IN THE DISTRICT COURTS OF

IN RE: ASBESTOS LITIGATION TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS

wn U U W un

MASTER ASBESTOS FILE

DEFENDANT CRANE CO.’S ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS’ MASTER
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS

—FOR PRODUCTION PROPOUNDED TO DEFENDANT
TO: PLAINTIFFS, by and through their attorneys of record,

Defendant Crane Co. hereby serves its Answers to Plaintiffs’ Master Set of
Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents.

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 Plaintiff's Master Set of
Interrogatories and Request for Production to Defendant (“Discovery Requests”) took
place decades ago. Due to the passage of time, information may be incomplete or no
longer available. Crane Co. has endeavored to investigate all relevant facts and
circumstances. The following answers are based upon its‘investigation. Nevertheless.
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

p—

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

PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT
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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 these
lawsuits and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Information not presently known to or readily ascertainable by Crane Co. may
be located in various document repositories Crane Co. maintains. Crane Co. has not
reviewed the documents stored at those locations, because the expense involved with
such van 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 plaintiff wish to review the documents
located at any of the repositories, Crane Co. will make certain of thosé documents
available to plaintiff if plaintiff agrees, in wﬁting, 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 plaintiff, even if plaintiff had
specifically designated the privileged or irrelevant documents for copying. The burden of
obtaining responsive information from those documents is the same for plaintiff 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 these actions. Crane Co. does
not waive any objection on any ground, whether or not asserted herein, td the use of any
such answer at triél.

D. Crane Co. objects to the use of the phrase “sdbsidiary”, “predecessor”,
“successor”, “division”, and “reorganization” as being vague, ambiguous, argumentative,
and/or seeking a legal conclusion. Unless specifically noted Crane Co.’s answers to
these Discovery Requests afe limited to Crane Co., upon whom the Discovery Requests
were served.

E. Crane Co. objects to the definitions contained in the Discovery Requests to
the extent they render the Discovery 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 plaintiff seeks to propound would complicate tremendously the task of
responding to the Discovery Requests.

F. The foregoing Preliminary Statement and General Objections are

incorporated by reference into each of the responses provided hereinafter.



INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

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

ANSWER: Crane Co.’s answers to these Interrogatories were prepared by Crane

Co.’s litigation counsel and are based upon review of numerous documents and R

interviews with past and present employees.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

State whether or not you are a corporation. If so, state your correct corporate
name, the state of your incorporation, the address of your principal place of business, the
name and address of the person or entity authorized to accept service of process on
your behalf, and whether or not you have ever held a Certificate of Authority to do
business in the State of Texas.

ANSWER: Crane Co. is a corporation that was originally incorporated in lllinois
in or about 1865. In 1985, Crane Co. was reincorporated in Delaware. Its
headquarters are located at 100 First Stamford Place, Starﬁfc;fd, Connecticut

- 06902.

Crane Co. is authorized to do business in the State of Texas. Its agent

for service is CT Corporation, 350 North St. Paul Street, Dallas, Texas 75201.

" INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Has Defendant or any of its predecessor or subsidiary companies at any time



engaged in the mining and subsequent sale of material containing asbestos fibers? If so,
identify the location of the mine(s), the years of its operation, the type of asbestos mined
and whether you sold any asbestos to any Defendants in the Travis County asbestos -
litigation.

ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the foregoing General Objections, to

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

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:
identify by name each product containing asbestos fibers that Defendant or any of

its prédecessor or subsidiary companies at any time manufactured or sold.
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. Crane Co.
further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies that there wel;e
“asbestos fibers” in Crane Co. products. Crane Co.’s response to this.
Interrogatory shall not be construed as an admission that Crane Co. was involved
in z;ny activity with respect to asbestos-containing products that are relevant in
any way to this lawsuit.

Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co.
was not a manufacturer of any asbestos-containing product, as that term is
' defined and as it is commonly used in asbestos litigation. Crane Co. is and has
been a manufacturer of certain types of industrial equipment. Crane Co.'s

principal line of industrial equipment has been 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-cohtaining gaskets, packing, or discs. Crane
Co. did not manufacture the asbestos-containing components that may have been
encapsulated within the valves, 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 pdmp 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-contaiﬁing packing. Crane Co. did not,
however, manufacture the asbestos-containing cofnponents, such as gaskets or
packing, contained in the industrial pumps. It purchased those components from
other companies. Any components that may have contained asbestos were
enclosed within the metal structure of Crane Co. industrial pumps and did not emit
friable or respirable asbestos 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 .18005, a practice which it
appears to have discontinued prior to 1900. Crane Co. resumed manufacturing
boilers in or about 1931, suspended those éperations during World War lI, and
discontinued that practice in the 1950s. At least some of the boilers Crane Co.
manufat;tured through, at least, ti’\e éarly 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 anothef corﬁbany. Iﬁ 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
fiberglass, not asbestos, insulation. After it sold those assets, Crane Co. may have
sold boilers, water heaters, and furnaces that it purchased from other entities. Itis
believed, however, that those items contained fiberglass, not asbestos, insulation.

For a period of time believed to be less than two years during the early
19605, 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 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 1980s, 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. éiso 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 what appears to be the early-to-mid 1970s, but perhaps extending to the
eariy 1980s. The finished “Cranite” products had the name “Cranite” stamped
directly upon them. Any asbestos contained in Cranite, however, was chemically
and physicaily bound within a rubber-like compound that prevented the release of
any friable asbestos 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. catalogs,

which will be made available to plaintiffs at a mutually agreeable time and place.



See also Preliminary Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. &:
Identify by name each product containing asbestos fibers tha't Defendant or any of
its predecessor or subsidiary companies at any time marketed or sold.

ANSWER: See response and objections to Interrogatory No. 4.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:
" If the answer to one or more of the last three interrogatories is in the affirmative or
lists any products, state as to each hamed product the following:
A. As to each product, state whether such product was mined, manufactured,
marketed, and/or sold.

B. The names of the companies mining, manufacturing, marketing, and/or selling
each product mined, manufactured, marketed, and/or sold.

C. The trade or brand name of each of those products mined, manufactured,
marketed and/or sold.

D. The date each of the named products was placed on the market.

E. - A description of the physical (chemical) composition of each of the named
-products, including the type of asbestos contained in the product and the
percentage of asbestos put in each product.

F. The date each of the products was removed from the market and no longer sold
or distributed and the reason or reasons therefor.

G. The date asbestos was removed from such products, if ever, and the reasons
therefor.

H. A description of the physical appearance of each of the named products.
I A detailed description of the intended uses of the named products.

J. Identify the last year that you sold each asbestos-containing product.



ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to tt;is Interrogatory, because (i) it seeks
information that .is not relevant to these actions, and because it is overly broad and
not reasonably cﬁlculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; (ii) it is
not in any way limited to the alleged exposure of the plaintiff in these actions, and
(i) it is Onduly burdensome because of the multitude of different types of Crane
Co. industrial equipment discussed in response to Interrogatory No.4.

Subject to aﬁd without waiving the foregoing objections, see Crane
Co.’s Response to Interrogatory No. 4. By way of further answer, Crane Co. placed
on the market industrial 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 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. Except for
Cranite “sheet packing”, Crane Co. cannot state the amount of asbesfos that may
have been a component of any of its products, because, inter alia, the asbhestos-
containing components were manufactured by others. 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. Crane Co. sold Cranite sheet packing from approximately

1920 until, to the best of its belief, 1972. To the best of Crane Co.’s knowledge, the



product was never manufactured without asbestos.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Do any documents, including but not limifed to written memo}anda, speciﬁcatidns,
'recommendafions, bluepfints, or other written materials of any kind or character, relating
to the design, preparation, or introduction into the market of the products Iiéted in
Interrogatory No. 6 still exist? If so, state:

A. A description of each such document.

B. The name, address, and job title of each person who currently has possession of
each document, and where the documents are currently located.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this interrogatory because it 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, other
companies manufactured, designed, prepared and introduced into the market the
asbestos-containing component parts identified in Crane Co.’s response to
Interrogatory No. 4. By way of further answer, to the extent relevant, to its
knowledge, Crane Co. presently possesses drawings and technical specification
data relating to various items of industrial equipment. Crane Co. further
possesses technical speéiﬁcations relating to the manufacture of Cranite “sheet

packing”. See also Preliminary Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

Before distributing, selling, or placing the products listed in your responses to



Interrogatory Nos. 3-6 into the streams of commerce, were any tests conducted to
determine potential health hézard‘s involved in the use of, or exposure to, the materials
" such as asbestos, contained in those products? If the answer is affirmative, state:

A. The names of the products tested and the date of each test.

B. The name, address, and job title of each person conducting the tests or involved
with conducting the tests.

C."  The results of the tests.

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 itis 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.

lNTERROGATORY NO. 9:

Do any documents, including but not limited to written memoranda, specifications,
recommendations, blueprints, or other written materials of any kind or character, relating
to the testing of the products referred to in Interrogatory No. 6 now exist? If so, state:

A. A description of each such document.

B. The name, address, and job title of each person who currently has possession of
each document, and where it. is presently located.



ANSWER: See response and objections to Interrogatory No. 8.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Did Defendant or any of its predecessor or subsidiary companies make any

design changes or modifications as a result of those tests described in responses to

Interrogatory No. 87 if the answer is affirmative, state:

A.
B.

C.

The trade names of the products changed.
The nature of the changes made and the date of such changes or modifications.

The name, address, and job title of each person responsible for having caused a
change to be made, or having made a change or modification.

ANSWER: See response and objections to Interrogatory No. 8.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

After releasing the products listed in Interrogatory No. 6 to the public, were any

tests conducted on them to determine potential health hazards resulting from the use of

or exposure to the materials, such as asbestos, contained in those products?r If the

answer is affirmative, state:

A.

o 0 o o

The names of the products tested and the dates of such tests.

The name, address, and job titlé of each person who conducted those tests.
The results of those tests.

Whether, as a result of the tests, any products were removed from the market.

The names of all products removed from the market as a result of these tests.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to the phrase “releasing the products” as it is used

in this Interrogatory. Crane Co.’s products were sold primarily to industrial



customers, who were sophisticated users of those products. 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 iniplies (i)
that Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products and (ii) that there .
‘were any health hazards involved with Crane Co.’s products. Subject to and
witﬁout 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. 12:

Do any documents, including written memoranda, specifications,
recommendations, blueprints, or other written materials of any kind or character, relating
to the potential health hazards of the products listed in Interrogatory No. 6 now exist? If
S0, state:

A.  The name of each product.
B. A description of each document and how it relates to each product.

C. The name, address, and job title of each person who currently has possession of
each document, and where it is presently located.



ANSWER: Crané-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, 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
wére" ahy health hazards involved with Crane Co.’s 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, Crane Co. is not presently
aware of any such documents requested by this Interrogatory. See Preliminary

Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

Did Defendant or any of its subsidiary companies make any design changes as a
result of the tests discussed in your response to Interrogatories No. 10 or 137 If the
answer is affirmative, state:

A The names of the products changed or modified.

B. The name, address, and job title of each person responsible for having made a
change or modification.

C. The nature of the hazard or defect which resulted in such change or modification.

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

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:
Has Defendant or any of its predecessor or subsidiary companies at any time

pubtished or distributed any printed material, inciuding brochures, pamphlets, catalogs,



packaging or other written material or any kind or character cohtaining any warnings
concerning the possibility of injury resulting from the use of the asbestos-containing
products listed in Interrogatory No. 67? If so, state:

The names of each relevant product.

The exact wording of each warning statement on each printed material.

A description of the printed material other than the warning statement.

The method used to distribute the warning to persons likely to use the product.

m o o ® »

- The date each warning was first issued, distributed, or placed on packaging.

The name, address, and job title of each person responsible for having drafted or
issued the warning.
G. The current location of any such printed material and the custodian thereof.

AL

H. The form in which such literature or printed material can be accessed, i.e., the
manner in which such literature is indexed or stored.

ANSWER: 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 this Interrogatory as being ambiguous, overbroad and unduly
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to the best
of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, the c;nly “warning” 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 response to

Interrogatory No. 4. See also Preliminary Statement, §B.



INTERROGATORY NO. 15: -

Before 1970, had you received notice that any individual or individuals, other than
those Plaintiffs who have filed personal injury actions in Travis County, Texas, is or are
claiming or has or have claimed an injury as a result of using asbestos products
manufactured and/or sold by your company or any of its predecessors or subsidiaries
before 19707 If so, state:

A. The name and address of each claimant.
The date of notice of each claim.
A description of the claim.

" The type of injuries allegedly sustained.

m o O ©

The name and address of each attorney who represents each individual making a
claim.

m

The style and court number of each claim.

G. The disposition of each claim that has been settled or taken to judgment.
ANSWER: Crane Co. dbjects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome, overbroad in that it is not limited to asbestos-related injury, an.d
seeks information that is neither relevant to this action nor reasonably calculated
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to aﬁd witho'ut waiving
the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, no. Seq

Preliminary Statement, §B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16:
Were your asbestos products distributed, marketed, packaged,, labeled and/or

sold by companies other than your own? If the answer is affirmative, list the names and



addresses of each of those companies, and the productsin question.

ANSWER: " Crane Co. objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is
overbroad and unduly burdensome, in that it is not limited as to time or
geographical area, 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 waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. sold products through its
own branches as well as through third-party distributors, although it is not

presently aware of the identities of all of those entities.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Did you or any of your predecessors, successors, or subsidiaries have any
distributors or sales representatives of asbestos products in the States of Alabama,
Florida, Mississippi, Oregon, Washington, Georgia, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia? If
so, state:

A. The name and address of each such distributor or sales representatives.

B. The years in which such company or person distributed, marketed, or sold your
_products.

C. What products were distributed, marketed, or sold and in what yearé.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it Is unduly
burdensome and overbroad, in that it is not limited in time, and seeks information
that is neither relevant to this action nor 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. employed individuals with duties specific to

“asbestos products.”



Subjéct to and without waving the foregoing objections, Crane Co.
maintained branch houses at the following locations during some portion of the
time at which it supplied at least some of the products referenced in its response
to Interrogatory No. 4. Given the passage of time, however, Crane Co. cannot
presently associate any branch with the sale of any specific product. With respect
to the products sold from the branches listed below, Crane Co. has somé invoices
available from certain branches that it will produce to plaintiffs at a mutually
agreeable time and place. The burden of obtaining responsive information from
those documents is the same for plaintiffs as it is for Crane Co.

2 S. Twentieth St., Birmingham, AL;

300 N. Royal St. Mobile, AL;

1007 W. Bay St., Jacksonville, FL;

85 N.W. Tenth St., Miami, FL;

1105 E. Twiggs St., Tampa, FL;

176 N. Gallatin St., Jackson, MS;

125 West 4™ St., Medford, OR;

710 N.W. Fourteenth Ave., Portland, OR;
419 Second Ave., S., Seattle, WA;

1209 South “A” St., Tacoma, WA;
Washington St. Viaduct, Atlanta, GA;
500 Broadway, Macon, GA; A
1317 Chestnut St., Chattanooga, TN

523 W. Jackson Ave., Knoxville, TN

254 Court Ave., Memphis, TN

532 Eighth Ave., South, Nashville, TN
720 Fannin St., Beaumont, TX;

1212 North Toncahau St., Corpus Christi, TX;
814 Young St., Dallas, TX;

1609 Texas St., El Paso, TX;

201 West C St., Harlingen, TX;

2204 Pease Ave., Houston, TX;

1200 East Houston St., San Antonio, TX;
2 E. Twenty-second St., Norfolk, VA;
1225 W. Broad St., Richmond, VA;

405 Center Ave., N.W., Roanoke, VA;

Beginning in or around the last 1950s and ending in 1987, Crane Co.



began closing or selling its supply branch locations in the United States. The
Spokane and Dallas branches were closed in 1976 and 1978, respectively. The
Jacksonville, San Antonio, both Alabama and all four Tennessee branches were
sold in 1979. The Atlanta branch was closed in 1982 and the Richmond and
Houston branches were sold in 1987. Crane Co. believes that the remainder of the -
above mentioned branches were closed or sold prior to the early 1970s. Sea

Preliminary Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

List each employee (including only physicians and/or hygienists) who has acted in
a medical advisory capacity to your company at any. time during the past 40 years,
including, but not limited to, physicians and industrial hygienists, and the current address;
telephone number and job title of each of those individuals ahd who has, had or may
have had any knowledge regarding the hazards of asbestos.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it assumes
facts not it evidence, is overbroad, unduly burdensome and seeks infqrmatién that
is neither relevant to this action nor 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. employéd' with respect to asbestos issues,
outside those retained in connection with the asbestos litigation. See Preliminary

Statement §, B.



INTERROGATORY NO.19: .

Does Defendant havé in its possession any-books, pamphlets, memoranda, or written
materials of any kind or character that would indicate that asbestos fibers, when inhaled,
can be hazardous to the health of human beings? If so, state:

A. The name of each such publication.

B. The date of publication and the names of the author and publisher (if any).
C. The date received by Defendant, if known.
D.

The name, job title, and address of each person who currently has possession of
each publication and its present location.

ANSWER: Crahe 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. Crane Co. further objects on the grounds that this
Interrogatory seeks to invade Crane Co.’s attorney work product. Subject to and
without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. is not aware of any
documents, other than documents it obtained in connection with asbestos
liti'gation, that address asbestos-related hazards relating to Crane Co.’s products.

See Preliminary Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

"I-.las Defendant or any of its subsidiary or predecessor companies at any time been a
member of any trade organization or associaﬁon that published or disseminated any
documents or information relating to the hazards of asbestos comprised of other

manufacturers, miners, marketers, and/or sellers of asbestos products? If so, state:



A The name and address of each such association or organization.

B.  The dates during which Defendant or any of its subsidiaries or predecessors were
' members.

C. The names and dates of any publications, minutes, or reports published, written,
or disseminated by any of the named associations or organizations.

D. Whether any of those publications are still in your possession, and if so:

1. A description of the publications, including the date.

2.  The current location of such publications.

3. The custodian of such publications.

4. The me-_thod or manner in which such publications are maintained

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is
overbroad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of receiving information of the type
requested in this Interrogatory from any organization of which it was a mémber.

See Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

" |dentify by name and location each plant or manufacturing facility in ,wh.ich the
products listed in your énswers to Interrogatory Nos. 3-6 were manufactured, assembled,
or prepared for sale or marketing, specifying which plants produced each item, the dates
each plant is or was in operation, and the time span during which each named item was
produced or manufactured.

ANSWER: » Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds thét itis

overbroad, unduly burdensome and seeks information that is neither relevant to



this action nor 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 asbestbs-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,. .. ...... . . .

lllinois; 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,
Pennsylvania; deaerators at a plant located in King of Prussia, Pennsylvania; and
boilers at plants located in Pennsylvania, New York, 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. 4; see also Preliminary Statement,

§B.



INTERROGATORY NO..22:

Have printed sales materials been prepared by Defendant or any of its subsidiary

or predecessor companies or their agents for purposes of marketing or advertising

products containing asbestos? If so, state:

A. The name, address, and job title of each person or entity who prepared such
. ... materials. ... .. .. . e

B. The name, address, and job title of each person who currently has possession of
such materials and their present location.

C. The date the materials were prepared.
D. The media used to disseminate the sales materials.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies that
Crane Co. manufactured asbestos-containing products, and on the grounds that it
is vague and ambiguous and seeks information that is not relevant to this action
and it is not reasonably calcdlated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane
Co.’s knowledge, it distributed catalogs that would have referenced products
identified in Interrogatory No. 4. Crane Co. will produce said catalogs to plaintiffs
at a mutually agreeable time and place. Crane Co. further believes that it produced
other promotional materials that mentioned those products. Howevér, Cranle Co.:
is not presently aware of any formal collection of such promotional materials. See

Preliminary Statement, § B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

Have any written or printed materials or instructions of any kind or character been



prepared by Defendant or any of its subsidiary or predecessor companies or their agents
| indicating how asbestos products should be used and maintained? If so, state:

A The name, address, and job title of each person who prepared such materials or
~instructions or assisted in their preparation.

B. The name, address and job title of each person who currently has possession of
such materials or instructions and their present location.

C. . .The dates of distribution or use and the.manner in which.such materials.or... .
instructions-were distributed to purchasers of Defendant's products or those of its
subsidiaries or predecessors.

D. . The year each such written material or instruction was prepared and disclosed to
potential consumers.

ANS!NER_: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
that is not relevant to these actions and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory
as being unduly burdensome because it is not limited in time or geographical area.
Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies that Crane Co.
manufactured asbestos-containing products. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, with respect to the products sold by Crane Co. is not
presently aware of having distributed any such materials in North America. See

Preliminary Statement, Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Does Defendant have insurance policies that might cover the claims made by
Plaintiffs in these cases? If so, list the name of each insurance carrier, the amount of
initial coverage, amount of cbverage remaining at the present time, and the effective

dates of each policy. (If properly answered, this Interrogatory need not be supplemented



as to the remaining amount of coverage).

ANSWER:

Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies that

‘Crane Co. is liable on any of the claims made by Plaintiff 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 | 1 M OCC/2M AGG
| Indemnity
Globe GLC 011931 1/1/61-1/1/62 | 1M OCC/2M AGG
Indemnity
CCcC CL 4293679R 7/1/61-7/1/64 | 1M OCC/2M AGG
. PER YEAR
Liberty Mutual | L G1621004017028 | 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 211/70- 1M OCC/2M AGG
2/28/71
Hartford 10 CA 46800 2/28/71- 1M OCC/1M AGG
71172
Hartford 10 CA 46801 7/1/72-7/1/73 | 1M OCC/1M AGG
Hartford 10 CA 46801 7/1/73-7/1/74 | 1M OCC/1M AGG
Aetna 01AL260803SCA 7/1/76-7/1/77 { 1M OCC/1M AGG_
Aetna 01AL260851SCA 7/1/77-7/1/78 | 1M OCC/2M AGG
Aetna 01GL8SCA 7/1/78-7/1/79 | 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 OCC/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 7/1/83-7/1i84_| 1M OCC/2M AGG
INA CFG3141403 7/1/84-7/1/85 | 1M OCC/2M AGG
INA CFG G07749673 7/1/85-7/1/86 (1M OCC GG




INTERROGATORY NO. 25:
As 'to thé disease asbestosis, state:

A The date on which Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor first learned that
~ such disease was caused by inhalation of asbestos fibers by humans.

B. How Defendant became aware of the existence of the disease.

E. Who within the company first discovered, recognized or understood the adverse
.consequences.or effects. of the disease.and/or of asbestos exposure. -

D. What information was disseminated within Defendant's company or its subsidiary
or predecessor regarding such adverse consequences or effects.

E. Whether any such information is sﬁll maintained by Defendant or its subsidiary or
predecessor in any written form.

F. Who is the custodian of such information.
G. The date on which you first received knowledge or information that asbestosis was
caused by inhalation of asbestos fibers.
ANSWER: Crane Co. states that in an organization 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 hqmans. Crane Co. believes that its knowledge may have come from
employees reading publications, but cannot i(!ehtify 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, itis 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, simb'lyhbeing in the area of asbestos 'or“
"exposures” to all types .of asbestos does not necessarily result in disease.
Throdgh_out the relevant time period the American Conference of Governmental

Industriat 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.

Itis 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.



INTERROGATORY NO. 26:
As to the disease lung cancer, state:

A. The date on which Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor first learned that
_such disease was caused by inhalation of asbestos fibers by humans.

B. How Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor became aware of the disease and
its relationship to asbestos exposure.

C._. . Who within the company or its subsidiary or predecessor first discoveredor. ... .. .. ... ..

recognized the adverse consequences or effects of asbestos exposure.

D. What information was disseminated within Defendants company or its subsidiary
or predecessor regarding such adverse consequences or effects.

E. Whether any such information is still maintained by Defendants or its subsidiaries
or predecessors in a written form.

F. Who is the custodian of such information.
G. The date on which you first received knowledge or information that lung cancer
was caused by inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers.
ANSWER: Crane Co. states that in an organization of its size and duration, itis
impossible to determine whenl 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 spéciﬁc
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 tyﬁeé of asbestos does not necessarilyk 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"inan .. ... . ...

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 subseﬁuent
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.

INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

'As to pleural disease, pleural thickening or pleural plaques, state:



A The date on which Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor learned such
disease was caused by inhalation of asbestos fibers by humans.

B. How Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor became aware of the disease and
that it was caused by exposure to asbestos.

C.” Who within the company or its subsidiary or predecessor first discovered or
recognized the adverse consequences or effects of asbestos exposure.

D. What information was disseminated within Defendant's company or its subsidiary

. or.predecessor regarding such adverse consequences oreffects.. ... ... . ... ... L

E. Whether any such information is still maintained by Defendant or its subsidiary or
predecessor in a written form.

F.  Who is the custodian of such information.

ANSWER: Crane Co. states that in an organization of its size and duration, it is
impossible to determine when a responsible employee first learned that forms of
ashestos were, unde'r 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 sihglé mineral
known as "asbestos”. Rather, "ashestos" is a name which has been given toa
group of minerals, each differing from the other bhysically, chemically, and in
biologic efféct. 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 publishéd threshold limit values for a variety of
substances including "asbestos". The ACGIH threshold limit values are.premis_edm
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 a#sumption that a human may be exposed to “asbestos” in an
amount lower than the PEL for a working lifetime withouf 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
éxposure 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.

INTERROGATORY NO. 28:
As to the disease mesothelioma, state:

A. The date on which Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor first learned such
' disease was caused by inhalation of asbestos fibers by humans.

B. The date on which Defendant first suspected that mesothelioma was caused by
inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers.



C. How Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor became aware of the disease and
that it was caused by exposure to asbestos.

D. Who within the company or its subsidiary or predecessor first discovered or
recognized the adverse consequences or effects of asbestos exposure.

. E. What information was disseminated within Defendant's company or its subsidiary
or predecessor regarding such adverse consequences or effects.

F. Whether any such information is still mamtamed by Defendants or its subsudlary or
predecessor in-a written form. . :

G.  Who is the custodian of such information.

E. Whether Defendant agrees that there is no known medical cure for mesothelioma.
ANSWER: Crane Co. states that in an organization of its size and duration, it is
impo#sible 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
pﬁblications 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 Permis.sible. E“xp‘qspre Limits for "gsbestos'_' .w’lju'i_.cnh are pljg;ni_sqg”ypgq L

the same medical assumption that a human tﬁay be exposed to "ashestos"” 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 aIIegations of the

relationship between some forms of asbestos and disease at least by the 1970's.

INTERROGATORY NO. 29:
As to gastrointestinat cancer, laryngeal cancer, pharyngeal cancer or lymphatic
cancer, state:
A. The type of cancer and the date on which Defendant or its subsidiary or
predecessor first learned that such diseases were caused by inhalation of

asbestos fibers by humans.

B. What cancers has the Defendant or its subsidiary or predecessor become aware



can be caused by exposure to asbestos fibers?

C. I The date on which Defendant first éﬁsbected other cancers were caused'by
asbestos inhalation.

D. Who within the company or its subsidiary or predecessor first discovered the
adverse consequences or effects of asbestos exposure.

E. What information was disseminated with Defendant's company or its subsidiary or
predecessor regarding such adverse consequences or effects.

F... - - Whether any-such information is-still- maintained by Defendant or-its subsidiary or
predecessor in a written form.

G. Who is the custodian of such information.

~ ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it assumes
facts not in evidence. Crane Co. does not consider itself competent to offer
opinions as to causal relationships, if any, between vario:ls substances and alleged
disease processes. Crane Co. must defer to the reasoned judgment and opinions of
expert witnesses on all questions of human disease, its cause, and its diagnosis.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co. is not aware of
any established causal link between the diseases referred to in this Interrogatory

and asbestos exposure.

INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

Ddes Defendant contend that asbestos products can be manufactured or designed so
as to eliminate all potential health hazards to persons working with or exposed to them?
If the answer is affirmative, explain in detail, and attach'any studies or surveys on which
this answer is based.

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 seeks information that is not relevant fo 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 Crane Co.’s products.
" Crane Co. does not consider itself competent to offer opinions as to causal
- relationships, if any, between various substances -and alleged disease processes..
Crané Co. must defer to the reasoned judgment and dpinions of experf witnesses
on all questions of human disease, its cause, and its diagnosis. Nevertheless,
Crane Co. does not believe that any product manufactured or supplied by it was
hazardous when used as intended. 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, any asbestos dust
or fibers that may have been emitted from the asbestos-containing components
encapsulated within Crane Co.’s valves was at a de minimis level and significantly
below OSHA regulatory levels. Moreover, at such low levels, there has never been
an OSHA requirement that warnings or precaution labels regarding asbestos be
placed on these components or their packaging. Accordingly, without regard for
other products, Crane Co. contends that the asbestos-containing components
contained within its valves did not pose health hazards to workers who came into

contact with them.

INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

Describe in detail the types of packages or packaging which Defendant or any of its

s e e e = s . s =



subsidiary or predecessor companies used for asbestos material or products, listing the
dates each type of package was used, a physical description of each type of package,
and providing a description of any printed material or trademark; that appeared thereon.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies that
Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products, and on the grounds
tj_tgt jt is vague qu ambiguous, | Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any particular “packéges” or

“packaging” that may have been associated with its products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

Has Defendant or any of its subsidiary or predecessor companies at any time
entered into a “rebranding" agreement with any other company, either as buyer or seller,
concerning asbestos materials or asbestos products? If so, state, as to each such
agreement:

A. The name of the company manufacturing the asbestos products.

B. The trade name affixed to those products.

C. The periods of time covered by each such agreement.

D. The volume, in dollar amount, of each transaction.

E. The initial purchaser of the products.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because the term “rebranding”
is vague and ambiguous. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s knowledge, it never engaged in the

“rebranding” of asbestos-containing products, as it understands those terms. See



also objections and response to Interrogatory No. 4; Preliminary Statement,

Section B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

List the name and address of each company from which Defendant or its subsidiary
- or predeceésor purchased materials or asbestos products which Defendant-sold or-
distributed in any form, stating the form of the materials, the dates of such purchases,
and the ultimate disposal of éuch materials.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome, overbroad and 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 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 producfs. 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-ManvilIe, 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., and R-Way
Gasket & Supply Co., with respéct to épiral wound gaskets, Aberdén Industries,
inc., with respect to discs, Johns Manville and Keasby Matitson with respect to
cement pipé, and Johns-Manville, Inc. with respect to miscellaneous products.
The foregoing list is not intended to be an exhaustive list of Crane Co.’s suppliers.

See Preliminary Statement, § B. -

INTERROGATORY NO. 34:
Does Defendant or any of its subsidiaries or predecessor currently have possession

of any writings or contracts on those rebranding agreements set forth in the answer to
Interrogatory No. 327 If the answer is affirmative, state:

A. The name, address, and job title of each person having custody of each of those
documents and their current location.

B. A brief description of each such document, including the dates and the party's
signatory.

ANSWER: See response and objections to interrogatory No. 32.

INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

Prior to 1968, did any person file a claim against a Worker's Compensa'tion carrier
covering Defendant or any of its subsidiaries or predecessors alleging that. he/she
contracted a disease from inhaling asbestos fibers? If so, provide: |

A A list of the claims, including each claimant's name, address and the date each
claim was filed, and including the caption and jurisdiction of the claim.

B. The disease alleged in each such claim.
C. A brief summary of the disposition of each such claim.

The name, address and title of the person having custody of the records pertaining to
each such claim.



ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks
information that is neither relevant to this action nor reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the best of Crane Co.’s present
knowlédge, plaintiffs neither worked at nor have they alleged that they were
exposed to asbestos-containing products at a Crane Co. facility. Subject to »and
wuthout wauvun;; ‘t.fgle?c;regic‘ai'r'\g‘; objé;ﬁons,- to .thé“best 6f Crane Co.'s present |
knowledge, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

Did Defendant or any of its subsidiaries or predecessors maintain written minutes of
corpérate meetings, either board of directors, departmental, or otherwise, which reflect
discussions pertaining to any subject matter related to asbestos, asbestos hea!fh
hazards or asbestos products? If so, for each such set of minutes, state:

The dates of each such meeting.
The general subject matter discussed at each meeting.
Who was in attendance at each meeting.

Where and by whom the written minutes are presently maintained.

By whom the minutes were taken and put into final format.

mm o o @ »

Whether the minutes were abstracted and reports disseminated to other
individuals, and if so, the name and job titles of those individuals.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome and overbroad, in that it is not limited to Crane Co.’'s products, and
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 to the extent it seeks to invade attorney client privilege and
work product. Subject to and without waiving the fofégbing objections, to the best
of Crane Co.'s present knowledge, there are no board of directors minutes
addressing asbestos issues outside of those that discuss the defense of asbestos

litigation which are protected by attorney client privilege and/or the work product

doctrine. Crane Co.’s investigation is continuing. See Preliminary Statement, §B.. ... .. - ....._.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37:
Do you or any of your subsidiaries, including foreign business entities, currently
manufacture any products containing asbestos? If so, state:

A. As to each product, whether such product is mined, manufactured, and/or
marketed or sold.

B. The names and addresses of the companies mining, manufacturing, marketing,
and/or selling each of those products.

C. The trade or brand name of each of those products mined, manufactured,
marketed, and/or sold.

D. The date each of the named products was placed on the market.

E. A description of the physical (chemical) composition of: each of the named
products, including the type of asbestos contained in the product.

F. A description of the physical appearance of each product and its packaging.
G. A detailed description of the intended uses of each of the named products.

" H. Whether there are any warning labels on said products or contalners regarding
potential asbestos-related health hazards.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it is not limited in
geographical scope. Crane Co. further objects to the use of the phrases

“subsidiaries” and “foreign business entities” as being vague, ambiguous,



argumentative and/or seeking a legal conclusion. As Crane Co. stated in the
Preliminary Statement, Crane Co.’s answers to these Diséovery Requests are
limited to Crane Co., upon whom the Discovery Requests were served. Subject to
and without waiving the foregoing objections, to the best of Crane Co.’s
knowledge, Crane Co. did not ever and does not presently manufacture any

. asbestos containing products. See Objections and Response to Interrogatory No.

4,

INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

State whether you or any of your predecessors and/or subsidiaries maintain, from
1940 through the present or for any portion thereof, copies of invoices, shipping
documents, bills of lading, purchase orders, or other documents of a similar nature
relating to the mining, manufacture, marketing, sale or distribution of asbestos products.
If so, state:
A. The location of such documents.
B. The name and address of the custodian of the documents

C. The format in which the documents are kept, i.e., hard copy, microfilm, microfiche,
etc.

D. In what form the documents can be accessed, i.e., by state, by product, etc., and
if by product, whether kept according to asbestos or non-asbestos.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the scope
of the inquiry is so broad that this inquiry is nothing more than a prohibited

fishing expedition. Crane Co. also 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, in
that it is not limited in any way to plaintiff's exposure. 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. has no organized collection of documents related to
asbestos issues. Records relevant to the issues raised in this Interrogatory may
be located in various document repositories or operating facilities. Nevertheless,
as presently w§rded, this Interrogatory is overbroad. See Preliminary Statement §

B.

INTERROGATORY NO. 39:
May you call company representatives as witnesses at the trial of any of these cases?
If so, list:

A. The name, address, and job title of each company representative who may be
called.

B. A summary of the testimony expected to be given by each such witness.

C. List any and all previous times that the named witnesses have either given
deposition or trial testimony in an asbestos-related case, including the jurisdiction,
style of the case, case number, date of testimony, and the name of the attorney
taking the deposition for the Plaintiffs in that case.

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

will submit information regarding witnesses pursuant to the Rule of Civil

Procedure and any Court Order regarding disclosure of witnesses entered in this

matter. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Crane Co.’s use



of company representétives as witnesses will depend upon the product
identification relevant to plaintiff's case. Those witnesses will be identified at the
appropriate time, after Crane Co. receives product identification evidence from the

plaintiffs.

. INTERRO,GATQRY NO.40: . .

Have Defendant or its subsidiaries or predecessors ever acquired through purchase,
reorganization, or merger another corporation, company, or business which
manufactured, sold, processed, distributed, or contracted or supplied products containing

asbestos? If so, for each such entity, state:

A. Full and correct naﬁ'le;

B. Principal place of business;

C. State of incorporation;

D. Date of acquisition by Defendant;

E. Whether or not the business entity was ever authorized to transact business in the

State of Texas.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory because it seeks information
that it 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 is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, see objections and response to Interrogatory No.
4. In addition, information responsive to this Interrogatory covering the time
period 1960 to the present may be ascertained by reviewing Crane Co.’s annual

reports, copies of which for the period 1960 to 2000 will be produced to plaintiff at



a mutually agreeable time and place.

INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

Was each of your asbestos products generally expected to reach, or packaged to
reach, the consumer or user, without substantial change in the condition in which it was
. sold?j,llf not, ,with, respect to any such product, explain in what way the Defendant claims
its products were altered or substantially changed after sale or distribution and before
reaching the user.
ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the terms
“altered” or “substantially changes” are vague and ambiguous, and to the extem 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. 4 to reach the purchaser in

the same condition in which they were delivered.

INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

For each asbestos-containing product identified in response to interrogatory No. 6,
identify all foreseeable users such as insulators, helpers, pipefitters, welders, machinists,
| plasterers, drywall finishers, carpenters, boilermake‘rs. shipwrights and riggers, etc. of
any of Defendant's asbestos-containing products.

ANSWER: Crane Co. 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. did not control the products



referenced in its answer to Interrogatory No. 4 once they left its possession. The
subsequent use of those products was within the control of the purchaser, not

Crane Co.

INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

.. Based upon the material conteqts, of your asbestos-containing products, the
method of manufacturing, and the method of application, can such products be generally
applied without liberating asbestos fibers into the air?

A. if there is a different answer concerning different products manufactured, sold,

distributed, or used by your company, then specify the different products by
precise manufacturer's name and popular name.

B. If there is a difference in your answer depending on the year or years in which a
particular product was used, then specify in detail what year or years you are
referring to and the specific products you are referring to and year involved.

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 seeks information that is not relevant to these

actions, and because itis o;/erly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible e\(idence, as it is not limited to Crane Co.’s pfoducts.

Crane Co. does not consider itself competent to offer opinions as to causal

relationships, if any, between various substances and alleged disease processes.

Crane Co. must defer to the reasoned judgment and opinions of expert withesses

on all questions of human disease, its cause, and its diagnosis. Nevertheless,

Crane Co. did not evei' believe that any product it sold was harmful when used as

intended. Crane Co. further objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies



that Crane Co. mahufactured asbestos-containing products.

Subject to ﬁnd without Waivin§ the foregoing objections, ény asbestos dust
or fibers that may have been emitted from the ashestos-containing components
encapsulated within Crane Co.’s valves was at a de minimis level and significantly
below OSHA regulatory levels. Moreover, at such low levels, there has never been
an OSHA requirement that warnings or precaution labels regarding asbestos be
placed on these components or their packaging. Accordingly, without regard for
other products, Crane Co. contends that the asbestos-containing components
contained within its valves did not pose health hazards to workers who came into

contact with them.

INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

Was it a foreseeable use of your asbestos-containing products that they may have
been removed, stripped, or replaced at some time after installation?
ANSWER: Crane Co. 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, gaskets, packing and discs contained in

Crane Co. industrial equipment may have needed to be replaced from time to time.

INTERROGATORY NO. 45:
Before 1970, did you or your subsidiaries or predecessor(s) ever arrange for any labor

inspectors, insurance company inspectors, or anyone from your company to go to job



sites where your products were being used or installed to make or take dust level
counts? If so, state when this procedure started, t‘he purpose of such procedures, and all
results of such procedures.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is
overbroad, unduly burdensome, and seeks information that is neither relevant to
this action nor rgasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidencé, in that it is in no way limited to the alleged exposure of the plaintiffs in
this action. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to the best of

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

INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

If Defendant perforrhed or had performed any dust level counts, what action, based
on the results, did your company take?
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, in the 1980s, Crane Co. performed dust monitoring at two of its valve
plants. The results of that monitoring revealed the presence of fibers at no greater
than backgrodnd levels. Accordingly, no action was necesséry. |
INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Has your company or its subsidiaries or predecessor(s) ever conducted or caused

to be conducted any studies designed to assist in minimizing or eliminating the inhalation.

of asbestos dust and fibers by those exposed to the use of your company's products? If



so, give the following:

“"A. 7 Name of the person or firm conducting such studies;

B. The date the studies began and the date they were completed,;

C.  Any publication or other written dissemination of the results of the studies;
D.

The nature of any action to eliminate or minimize the inhalation of asbestos dust
fibers.

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, as a result of the dust monltorir{g at the two plants described above,
Crane Co. did not bel.ieve any studies responsive to this Interrogatory were

necessary.

INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

Does your company have, has it ever had, or have your predecessor(s) or
subsidiaries ever had, a Research Department? If so, give the year such Research
Department was established, and whether or not such Research Department has
operated continuously since being established. State also:

A. The amount of time and money expended each year on research conceming
asbestos or asbestos-containing products?

B. What percentage of gross sales did your company or its predecessor(s) spend on
research concerning the health effects of asbestos?

C. State in detail the purposes, duties, and responsibilities or such Research
Department. -

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



overbroad, unduly bur&ensome and seeks information that is neither relevant to
this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to t_he discovery of admissible
evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, to the best of
Crane Co.’s knowledge, it presently knows of no individuals or departments who,
on its behalf, were responsible for researching any particular asbestos-containing

products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 49:
Does your company have, or haé it ever had, or have your predecessor(s) or
subsidiaries ever had, a Medical Department? If so, state:
A. The year such Medical Department was-established;
B. Whether or not such Medical Department has operated continuously since being

established;

C. The name of each director, chief, or head of your Medical Department year by
year, beginning with the first year you had a Medical Director or Medical
Department, and the last known address and phone for each;

D. State the duties and responsibilities of such Medical Department.

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 adfnissible
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. See Preliminary Statement, §B.



INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

Did your company or its predecessor(s) or subsidiaries ever place any warning
directly on any of its asbestos-containing product or on their packaging. If so, identify the
product(s) and year said warning was first applied.

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

INTERROGATORY NO. 51:

Did your company or its predecessor(s) or subsidiaries ever stamp or place the name
of the company, its initials, or any identifying logo on any of its asbestos-containing
products? If so, please state the name brand names of such products, a description of
such stamp or logo and the dates such were placed on the referred products.

ANSWER: See response and objections to Interrogatory No. 4.

INTERROGATORY NO. 52:

Has your company, or your predecéssor(s) or subsidiaries, ever devised a research
plan to develop, or actually developed or had developed, a product which did not contain
asbestos and which could be substituted for one or more of your asbestos-containing
products?A If so, state the date that such research plan was begun_ and when such
asbestos-free product was first placed on the market.

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 implies that there was a product that

“could be substituted for” asbestos-containing components that may have been

AT



associated with any Crane Co. product. Subject to and without waiving the |
foregoing objections, in the late 1970s and early 1980s, as a result of changes in
customer preferences, Crane Co. began to explore the prospect of replacing the
ésbestos-containing components in its industrial products. At that time, Crane Co.
encountered difficulty locating suitable substitute components. Nevertheless,
Crane Co,, .mod.ified its engineering specifications in 1985 to phase out asbestos-
containing components from all valves manufactured in the United States other
than one specific valve designed fo.r petroleum industry applications, which

required the use of asbestos-containing packing material.

INTERROGATORY NO. 53:

Did your company or its predecessor(s) or subsidiaries ever recall any products
containing asbestos from the market or stream of commerce? If so, state:

A. All details of such recall;

B. The name of the product recalled, including the reason for the recall and the
names and current addresses of those individuals who determined that it should
take place;

C. The dates of recall;

D. The purpose for the recall.

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

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 term “recall” as

being vague and ambiguous. 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. 54:

Before 1970, did you ever manufacture or sell products which did not contain
asbestos and which could be substituted for your asbestos-containing products? If so,
state the date suc;h asbestos-free_ products were ﬁ_rst placed on the_ market.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it implies that
Crane Co. manufactured any asbestos-containing products. Créne Co. further
objects to this Interrogatory, because it is ambiguous in its reference to a product
" that “could be substituted for” asbestos-containing components that may have
been associated with any Crane Co. product. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, with respect to the valve packing and gasket materials that
may have been incorporated into Crane Co. valves, prior to at least 1970, there
were not any non-asbestos materials of which Crane Co. is presently aware that
could perform the same functions to the same level of performance as asbestos-

containing components that were used during that time period.

INTERROGATORY NO. 55:
Have any products you identified in your response to Interrogatory Nos. 52 and 54 not
performed as intended? Please list all such products that have not performed as

intended.



ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that itis
overbroad, unduly burdensome and seeks information that is neither relevant to
this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Crane Co. further objects that the phrase “not performed as intended”
is vague and ambiguous. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections,
because Crane Co. does not know what is meant by “not performed as intend.ed” it

has no information responsive to this Interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 56:

Did your company or its predecessor(s) or-subsidiaries ever make, order, or arrange
for any industrial hygiene surveys regarding asbestos or asbestos-containing dust? If so,
give the date of such surveys and state who, or what entity, was responsible for
completion of such surveys.

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 thg
discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing
objections, in the 1980s, Crane Co. performed dust monitoring at two of its valve
plants. The results of that monitoring revealed the presence of fibers at no greater

than background levels.

INTERROGATORY NO. 57:
| As to either the threshold limit values or maximum allowable concentrations of both

asbestos dust and total dust provided by the American Conference of Governmental



Industrial Hygienists, state:

A.  The year in which Defendant or any predecessor(s) or subsidiaries were first
advised of such limits or concentrations;

B. The name of the femp(oyee or official of the company receiving such advice;

C. How Defendant received notice of such limits or concentrations.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that 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. 58:

Were the threshold limit values or maximum allowable concentrations inquired about
in Interrogatory No. 63 for total dust, and not asbestos dust alone?
ANSWER: See objections and response to Interrogatory No. 57. By way of
further response, Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is
unduly burdensome because the answer requires industrial hygiene expertise and

is a matter for expeft testimony.

INTERROGATORY NO. 59:

State in detail what tests, if any, Defendant ever made with regard to the quantity,
quality, or threshold limit values of asbestos dust or particles to which workers were
eprsed while using, working with or around, or installing your 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, in the 1980s, Crane Co. performed dust monitoring at two of its valve
plants. The resuits of that monitoring revealed the presence of fibers at no greater
than background levels.

INTERROGATORY NO. 60:

Please state the following with respect to each expert witness you that you may call
during trial. of these cases. Please designate with specificity the expert witnessés that
you will call, including:

(8) The name, address, and job classification of each such expert witness,
(b)  The subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify;

(c)  The substance of the facts and opinions to which the expert is expected to testify
and a summary of the grounds for each opinion;

(d)  Whether any person identified in subparagraph (a) above has provided a report or
other documentation to you, and if so, identify each such document or report;

(e) Identify all documents that you have provided to each person identified in
response to subparagraph (a) above;

§j)] Describe in detail the education and work history.of, and identify any books,
treatises, articles, published and unpublished reports, studies or other scholarly
works authored by any individual identified in response to subparagraph (a)
above. Alternatively, in lieu of said response, attach a copy of a resume or
curriculum vitae and a list of publications to your answers.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to the Interrogatory as being premature. Crane Co.

will provide this information pursuant to the Rules of Civil Procedure and/or Court

Order. Crane Co. cannot identify the expert witnesses it intends to call without

knowing the product identification evidence that plaintiffs will offer. As such,

TR B



Qrane Co. will supplement this response when appropriate.

INTERROGATORY NO. 61:

Please state the name, present address and present telephone number, along with
the experience and qualifications, if appliéable, of each and every person, known to
Defendant or to Defendant's agents, having knowledge of facts relevant to these cases
involving, but not limited to:

(a) identification of asbestos-cbntaining products to which each and every individual
Plaintiff, separate and distinct from all other Plaintiffs within the group, allegedly

was exposed or facts disputing the identification of asbestos-containing products
in this case.

(b)  Each and every individuat Plaintiff's, separate and distinct from all other Plaintiffs
within the group, alleged damages, injuries and/or facts disputing each and every
Plaintiff's alleged damages and/or injuries;

(c) the negligence of any person or entity other than Defendant which Defendant
contends was a cause of each and every individual Plaintiff's, separate and
distinct from all other Plaintiffs within the group, alleged injuries and/or damages;

(d) each of Defendant's defenses enumerated in Defendant's last filed Answer in
each of these cases.

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

will provide the information requested by this Interrogatory pursuant to the Rules

of Civil Procedure or applicable Court Order. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, in addition to the plaintiff, Crane Co. believes that the
following categories of witnesses have knowledge of relevant facts, which include
plaintiff's co-workers, plaintiff's employers, and suppliers of asbestos-containing

products to which plaintiff was exposed.

INTERROGATORY NO. 62:

Please identify documents which will be used at time of trial, (Exhibit List, Deposition



List), which are relevant to each of Defendant's enumerated defenses in Defendant's last
filed Answer.

ANSWER: Crane Co. objects to this Interrogatory as an improper inquiry into
Defendant’'s “core work product” and trial strategy, and thus not subject to
discovery under the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. Crane Co. will however,
comply with any court order relating to the preparation of an exhibit list or list of

proposed deposition testimony to be used at the trial of this case.

INTERROGATORY NO. 63:

Please state when you first received a copy of the Fleischer/Drinker Report published
in 1945/1946.
ANSWER: Subject to and without waiving the foregoing General Objectiéns, to
the best of Crane Co.’s present knowledge, it never received a copy of the article
identified in this interrogatory, outside of the ashestos litigation. See Preliminary

Statement, § B.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION.NO. 1:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each photograph of each
asbestos-containing product identified in answer to Interrogatory No. 4.
RESPONSE: Crane Co. objects to this Request to the extent 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. will produce to plaintiff copies of the catalogs referenced in



response to Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories at a mutually agreeable time and place.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2

. Please produce ahy diagrams or schematics indicating, stating or detailing the
existence of any of your subsidiaries, predecessors, or divisions as defined on Page 1 of
these Interrogatones and Request for Production. |
RESPONSE: Crane Co. objects to this Request 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 foregoiﬁg
objections, Crane Co. is not presently aware of any diagrams or schematics
providing the information requested by this Request. However, information
responsive to this Request may be available from Crane Co.’s annual reports,
copies of which will be produced to plaintiff at e mutually agreeable time and
place.

DUNN, KACAL, ADAMS, PAPPAS & LAW, P.C.

Robeft’'L« Adamg, SBOT# 00878000
One Riverway/Suite 1200

Houston, Texas 77056
713-529-3992; Fax: 713-529-1416

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT, CRANE CO.



- CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing was

forwarded to counsel on the é_‘)Z day of March, 2003, in accordance with the Texas
_Rules of Civil Procedure. :

ROBERT L. ADAMS
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VERIFICATION

ETATE OF CONNECTICUT | §

§
FOUNTY OF FAIRFIELD - §

YERIFIGATION
~ L Anthony D. Pantaleonl, the undersigned declare as follows:
lam Anthony D. Pantaleoni of Grane Co., one of the anawering detendants
in
Lthel above-entitied matter, ahd | have been- authorized to make this verificetion on its

behalf. ‘ . L
v | have read the foregoing CRANE CO.'S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS'

MASTER INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
PROPOUNDED TO DEFENDANTS and know the contenta therect. The answare given
are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, information, belief, and as | am
informed by others based upon a review of existing business records and interviews of

former employees of the company.

Dated: .3/o//02 Signed: M

Anthony D. Pantaleon!




DuNN, KACAL, ADAMS, Parras & LAW - :

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
ONE RIVERWAY, SUITE 1200
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77056

TELEPHONE (713) 529-3992 FACSIMILE (713) 52
ROBERT L. ADAMS
SHAREHOLOER ’ DALLAS
Iasjams@dkapl com P00 JACKSON STREET, SUITE 330
BOARDCERTlFIED PERSONAL INJURY TRIAL LAW DALLAS, TEXAS 75202

BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION TELEPHONE (2!4) 851-8100

MEMBER AMERICAN BOARD OF TRIAL ADVOCATES
FACSIMILE (214) 65I-81186

March 14, 2003

Ms. Amalia Rodriguez-Mendoza
District Clerk, Travis County

P. O. Box 1748

Austin, TX 78767-1748

RE: No. CN94-02380; In Re: Asbestos Litigation; In the District Courts of Travis
County, Texas

Dear Clerk:
Enclosed please find Defendant, CRANE CO’s Answers to Plaintiffs’ Master
Interrogatories and Request for Production Propounded to Defendant which I would appreciate your

filing among the papers of the above-captioned cause.

By copy of this letter, I am providing counsel for Plaintiffs with a copy of the
aforementioned document and advising all known defense counsel of the filing of same.

Please file stamp the additional copy of this letter in your usual manner and return to the
undersigned in the enclosed, self-addressed envelope.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Very truly ygurs, @/
Rok¥ért L. Adamis
RLA:mo
21882\09\tr3.RLA
cc: Mr. Brent Coon (w/enc.) CM-RRR Baron & Budd (w/enc.) CM-RRR
Waters & Kraus (w/enc.) CM-RRR Mr. Scott Hendler (w/enc.) CM-RRR
Mr. Jeff Mundy (w/enc.) CM-RRR All known defense counsel (wo/enc.)

Mr. Robert Kientz (w/enc.) CM-RRR
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NO. 01-454-D
LOUIS BARLETTA AND § IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF
MARY JANE BARLETTA §
VS. §§ KLEBERG COUNTY, TEXAS
AMERICAN CYANAMID, ET AL § 105™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT

CRANE CO.’S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS’ MASTER
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR

PRODUCTION PROPOUNDED TO DEFENDANT

TO: PLAINTIFFS, by and through their attorneys of record, Scott M. Hendler of the
Hendler Law Firm, P.C., 816 Congress Avenue, Suite 1100, Austin, Texas 78701

Defendant Crane Co. hereby serves its Supplemental Answers to Plaintiffs’

Master Interrogatories and Requests for Production Propounded to Defendant.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT/OBJECTIONS/RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

A. Crane Co. hereby incorporates its Preliminary

Statement/Objections/Reservations of Rights from its Answers to Plaintiffs’ Master
Interrogatories and Requests for Production Propounded to Defendant as is fully set
forth herein.

B. With respect to the term “predecessor” Crane Co. will use the term as it is

defined in Black's Law Dictionary 1177 (6 ed. 1990).

CRANE CO.'s SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS'
MASTER SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
P1-878141 v1 0213660-0910
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Supplemental Answers
INTERROGATORY NO.4:

Identify by name each product containing asbestos fibers that Defendant or any
of its predecessor or subsidiary companies at any time manufactured or sold.

ANSWER: Crane Co. incorporates by reference its prior objections and
response to Interrogatory No. 4, as if fully set forth herein. By way of further
response, based on its review of existing records, Crane Co believes that, of the
58 supply branches in existence in or about 1961, only seven branch offices,
none of which was the Trenton, New Jersey, branch, had records of sales of
asbestos-cement plpe. The asbestos-cement pipe sold by those branches was
manufactured by Keasbey-Mattison Co. and Johns-Manville. No records were
found evidencing sales of asbestos-cement pipe to or from the Trenton, New
Jersey branch. '

By way of further answer, with respect to cement products sold during the
relevant time frame, Crane Co. is only aware of that information contained in its
catalog, which has been provided to Plaintiffs. (See 1953 Catalog p. 455).

Dated: 7~/ 702

CRANE CO.'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS’
MASTER SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

-2.



.Aecelvedq: 7/19/02 3:54PM; 71352914168 -> The Hendler Law Firm; Page 6

N Jii=10-62  02:46pm  From-DUNN,KACAL ADAHS PAPPAS & LAW 7135281416 T-618 P.006/007 F-~125

3

“

Certificate of Service

The undersigned certifies that a copy of the foregoing instrument was served
upon the attorneys of record for the plaintiff in the above cause in accordance with
Rule21a, Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, on this day of , 2002,

CRANE CO.'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS'
MASTER SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
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VERIFICATION
STATE OF CONNECTICUT  §
COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD g

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this date personally éppeared

Augustus I. duPont, a duly authorized representative of Crane Co., who being by me
first duly sworn on oath says that the information provided in Crane Co.’s Suppleimental
Answers to Plaintiffs’ Master Set of Interrogatories and Request for Production
Propunded to Defendant have been obtained by Crane Co.’s counsel! through a review

of existing business records and interviews of former employees of the company. | am

informed and believe, and on that basis assert, that said information is true.

Augustus I. duPont

Sworn to and subscribed before me this day of
. 2002, to certify which witness my hand and seal of office.

Printed Name:
Notary Public, State of Connecticut

My commission expires:

CRANE CO.'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS'
MASTER SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

-4-
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DunNN, KAGAL, ADaMS, ParpPas &

a FROFESSIONA, CONPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
ONE RIVERWAY, SUITG 1200
HOTSTON, TEXAS 77056

TELEPHONE (713) S2s-3892 FACSIMILE (713) 539.8161

_bAaLtAas
DAY JACKSON STREET, SUITE 3ac
DALLAS, YEXAS 722302
YRELEPHONE (212) 651-8100

ROBERT L. ADAMS FACGIMILE (214) G51-Q1tcs
SHAREWOLDER

tadams@dkapl.com

BOARD CERYTIFIED - PERSONAL INJURY TRIAL LAW
TEXAS BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION
MEMDER AMERICAN BOARE OF TRIAL ADVOCATES

July 19, 2002
BY FAX 512/480-2209
Mr. Scott Hendler
The Hendler Law Firm, P.C.
816 Congress Avenue, Suite 1100
Austin, Texas 78701

RE:  No. 01-454-D; Louis Barletta and Mary Jane Barletia v. American Cyanamid; et al,
In the 105th Judicial District Court of Kleberg County, Texas

Dear Scott:

Enclosed for your review is our first supplemental response to the master discovery in this
case. We have not had enough time to carefully review your Motion to Compel and supplement all
of the interrogatories wat you are complaining about. “Ne plan to do so next week and | am hopeful
that we will provide you with additional supplementation before the end of the month. In the
meantime, we have tried to give you all the information we have about the transite pipe and
asbestos cement that your client has identified in this case. Thank you for your patience in this
matter and I will be looking forward to discussing this with you when you return from vacation.

Very truly ;ours,

RLA:mo
Enclosure
21882\08\1tz2 rla
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DoNN, KAGAL, ADAMS, PAPPAS & Law

A PRAOFEZZIONAL COMPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
ONE RIVERWAY, SUITE 1200
ILOUSTON, TEXAS 770056

TELEFHONE (713) S29-3992 FACSIMILE (713) S29-8161

ROBERT L, ADAMS
SHAREWOLDER DaLLAS

lssame@dkapl.com V00 JACKSON STREET, SUITE 330

DOARD CERTIFIED - RERSONAL INJURY TRIAL LAW DALLAS, TEXAS 76202
TEXAS OAH0D OF LEGAL BPECIALIZATION TELEPHONE (R14) E51-810Q
MEMBER AMERICAN BOARD OF TRIAL ADVOCATES FACSIMILE (214) 65(-8118

July 19, 2002

Ms. Martha I. Soliz

Kleberg County District Clerk
Post Office Box 312
Kingsville, Texas 78364-0312

RE: No. 01-454-D; Louis Barletta and Mary Jane Barletia v. American Cyanamid; et al,
In the 105th Judicial District Court of Kleberg County, Texas

Dear Ms. Soliz:

Enclosed for filing is Defendant Crane Co.’s Certificate of Wrinten Discovery
(Supplemental Response to Plaintiffs’ Interrc zatories. .

By copy of this letter, I am providing Plaintiffs’ counsel of record with a copy of the
aforementioned document. A copy of this cover letter is being sent to all known defense counsel.

Please file stamp the enclosed extra copy and retumn to our office in the envelope provided.
Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

RLA:mo
218820W\COURT Io.RLA.dac
Enclosurcs

cc: Mr. Scott M. Hendler (w/enc.) BY FA L 512/480-22(G9

All Known Defense Counsel (wo/enc.)



Received:

Pt e
o Jul=18-02

7/19/702 -3:54F’M; 7135291416 -> The Hendler Law Firm; Page 3

02:46pm  From=DUNN.KACAL , ADAMS , PAPPAS & LAW 7135291418 T-618 P.003/007 F-12%
NO. 01-454-D
LOUIS BARLETTA AND § IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF
MARY JANE BARLETTA S
VS. é’ KLEBERG COUNTY, TEXAS
AMERICAN CYANAMID, ET AL § 105™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT

CERTIFICATE OF WRITTEN DISCOVERY
TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

COMES NOW, CRANE CO., named Defendant herein, and pursuant to Rule 191.4 of
the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, makes and files this its Certificate of Written Discovery,
certifying that the following discovery was served:

1. On July 19, 2002, Defendaut, CRANE CO. served its Supplemental Responses to
Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories on counsel] for Plaintiffs via certified mail, retumn receipt
requested.

Respectfully submirted,

DUNN, KACAL, ADAMS, PAPPAS & LAW, P.C.

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT, CRANE CO.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

T hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing document has been
sent to Plaintiffs’ counsel by first class mail, telecopy, hand delivery and/or certified mail, return
receipt requested on this the _/9  day of July, 2002 and 1o all known defense counse) by regular
mail.

v:\21882\08\cwd.rla.doc



