impossible to state when a responsible employee first learned
when specifié' é"egations were ~madéw ;f the connectlon t;etween asbestos

exposure and specific diseases. Knowledge in this area, as in all scientific areas,
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develops over time and allegations in scientific literature may not be generally
accepted when first reported, and may be confirmed or refuted by subsequent
studies.

Crane Co. believes that employees were aware of allegations of the
relationship between some forms of ashestos and disease at least by the 1970's.
With respect “other forms of cancer”, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any

established link between those disease processes and asbestos.

INTERROGATORY NO. 82:

For each subpart of Interrogatory No. 81 to which you answered "Yes":

(a) Describe when and how Defendant first obtained knowledge, or
information concerning such connection;

(b) If such knowledge or information was obtained by attendance at any
conference, lecture, convention, symposium or meeting, identify such
meeting, any and all persons attending, and any and all documents
referring to, relating to or reflecting the meeting;

(c) If knowledge was obtained from medical or scientific studies, or work,
published or unpublished, identify the same.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 81.

INTERROGATORY NO. 83:

With regard to any knowledge or information obtained subsequent to that
identified in’your answer to Interrogatory No. 82 (a), identify any and all documents or
communications - (oral and/or written) concerning the-causal connection between

exposure to asbestos-containing or asbestos products and any disease, which were
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sent to, or received by, Defendant, and identify any and all persons conveying and/or
receiving such communications.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. must defer to the
reasoned judgment and opinions of expert withesses on all questions of human
disease, its cause, and its diagnosis. Crane Co. further objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent that it seeks to invade Crane Co.’s attorney work
product. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. is
not aware of any information responsive to this Interrogatory outside of that

information obtained in connection with the defense of asbestos litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 84:

As to any knowledge or information referred to in Interrogatories 79-83, did
Defendant, at any time, educate or inform its employees, distributors, purchasers or any
persons working in the vicinity where any asbestos-containing product was being
applied or installed as to the hazards known to Defendant or about which Defendant
had information, and as to the safety precautions necessary to guard against cancer
and other diseases arising from the use and handling of the products identified in
response to Interrogatory No. 197

ANSWER: Crane »Co. objects to this Interrogatqry because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is 'not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. objects to this
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Interrogatory to the extent it implies (i) that Crane Co. manufactured any
asbestos-containing products and that (ii) there was any possibility of injury
resulting from the use of a Crane Co. product. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, Crane Co. did not ever believe that any product it sold was
hazardous when used as intended. As such, Crane Co. has no information

responsive to this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 85:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 84 is "Yes," identify each such occasion on
which Defendant so educated or informed its employees, distributors or purchasers, as
follows:

(a) Identify the persons or parties which you educated or informed;

(b)  State when, where and in what manner they were educated or informed;

(c) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
| communication or other dissemination of such information; and

(d) Identify any and all persons who so educated or informed said employees,
distributors, purchasers or persons working in the vicinity of application or
who participated in the same in any way, including, but not limited to,
assembling, drafting, writing, rewriting, preparing or conveying such
information in any format.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 84.

INTERROGATORY NO. 86:.

Did Defendant or any predecessor entity perform, direct to-be performed, finance

in whole or in part, sponsor in whole or in part or receive the results of, any studies or

64




tests concerning the relationship between asbestos exposure and asbestosis, cancer

and/or mesothelioma?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks

information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the foregoing objections, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 87:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 86 is "Yes," with respect to each such study or

test:

(a)

(b)

(d)

(e)

State the nature of the involvement (performed, directed it to be
performed, financed, sponsored, received results, etc.);

State when, where and at what intervals said study was performed;
Identify any and all persons, firms or entities which performed said study;

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating or reflecting said study
or the results thereof; and

State all means by which the results of said study were disseminated
including, if applicable, publication; and identify any and all persons who
received said results and any and all publications in which said results
appeared.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 86.

INTERROGATORY NO. 88:

Did Defendant at any time during the period that the products listed in response

to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 were manufactured, sold, applied or installed, inform
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any purchaser or user of said products that such products could cause cancer,
asbestosis, and/or other serious diseases?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent it implies (i) that Crane Co. manufactured any
asbestos-containing products and that (ii) there was any possibility of injury
resulting from the use of a Crane Co. product. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, Crane Co. did not ever believe that any product it sold was
hazardous when used as intended. As such, Crane Co. has no information that is

responsive to this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 89:

Did Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any workers'
compensation insurance carrier thereof, ever have any claims for lung diseases or
death from Iu'ng disease, whether directly or indirectly attributed to asbestosis,
mesothelioma, lung cancer, or exposure to asbestos-containing products?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to_the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent it implies (i) that Crane Co. manufactured any
asbestos-containing products and that (i) there was any possibility of injury

resulting from the use of a Crane Co. product. Crane Co. further objects to the
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term “lung disease” as being vague and ambiguous. Crane Co. objects to this
Interrogatory because there is no evidence that any plaintiff was a Crane Co.
employee or ever present at a Crane Co. facility, and because Crane Co.’s past

experience in the asbestos litigation is not relevant to this action.

INTERROGATORY NO. 90:

If your answer to original Interrogatory number 89 was yes, please provide the
following information for each and every employee of the defendant, predecessor or
related company with such a claim. [f the claimant was a non-employee, please provide
the information for the first 100 cases of which the defendant had notice.

(a) Identify the claimant;

(b) ldentify the entity against which the claim was filed;

(c)  State the date upon which the claim was filed;

(d)  List the locations(s) at which claimant was exposed to asbestos;

(e) Identify each and every board, administrative body, commission or court

which handled or reviewed said claim and state the state the style and
cause number applicable to said claim before each such body;

(f) Identify the disease alleged by claimant;

(g) State the final disposition of the claim including any and all benefits paid,
and the entity making such payments;

(h) If different from the date on which the claim was filed, state the date on
which defendant first had notice of the claim; and

()] Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
claim. - - - SRR e

ANSWER: See objections to Interrogatory No. 89.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 91:

How many past or present employees of Defendant, its predecessors or related
companies are known by you to be suffering from, to have suffered from, or to have
suffered deaths caused by:

(a) asbestosis?

(b)  lung cancer?

(c) mesothelioma?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent it implies (i) that Crane Co. manufactured any
asbestos-containing products and that (ii) there was any possibility of injury
resulting from the use of a Crane Co. product. Crane Co. further objects to the
term “suffering” as being vague and ambiguous. Crane Co. also objects to this

Interrogatory because there is no evidence that any plaintiff was a Crane Co.

employee or present at a Crane Co. facility.

INTERROGATORY NO. 92:

For each employee referenced in your answer to Interrogatory No. 91, state the
date that Defendant first knew, or had notice or information, that such past or present
employee was suffering, or had suffered from:

(a) | asbestosis;

(b) lung-cancer;

(c) mesothelioma.

ANSWER: See objections to interrogatory No. 92.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 93:

Identify any and all material safety data sheets concerning the products listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 prepared, at any time, by, or on behalf of,
Defendant, any predecessor or any related company.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies
that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products. Crane Co.
further objects because this Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence, and seeks information that is not relevant
to these actions. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane
Co. is unaware of any MSDS’s for its products identified in response to

Interrogatory No. 19. See Preliminary Statement, §B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 94:

Identify any and all trade organizations, associations, or other entities, including

but not limited to American Textile Institute (ATI), Asbestos Information Association
(AlA), Industrial Health Foundation or Industrial Hygiene Foundation (IHF), National
Insulation Manufacturers Assn. (NIMA), National Insulation Contractors Assn. (NICA),
National Safety Council (NSC), American Ceramics Society (ACS), National Building
Materials Distributors Assn. (NIA), Sprayed Mineral Fiber Manufacturers Assn.
(SMFMA), Thermal Insulation Manufacturers Assn. (TIMA), Quebec Asbestos Mining

Assn. (QAMA), to which Defendant, any predecéééor or ariy related company has
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belonged or in which any or all of the same have participated since 1925, and state the
applicable dates of such membership or participation.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overbroad
and unduly burdensome, is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, and seeks information that is not relevant to these actions.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to the extent relevant, to
the best of its knowledge, Crane Co. was a member of the National Safety Council
(approximately 1975-1996), the Valve Manufacturers Association (approximately
1938 to present). In addition, Crane Co. believes that it was a member of the
American Petroleum Institute and Cast Iron Boiler Association at some point.

See Preliminary Statement, §B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 95:

Identify any and all persons attending, on behalf of Defendant, any predecessor
or any related company, any meetings, seminars or symposiums held by the trade
organizations, associations, or other entities identified in response to Interrogatory No.
94.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome and because it seeks information not relevant to
this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. 'Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co.

states that in an organization of its size and duration,‘ it is impossible to

determine the names of individual employees who may have attended meeting
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responsive to this Interrogatory. To the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge,
William N. Mclean, Crane Co.’s former Director of Engineering, served on
various committees of the American Petroleum Institute. See Preliminary

Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO 96:

Did any officer, employee, agent or representative of Defendant, of any

predecessor, or of any related company, serve, at any time, as:

(a) an officer, director or official of any trade organization, association or entity
identified in response to Interrogatory No. 947

(b) a member of any committee or subcommittee of any trade organization,
association or entity identified in response to Interrogatory No. 94?

(c) the chair of any committee or subcommittee of any trade organization,
association or entity identified in response to Interrogatory No. 947

(d) the representative or liaison for any trade organization, association or
entity identified in response to Interrogatory No. 94 to any other trade
organization, association or entity, including, but not limited to, A.T.I.,
LH.F.,, N.IMA., AlA, NICA, TIMA, QAMA, NAC., NS.C,
A.C.S.,N.B.M.D.A,, N.LA, SMF.MA.?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome and because it seeks information not relevant to
this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co.
states that in an organization of its size and duration, it is impossible to
determine the names of individual employees who may have attended meeting

responsive to this Interrogatory. To the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge,

William N. McLean, Crane Co.’s former Director of Engineering, served on
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various committees of the American Petroleum Institute. ee Preliminary

Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 97:

For each subpart of Interrogatory No. 96 to which your answer is "Yes," identify
each and every person serving in such capacity and:

(a) state the trade organization, association or entity for which such service
was rendered,

(b)  specify the capacity of service, including identifying any specific
committee, subcommittee or other trade organizations, associations or
entities involved; and,

(c) state the applicable dates of service.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 96.

INTERROGATORY NO. 98:

Identify any and all documents which Defendant, its predecessor(s) or any
related company submitted to, or received from, the organizations listed in response to
Interrogatory Nos. 94 and/or 97:

(a)  which refer to, relate to or reflect the subject of asbestos;

(b)  which refer to, relate to or reflect a relationship between asbestos
exposure and any disease; and/or

(c)  which refer to, relate to or reflect the placement or providing of warnings
with respect to hazardous products.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and It |; hot reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
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Subject to and with out waiving the foregoing objections, to the best of
Crane Co.’s present knowledge, the Valve Manufacturer’'s Association provided

Crane Co. with an article in 1987 that dealt with asbestos.

INTERROGATORY NO. 99:

Identify any and all documents including, but not limited to, minutes, bulletins or
reports, created by, or on behalf of, any trade organization, association or entity listed in
response to Interrogatory No. 94 and/or 97 or any committee, subcommittee or
subgroup thereof;

(a)  which refer to, relate to or reflect the subject of asbestos;

(b)  which refer to, relate to or reflect a relationship between asbestos
exposure and any disease; or

(c)  which refer to, relate to or reflect the placement or providing of warnings
with respect to hazardous products.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waving
the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, it is not
aware of any documents responsive to this Interrogatory. See Preliminary

Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 100:

Identify any and all documents including, but not limited to, minutes, bulletins or

reports, received by, or on behalf of, any trade organization, association or entity listed
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in response to Interrogatory No. 94 and/or 97, or any committee, subcommittee or

subgroup thereof,

(a)
(b)

(c)

which refer to, relate to or reflect the subject of asbestos;

which refer to, relate to or reflect a relationship between asbestos
exposure and any disease; or

which refer to, relate to or reflect the placement or providing of warnings
with respect to hazardous products.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as being duplicative.

See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 99.

INTERROGATORY NO. 101:

Identify any and all agreements, oral or written, between or among Defendant,

any of the other defendants in this lawsuit, any organization, association or other entity

including, but not limited to, those identified in your answer to Interrogatory No. 94

and/or any medical or scientific foundations, relating to the standardization of:

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Specifications for asbestos cloth products;

Specifications for paper or burlap bags, or other packaging to be used for
the transport and/or storage of asbestos cement;

Warning or caution labels to be applied to asbestos products and/or their
packaging, cartons, containers, or boxes;

Methods of dissemination of public relations information to defendant's
purchasers, advertisers, distributors, factory workers, contractors,
insulators, users, consumers of asbestos products and/or the general

* public;

Safety equipment and/or protective clothing-te be- utilized while handling
defendant's asbestos products;

Medical programs to be offered or sponsored by defendant.
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ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as being overly broad
and because it seeks information that is not relevant to this action and it is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to
and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. is not aware of any
agreements with respect to asbestos issues that are responsive to this

Interrogatory. See Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 102:

Did Defendant, any predecessor or related company, direct to be performed,
sponsor in whole or in part, finance in whole or in part, receive the results of, or become
aware of, any studies or tests performed by the Saranac Lake Laboratory of the
Trudeau Foundation relating to asbestos exposure and its effects upon human health?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, no. See

Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 103:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 102 is "Yes":

(@) Identify any and all documents received by Defendant, its predecessor(s),
or a related company referring to, relating to or reflecting any findings or
results of those studies or tests, and state the date upon which each was
first received;
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(b)

(d)

Identify any and all communications (oral or written), between Defendant,
its predecessor(s) or a related company and Saranac personnel, including
but not limited to Gerrit W.H. Schepers, M.D.;

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
Saranac studies received or submitted by Defendant, its predecessor(s) or
a related company either directly, through related or predecessor
companies, through other companies, or through any trade associations,
organizations or other entities; and

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting
recommendations or findings of such studies relating to:

(1)  Adequacy or inadequacy of threshold limit values;

(2)  Substitution of materials other than asbestos to be used in the
insulation process.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 102.

INTERROGATORY NO. 104:

With respect to each subject listed below, state whether said subject was, at any

time, discussed at a meeting of the board of directors of Defendant, any predecessor or

any related company:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

The sale and/or marketing of any asbestos-containing product, including, but
not limited to, the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42;

The health hazards resulting from exposure to asbestos, including, but not
limited to, exposure resulting from the use, application or removal of
asbestos-containing products;

The placement or possible placement of warning labels on asbestos-
containing products or their packages, or in sales literature, therefore
including, but not limited to, the products listed in response to

* Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42; and

Any test, survey, study or similar matter concerning asbestos or asbestos-
containing products, including, but not limited to, the products listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42.
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"ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. also objects to this
Interrogatory to the extent it seeks to invade attorney client privilege and attorney
work product. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane
Co. is not presently aware of any discussion specifically devoted to asbestos-
issues, outside of discussions that may have been held regarding the defense of
asbestos litigation. Crane Co.’s investigation into these matters is continuing

and Crane Co. will supplement when more information becomes available.

INTERROGATORY NO. 105:

If your answer to any one or more of the subparts of Interrogatory No. 104 is
"Yes," then with respect to each subpart for which you answered "Yes":

(@) Identify each and every board meeting at which said subject was
discussed by stating the date(s) on which, and the location(s) at which,
each meeting was held;

(b) Identify any and all persons present at each such meeting; and,

(c) Identify any and all documents, including, but not limited to, minutes,

referring to, relating to, or reflecting each such meeting.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 104.

INTERROGATORY NO. 106:

Identify any and all seminars, symposiums, conferences or like gatherings

attended by any officer, agent or representative of Defendant, any predecessor or any
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related company, at which the subject of asbestos, the health hazards of asbestos
exposure, or the placement or providing of warnings was discussed.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome and because it seeks information not relevant to
this action and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co.
states that in an organization of its size and duration, it is impossible to
determine the names of individual employees who may have attended meetings
responsive to this Interrogatory. To the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, it
is not aware of he names of any individuals who attended meetings of the type

referenced in this Interrogatory. See Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 107:

Identify any and all documents, including, but not limited to, notes, reports,
minutes or bulletins, which refer to, relate to or reflect any meeting identified in response
to Interrogetory No. 106.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 106.

INTERROGATORY NO. 108:

With respect to each job site within 200 miles of Madison County and/or identified
by any plaintiff (who has asserted claims against this defendant) (|) identify any and all

documents referring to, relatlng to or reflecting the purchase sale delivery, use,

application or ordering, of any of the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19
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and 42 by, for, to or at said site; and, (ii) identify any and all persons known by
Defendant to have knowledge concerning the same:

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome in that it is not limited in time or limited to
plaintiff's job sites, and it requires Crane Co. to make an investigation to identify
the job sites that are responsive to this inquiry. If plaintiffs are interested in a

specific job site, please provide the same to Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 109:

Identify any and all parties, located within a 200 mile radius of Madison County,
lllinois, including, but not limited to, distributors, suppliers or contractors, known by you
to have purchased, received, sold, distributed, applied or otherwise used, at any time,
any or all of the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome in that it is not limited in time or limited to
plaintiff's job sites. If plaintiffs are interested in a specific party(ies), please

provide the name to Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 110:

Other than cases identified in Interrogatory numbers 89 and 90, has defendant,
‘any predecessor or any related company, ever appeared as a party in any lawsuit

involving a claim or claims based upon allegations of property damage or seeking
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recovery of the costs of abatement from the use, application, installation or presence of

asbestos or asbestos-containing products?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks

information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the foregoing objections, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 111:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 110 is "Yes," identify each such lawsuit as

follows:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

Identify the plaintiff(s);
Identify all other defendants;
State when and where the case was filed;

Identify each court in which the case was heard or is pending, including
appeals, and state the style and cause number of the case in each court; and,

State the current status of the case if it remains pending or, if the case has
been disposed of, state the final disposition.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 110.

INTERROGATORY NO. 112:

In any lawsuit, as described in Interrogatory numbers 89, 90, 110 and 111, has

Defendant been subject to sanctions, a contempt citation or similar action for failing, or

refusing to comply with, any court order, for discovery fraud; or for the failure to provide

complete, accurate and truthful responses to discovery?
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ANSWER: See objections to Interrogatories Nos. 89, 90, 110, 111.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Crane Co. has not been

sanctioned or cited for inappropriate conduct in connection with the asbestos

litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 113:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 112 is "Yes," with respect to each such

occasion described:

(a)

(f)

Identify the lawsuit involved, the court which imposed the sanctions or
issued the contempt citation, and any other court which reviewed the
same;

Describe the violation for which sanctions or contempt was imposed;

If the violation involved the failure or refusal to produce any document(s),
identify any and all such documents;

If the violation involved any failure to truthfully answer or to respond to
interrogatories, identify any and all such interrogatories and your response
thereto, including the person answering on your behaif;

State the present status or final disposition of the matter, which ever is
applicable; and,

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
matter, including, but not limited to, pleadings, exhibits and court orders.

ANSWER: See response to Interrogatory No. 112.

INTERROGATORY NO. 114:

In any lawsuit involving a claim or claims based upon allegations of injury,

impairment, disease or death allegedly caused by exposure to asbestos, has any

document or conversation as to which the defendant, any predecessor or related
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company, asserted the attorney/client privilege been held by any court to be not

privileged on the basis of the crime/fraud exception?
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the foregoing objections, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 115:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 114 is "Yes," identify any and all such
documents or conversations described, and with respect to each:

(a) Identify all persons whose actions were held to constitute a crime or fraud:

(b) State the current status of the court's determination; and,

(c)  State whether you assert the privilege with respect to disclosing the
document or conversation in this case.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 114.

INTERROGATORY NO. 116:

Identify any and all expert witnesses who have testified on behalf of the
defendant, any predecessor or related company, in the last ten years in any lawsuits
involving a claim or claims based upon allegations of injury, impairment, disease or
death caused by exposure to asbestos, or a claim or claims based upon allegations of
- property damage from the use, application, installation or-presence of asbestos or

asbestos-containing products, or issues of insurance coverage for any claims of
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personal injury or property damage arising out of the exposure to, use of, application of,

installation of, or presence of asbestos or asbestos-containing products.

ANSWER: This Interrogatory was stricken by this Court’s April 14, 2000

order.

INTERROGATORY NO. 117:

Identify any and all present or former directors, officers, employees, or agents of
defendant, any predecessor or related company, who have testified in any manner
whatsoever including a discovery or evidence deposition, or in a trial, in the last 20
years on behalf of or against the defendant, any predecessor, or related company, in
any lawsuits involving a claim or claims based upon allegations of personal injury or
property damage caused by exposure to, the use of, the application of, the installation
of, or the presence of any asbestos or asbestos-containing product, other than persons
who testified as plaintiffs in their own cases. Specifically included within the scope of
this request are any suits involving the issue of insurance coverage for claims of
personal injury or property damage resulting from the exposure to, the use, application,
installation or presence of asbestos or asbestos-containing products.

ANSWER: This Interrogatory was stricken by this Court’s April 14, 2000
order.

INTERROGATORY NO. 118:

Identify any and all present or former directors, officers, employees, or agents of

the defendant, any predecesso_r or ény related company, other than persons éppearing

as adverse parties, who have testified against the defendant, any predecessor, or any
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related company in the last 20 years, in any proceeding involving the subject of
asbestos, including, but not limited to, workers’ compensation hearings, or any hearing
before any governmental body.

ANSWER: This Interrogatory was stricken by this Court’s April 14, 2000

order.

INTERROGATORY NO. 119:

With respect to your answers to Interrogatory numbers 116, 117, and 118,
identify any and all documents, including, but not limited to, transcripts or notes of
testimony, referring to, relating to or reflecting the testimony of such expert witnesses or
employees, directors, officers, or agents.

ANSWER: This Interrogatory was stricken by this Court’s April 14, 2000

order.

INTERROGATORY NO. 120:

Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, ever been cited,
warned, fined, sanctioned or otherwise officially written up for, any violation of a federal,
state or local statute, law, rule, ordinance, code, administrative order, executive order,
or the like, by any federal, state or local governmental entity, which violation concerned
asbestos in any way?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not feas;ﬁnably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
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the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, no. See

Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 121:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 120 is "Yes," with respect to each such
violation:

(a) Identify the governmental entity issuing the citation, warning, fine, sanction
or write-up;

(b)  State the date of the citation, warning, fine, sanction or write-up;
(c) Describe the violation and state the date(s) during which it occurred;

(d) Identify the statute, law, rule, ordinance, code or order to which the
violation related;

(e)  State what, if any, specific fine, penalty, or sanction was imposed;

(f) State the date in which and the manner in which said violation was
corrected;

(9) Identify any and all officials of Defendant, its predecessor or its related
company having knowledge or notice of said violation and state the date
on which said knowledge or notice was received; and,

(h) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
violation.

(This interrogatory is limited to the time period 1930 to 1980 and subpart (a) was
stricken per this court’s April 14, 2000 order.)

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 120.

INTERROGATORY NO. 122:

Has any federal, state 6r local government entity, at any time, conducted any

inspection, test or survey concerning asbestos or asbestos exposure at any facility
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where the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 were
manufactured, processed, applied, used or removed?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome in that it is not limited to locations where the
plaintiffs worked. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving
the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, no. See

Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 123:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 122 is "Yes," then with respect to each such
inspection, test or survey:

(a) Identify the governmental entity conducting the same;

(b)  State the date(s) on which the same was conducted;

(c) Describe the nature of the inspection, test or survey including, but not
limited to, the results or conclusions thereof; and,

(d) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the
same.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 122.

INTERROGATORY NO. 124:

Identify:
(@)  Any expert whom you intend to call as a witness;

(b)  The subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify;
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(c)  The substance of the facts and opinions to which the expert is expected to
testify;

(d) A summary of the grounds for each opinion;
(e)  The address of such person and field of expertise;

) Identify and produce each treatise, article or text upon which the expert
will rely in testifying.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because Plaintiffs have
failed to offer any evidence that would prove or tend to prove that the
plaintiffs/decedents had been exposed to any asbestos-containing products
manufactured, sold or distributed by Crane Co. Accordingly, Crane Co. is aware
of no expert witnesses which would be necessary to Crane Co.’s defense of this
case or which Crane Co. anticipates offering at any trial of this case.

At such time, if any, that the plaintiffs offer evidence of the
plaintiffs’’decedents’ exposure to any asbestos-containing product
manufactured, sold or distributed by Crane Co., Crane Co. will forthwith
determine whether any experts will be required and will supplement this expert
witness disclosure since at the present time it is impossible to determine which
witnesses might have relevant information. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing, Crane Co. incorporates its Master Expert Witness Disclosure List of

Crane Co. for All Ashestos Litigation as if fully set forth herein.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 125:

Are there any policies of insurance which provide, or might provide, coverage on
behaif of Defendant, any predecessor or any related company for the injuries alleged in
Plaintiffs' complaints?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies
that Crane Co. is liable on any of the claims made by plaintiffs herein. Subject to
and without waiving the foregoing objections, the following chart identifies the
confirmed primary insurance coverage available to Crane Co. Additional primary

coverage may be available for prior years, but is subject to dispute by certain

carriers:
Carriers Policy Number Term Limits
Globe GLC 011930 1/1/60-1/1/61 1M OCC/2M AGG
Indemnity
Globe GLC 011931 1/1/61-1/1/62 1M OCC/2M AGG
Indemnity '
CCC CL 4293679R 7/1/61-7/1/64 iM OCC/i2M AGG

PER YEAR

Liberty Mutual LG1621004017028 | 2/1/68-2/1/69 1M OCC/2M AGG
Liberty Mutual LG1621004017029 | 2/1/69-2/1/70 1M OCC/2M AGG
Liberty Mutual LG1621004017020 | 2/1/70-2/28/71 1M OCC/2M AGG
Hartford 10 CA 46800 2/28/71-7/1/72 | 1M OCC/1M AGG
Hartford 10 CA 46801 7/1172-711173 1M OCC/MM AGG
Hartford 10 CA 46801 7/11/73-711174 1M OCC/1M AGG
Aetna 01AL260803SCA 7/1/76-7111T7 1M OCC/1M AGG
Aetna 01AL260851SCA | 7/4/T7-7/1/78 1M OCC/2M AGG
Aetna 01GL8SCA 711178-711179 1M OCC/2M AGG
Aetna 01AL265932SCA 7/1/78-7/1/79 1M OCC/2M AGG
Aetna 01GL1475SCA 7/1/79-7/1/80 1M OCC/2M AGG
Aetna - 01AL265996SCA 7/1/79-7/1/80 1M OCC/2M AGG
Continental SRL3636025 7/1/80-7/1/81 1M OCCI/2M AGG
Continental SRL3636199 7/1/81-7/1/82 1M.OCC/2M AGG
INA CFG209262 7/1/82-7/1/83 1M OCC/2M AGG
INA CFG209868 7/1/83-7/1/84 1M OCC/2M AGG
INA CFG3141403 7/1/84-7/1/85 1M OCC/2M AGG
INA CFG G07749673 7/1/85-7/1/186 1M OCC/3M AGG
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INTERROGATORY NO. 126:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 125 is "Yes," identify each such policy of
insurance as follows:

(@) ldentify the insurer(s);

(b) Identify the insured(s);

(c)  State the date on which the policy was first purchased and the date on
which the policy expired or was terminated;

(d) Describe the coverage provided, including, but not limited to, the time
period over which the policy applied, the nature of the acts, omissions and
injuries covered, and whether the policy provides primary or excess
coverage; and

(e)  State the dollar limits of the coverage provided, including, if applicable, the
"per person" limitations and "per occurrence" limitation.

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 125.

INTERROGATORY NO. 127:

With respect to each policy described in response to Interrogatory No. 126, state:
(a) the dollar amount of coverage which remains unexpended; and

(b) ~ whether any dispute exists between insurer and insured with respect to
coverage.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because the availability
of coverage or the amount of coverage remaining is not in any way relevant to
these actions, and it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 128:

Other than the policies of insurance described in response to Interrogatory No.
126, do there exist any agreements providing for the benefit of Defendant, any
predecessor or any related company, complete or partial indemnification for any or all
expenses incurred with respect to any or all of these cases, including, but not limited to,
judgments, settlements, costs, experts' fees and/or attorneys' fees?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects to the
use of the phrase “these cases” as being ambiguous. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, Crane co. is not presently receiving
indemnification from anyone other than its insurers in connection with the

Madison County asbestos litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 129:

If your answer to Interrogatory No. 128 is "Yes," for each such agreement:

(a) Identify all parties to the agreement and state the capacity of each such
party (i.e. indemnitor, indemnitee, etc.);

(b) State the terms of the agreement, including the nature of the expenses
covered and, if applicable, any limitations on payment, reimbursement or
indemnification; and

(c) ° Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting said
agreement. _

ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 128.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 130:

Was this Defendant ever allowed to use the trademark or logo of any other
company, including but not limited to, its predecessor or related company, on any
products Defendant sold, distributed or installed, and if so please state:

(@)  The trademark or logo used by you;

(b)  The company allowing such use of its trademark or logo;

(¢)  The time period such use was allowed;

(d)  Whether such use was by written, verbal or implied agreement;

(e)  Each and every product such trademark or logo was placed upon;

f Identify all documents which refer to, relate to or reflect the use of such
trademark or logo.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is overly
broad and unduly burdensome. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory
because it seeks information that is not relevant to this action and it is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Over time,
Crane Co. has owned various businesses and taken over various provider lines.

There matters are addressed in its responses to Interrogatory No. 19.

INTERROGATORY NO. 131:

From 1940 to present, state whether Defendant and/or any predecessor or
related company ever provided workers' compensation, health, accident and disability

and/or life insurance coverage for its employees, and if so:

(@) Identify each insurance carrier which provided workers' compensation,
health, accident and disability and/or life insurance coverage to your
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employees and the dates such coverage was provided by each such
carrier;

(b)  State whether such insurance carrier(s) ever conducted any dust counts
or studies, industrial hygiene surveys or other tests relating to any
asbestos-containing products that Defendant's employees may have been
working with or around; and,

(c) If your response to subpart (b) hereof is in the affirmative, please indicate
the date of each such count, study, survey or other test and identify all
documents relating thereto.

(This interrogatory is limited to the time period 1930 to 1980 and subpart (a) was
stricken per this court's April 14, 2000 order.)

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 132:

Other than cases identified in Interrogatories 89, 90, 110 and 111, has
defendant, any predecessor or any related company, ever appeared as a party in any
lawsuit involving a claim or claims based upon issues of insurance for any claim of
personal injury, property damage or cost of abatement arising out of the exposure to,
use of, application of, installation of or presence of asbestos or asbestos-containing
products?

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory becadse it seeks
information that is not relevant to this action and it is not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving

the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, Crane Co.
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has never been involved in any lawsuit with an insurer that involved asbestos

issues.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 133:

If your answer to Interrogatories 89, 90, 110 and 111 is “yes”, identify each such
lawsuit as follows:

(@) Identify all plaintiff(s);

(b) Identify all defendant(s);

(c)  State when and where the case was filed;

(d) Identify each court in which the case was heard or is pending, including
appeals, and state the style and cause number of the case in each court;
and

(e)  State the current status of the case if it remains pending or, if the case has
been disposed of, state the final disposition.

ANSWER: See objections and responses to Interrogatories 89, 90, 110
and 111.

INTERROGATORY NUMBER 134:

Is the defendant, any predecessor or related company, claiming any document
responsive to any interrogatory or any request for production filed by The Simmons Firm
as being protected from disclosure because of a privilege claimed for any reason? If
yes, please list each document being claimed as protected from disclosure in a privilege

log providing the date of the document, the identity of the author; what individual or

entity the document was addressed to, the identity of any individuals or entities provided
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copies of the document, a brief description of the nature of the document, and the
particular privilege claimed as shielding the document from disclosure.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as being overly broad.
Claims of privilege permeate these broad requests, which basically asks for the

results of investigations conducted by counsel. Accordingly, Plaintiff need to be

v

/Btsan Gunty, Esq.
Paul Van Lysebettens, Esq
Gunty & McCarthy
150 South Wacker Drive, Suite 1025
Chicago, IL 60606

more specific in this request.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that Responses to Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories Directed to
Defendant, Defendant Crane Company were sent via e-mail and signature pages via

facsimile with hard copies mailed to counsel of record via U.S. Mail, postage prepaid,

this day of January 2003.

William Kohliburn

The Simmons Firm, L.L.C.
301 Evans Avenue

PO Box 559

Wood River, IL 62095

., %




DEFENDANT'S AFFIDAVIT .

STATE OF CONNECTICUT )

. )
COUNTY OF )

The undersignsd, being duly swom under oath states that he |Is a representative
of Defendant Crane Co., he is authorized to provide the foregoing Responses to
Plalntlffs Interrogatorles Directed to Defendant Crane Company, and the answers given
are true and accurate to the best of his knowledge, information, belief, and as he is
informed by others based upon a review of existing business records and interviews of
former employees of the company.

Pl

Anthony D. Pantaleoni

On this‘.\l_ daym_g%l 2003, Anthony D. Pantaleoni, to me known,
appeared hefore the undersighedand swore to the above statement.

Notary Public

My Commission expires:

{ ENORA ROWSER
NOTARY PUBLIC
My COMM'SSION EXPIRES DEC 31,2004




_ 035-35000
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

FOR THE THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
MADISON COUNTY, ILLINOIS

IN RE: ALL ASBESTOS LITIGATION ) :
FILED IN MADISON COUNTY ) In
CIRCUIT COURT ) i

I, Paul Van Lysebettens, being first duly sworn on oath, depose and state that a copy of
Defendant, Crane Co.’s Answers to Interrogatories, are hereby being served upon plaintiffs'
attorneys listed on the attached Service List by enclosing a copy of the same in an envelope,
sealed, postage prepaid and deposited in the U.S. Mail Chute at 150 South Wacker Drive,
Chicago, IL 60606 at 5:00 p.m. on this 21" day of January, 2003. Copies will be sent to
defendants on the attached Service List upon request.

Susan Gunty, Esq.

Paul Van Lysebettens, Esq.
Gunty & McCarthy

150 South Wacker Drive
Suite 1025

Chicago, IL 60606

Phn: (312) 541-0022

Fax: (312) 541-0033
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SERVICE LIST

Attorneys for Plaintiff
John Simmons
Marcus E. Raichle, Jr.

The Simmons Firm, LLC
301 Evans Avenue

P.O. Box 559

Wood River, IL 62095

(618) 251-2222
(618) 251-2251 Fax

Attorneys for A.W. Chesterton, Inc.;
Durabla; Riley Stoker; Plibrico;
Congoleum; Kelly Moore Paint

John J. Kurowski
Kurowski & Bailey,
24 Bronze Pointe
Swansea, IL 62226
618-277-5500
618-277-6334 Fax

P.C.

Attorneys for Anchor Packing; Foster
Wheeler; Garlock; Chicago Fire Brick
Company; DAP

Edward J. McCambridge

Segal, McCambridge, Singer & Mahoney,
Ltd.

One IBM Plaza

330 North Wabash Street, Suite 200
Chicago, IL 60611

312-645-7711 Fax

Attorneys for Shooker & Fletcher;
Armstrong World Industries, Inc.;
Certain-Teed; Flexitallic Gasket; C.E.
Thurston; Borg Warner; National Gypsum
Co.; Pfizer, Inc.; Rockwool Mfg. Co.;
Turner & Newall; U.S. Gypsum; Amoco;
Amchem; Union Carbide; Harcros; Dana
Corporation; Asbestos Claims
Management

Kent Plotner

Jennifer Johnson

Heyl, Royster, Voelker & Allen, P.C.
103 West Vandalia Street, Ste. 100
Edwardsville, Illinois 62025
618-656-4646

618-656-7940 Fax

Attorneys for Bondex International;
Geoxrgia Pacific; Industrial Holdings
£/k/a Carborundum; Marathon 0il; U.S.

Steel
Jeffrey S. Hebrank
Robert H. Sands

Burroughs, Hepler, Broom, MacDonald,
Hebrank & True

P.O. Box 510

Edwardsville, Illinois 62025-0510

618-656-0184 Phone
618~-656-1364 Fax

Attorneys for John Crane, Inc,
Perry Browder, Esq. .
Edward M. Burns, Esg.
Law Offices of William Koziol
One Kemper Drive
Long Grove, IL
847-320-4347 Fax
and
Dan O'Connell
O'Connell & Associates, P.C.
217 North McLean Blvd. Ste. 2E
Elgin, Illinois 60123

847-741-4692 Fax

60049-0001

--Nashville,

Attorneys for Simkins Industries, Inc.
d/b/a Beveridge Paper Mill

Martin M. Ruken

Meltzer, Purtill & Stelle, LLC
Schaumburg Corporate Center

1515 East Woodfield Road

Second Floor

Schaumburg, Illinois 61073-5431

(847) 330-2400

(847) 330-1231 (Fax)

Attorneys for Harbison-Walker
Refractories; Flintkote; A.P. Green
Reed Sugg

Sandberg, Phoenix,
One City Centre
515 N. Sixth Street, 15 Floor
St. Louis, MO 63101-1880
314-231-3332

314-241-7604 Fax

& VonGontard, P.C.

Attorneys for Shell 0il
Thomas L. Orris

Williamg, Venker & Sanders LLC
10 South Broadway

Suite 1600

Equitable Building

St. Louis, Missouri 63102
{314) 345-5000

(314) 345-5055 FAX

Attorneys for General Refractories
Company; Young Insulation Group of St.

Louis, Inc.; Rutland Fire Clay Company
Thomas J. Kernell
Roberts, Perryman, Bomkamp
& Meives, P.C.
One Mercantile Center, Ste. 2300
St. Louis, MO 63101
314-421-1850
314-421-4346 Fax

Attorneys for Dresser Industries,
Bryan L. Skelton
Reed, Armstrong,
Morrissey, P.C.
115 North Buchanan
P.0O. Box 368
Edwardsville,

Inc,

Gorman, Mudge &

IL 62025

Attorneys for Owens-Corning; Fibreboard

Corp.

Clayton Dickey/Kurt Rasmussen

Rasmussen, Willis, Dickey & Moore,LLC

9200 Ward Parkway

Suite 200

Kansas City,MO
and

Kimberly Kuhlengel

238 E. Adams Street

P.0O. Box 186

1L, 62263

64114

Attorneys for Owensg-Illinois
Robert H. Riley

Schiff, Hardin & Waite

7200 Sears Tower

Chicago, IL 60606
312-258-5600 Fax

Attorneys for AC and S
Nicole C. Behnen, Esq.
Polsinelli, Shalton & Welte,
100 South Fourth Street,

P.C.
Suite 1110




oL, LuULE, v VoLVL
314-231-1950 phone
314-231-1776 fax

Attorneys for General Electric Corp.;

Synkoloid Compan
Ronald Hack, Esq.

Gallop, Johnson & Neuman
101 S. Hanley, Suite 1600
St. Louis, MO 63105

314-862-1219 Fax

North American
Allied-Signal,

Attorneys for
Refractories Company;
Inc.; LLP

Kurtis B. Reeg
Leritz, Plunkert & Bruning,
One City Centre, Suite 2001
St. Louis, MO 63101
314-231-9600

P.C.

f/k/a
Combustion

Attorneys for Viacom
Westinghouse Electric;
Engineering; Wise El1 Santo
Daniel G. Donahue

M. Ann Hatch

Herzog, Crebs & McCGhee

1 City Centre, 24th Floor
515 North 6th Street
St. Louis, Missouri
618-235-7565 Fax

63101

Attorneys for Westinghouse Air Brake
James K. Toochey, Esqg.
Joseph Janatka, Esq.
Undray Wilkes, Esq.
Ross & Hardies

150 N. Michigan Avenue,
Chicago, IL 60601-7567

Ste. 2500

Attorneys for CSR, Ltd.

David Coffman

Lewis, Rice & Fingersh

500 North Broadway, Suite 2000
St. Louis, MO 63102

314-241-6056 Fax

Attorney for Life

Insurance Company
Charles L. Joley
Donovan, Rose, Nester
8 East Washington Street
Belleville, IL 62220-2190
6138-235-9632 Fax

and
Ed Crane, Esq.
Skadden, Arps, Slate,
333 West Wacker Drive
Chicago, Illinois 60606-1285
312-407-0411 Fax

Metropolitan

Meagher & Flom

Attorneys for PPG; Rapid American

Dennis J. Graber

Hinshaw & Culbertson

521 W. Main St. Suite 300

P.O. Box 509

Belleville,

618-277-1144
and

IL 62222

L/QilL T w. I \TJLQLll
Craig T. Liljestrand
Hinshaw & Culbertson
222 N. LaSalle Street
Suite 300

Chicago, IL 60601-1081
312-704-3001

Attorneys for J.P. Busghnell Packing
Michael R. Noakes

Moser & Marsalek P.C.

200 N. Broadway, Suite 700
St. Louis, MO 63102-2730
314-421-5364

314-421-5640 PFax

Attorneys for Amoco

Laura Postilion

Pretzel & Stouffer

One South Wacker Drive, Ste.
Chicago, Illinois 60606-4673

2500

Attorneys for Uniroval
Joseph J. O’Hara, Jr.
Daniel L. Overbey
Edward Casmere

Schiff Hardin & Waite
6600 Sears Tower
Chicago, IL 60606
312-258-5600 Fax

Attorneys for Grimes RAerospace d/b/a
Surface Combustion

Richard Malone

Malone, Ault & Farell

405 Madison Street

Suite 2300

Toledo, OH 43604

419-242-1605

Attorneys for Sprinkmann & Sons;
Atlantic Richfield

Cathy Stephens Molchin
Cathy Molchin, P.C.
4909 Sir Lionel Ct.
Mapleton, IL 61547
309-633-0936 Fax

Attorneys for Pneumo Abex Corp.
Robert W. Scott

Swain, Hartshorn and Scott

411 Hamilton Blvd., Ste. 1806
Peoria, IL 61602

309-637-1708 Fax

Attorneys for Wheeler Protective
Mr. Robert W. Wilkinson

Dogan & Wilkinson, PLLC
726 Delmas Avenue

P.O. Box 1618

Pascagoula, MS 39568-1618

Attorney for Sherwin Williams
Tracy Jonathan Cowan

Thompson Coburn LLP
One Firstar Plaza
St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Attorneys for General Gasket; Borden,
Inc.; Allied Signal; Bendix; Harwick




A.J. Bronsky, Esq.
Brown & James, P.C.
1010 Market Street
20" Floor

St. Louis, Missouri
314-863-2230
314-863-2348 Fax

63101

Attorneys for Amoco
Products

David M. Harris, Esq.
Lizabeth M. Conran, Esq.
Greensfielder, Hemker & Gale, P.C.
2000 Equitable Building

10 S. Broadway

St. Louis, MO

Performance

63102

Attorneysg for B.F. Goodrich Co.
H. Patrick Morris, Esq.
Johnson & Bell, Ltd.

55 East Monroe Street, Ste.
Chicago, Illinois 60603

4100

Attorneys for General Motors
John D. Warner, Jr., Esq.
Gault & Warner, LLC

222 South Central, #500
Clayton, Missouri 63105

Attorneys for Brauer Supply
Francis Duda, Esq.

Joel Monson, Esq.
Anderson & Gilbert

200 S. Hanley Road, Ste.
St. Louis, Missouri 63105
314-721-2777

314-721-3515 Fax

6710

Attorneys for 3M; Illinoisg Central RR;
Norfolk & Western; Norfolk Southern
Tom Peters

Richard Boyle, Esq.

Gundlach, Lee, Eggmann, Boule &
Roessler
5000 West Main
Box 23560
Belleville, Illinois 62223
618-277-4594 Fax
and
Thomas W. Alvey, Jr.
Thompson Coburn
525 West Main Street
P. O. Box 750
Belleville, Illinois 62222-0750

618-277-4700
618-236-3434 Fax

Attorneys for Monsanto
Allan Goodloe
Thompson & Coburn

1 Firstar Plaza

St. Louis, Missouri
(314) 552-6000

63101

Attorneys for Occidental
William Schopf, Esq.
Schopf & Weiss

312 West Randolph Street
Suite 300
Chicago,

Illinois 60606

. 8t. Louis, Missouri
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Inc.
Stephen J. Potter, Esq.
James T. Corrigan, Esq.

Behr, McCarter & Potter,
7777 Bonhomme Ave., #1810
St. Louis, Missouri 63105

p.C.

Attorneys for Westinghouse Air Brake
Brian Rocca, Esq.

Fedota Childers & Rocca,
70 West Madison Street,
Chicago, IL 60602

P.C.

Ste. 3900

Attorneys for CSX Transportation, Inc.
Richard F. Nash
Brasher Law Firm, LC
211 North Broadway,
St. Louis, Missouri

Ste. 2300
63102

Attorneys for Consolidated Rail
Donald J. Dahlmann

Walker & Williams, P.C.

4343 West Main Street
Belleville, Illinois 62226

Attorneys for PolyOne Corporation and

PolyOne Distribution Company
Mark G. Zellmer

Markus P. Cicka

Husch & Eppenberger, LLC
190 Carondelet Plaza
Suite 600

St. Louis, Missouri 63105
(314) 421-4800

(314) 421-0239

Attorneys for lorillard Tobacco Co.
J. William Newbold, Esq.

Kurt Reitz, Esq.
One Firstar Plaza
St. Louis, Missouri

63101

Attorneys for USX (U.S. Steel)
Patrick Baughman, Esq.

Baughman & Associates

55 Public Square, Suite 2215
Cleveland, Ohio 44113
216-687-1244

Attorneys for Industrial Holdings
Joseph Stalmack

Joseph Stalmack & Associates,
5253 Hohman Avenue
Hammond, Indiana
219-937-3700
219-931-1677 Fax

P.C.

46320

Attorneys for A.P.
Sprinkmann & Sons
Robert J. Brummond, Esq.
Foley & Mansfield
Montclair on the Park
18 South Kingshighway

Green__Services;

63108

Attorneys for R.T. Vanderbilt
Douglas M. Sinars, Esq.
Matushek & Associates, L.L.C.
One North LaSalle Street, Ste.
Chicago, Illinois 60602
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