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SECOND AMENDED ANSWERS OF PNEUMO ABEX LLC; SUCCESSOR IN
'INTEREST TO ABEX CORPORATION, TO PLAINTIFES’ INTERROGATORIES

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT AND GENERAL OBJECTIONS

Pursuant to ‘the Hlinois Rule; of Civil Procedure and the Illinois Supreme Court Rules,
defendant Pneumo Abex LLC, successor in interest to Abex Corporation (hereinafter “Abex™), 1
hereby respbn‘ds to Pléiixitiﬁs’ Intefrbéaibﬁes,'as follows: |
Abex objects fo these interrogatories on the grounds that they are premature and purport
to shift the burden of éstablishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.
Abex also objects to these interrogatories on the grounds that they are compound, contain
numerous terms that are vague and ambiguous and call for sbeculation.
Abex further objects to these interrogatories to the extent they purport to seek information
or materials unrelated to Abex’s alleged liability in these actions and are not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to these interrogatories on the ground that they assume the truth of matters



not established or matters not in evidence.

Abex also objects to these interrogatories on the ground that they are Wlaﬁve
inasmuch as they fail to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building
insulation products and/or asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products,
and/or among the different types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in
Abex’s asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only
type of asbesto§ Abéx ever used for product production, which was resin-bonded and

encapsulated, proper use of such products did not create or contribute to any adverse health

 effects.

Abéx further objects to these interrogatories on the grounds that they are overly broad,
oppressive, harassing and otherwise unduly burdensome and call for speculation to the extent to
which they request infoméﬁon or materials which are not within the personal kno“}ledge;
possession or control of Abex, its employees or agents, or which may be ascertaiﬁed ér derived,
if at all, only from a page-by-page review of the existing voluminous business records and
documen(s‘ of Abex. Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answers to these
interrogatories, if at all, is substantially the same for plaintiffS‘és Abex.

Abex objects to these interrogatories to the extent to which they purport to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attomey-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with Iitivgation, or any other applicable privilege.

The answers of Abex hereinafter set forth are limited to providing information concerning



domestic automotive and/or railroad friction products manufactured by Abex for the allegedly
relevant time period only. |

Abex never mined or commercially sold raw asbestos or asbestos products.' To the best
of current and reasonably available information and belief, Abex did not manufacture or sell
asbestos-containing automotive brakes, brake assemblies or brake shoes. Nor did Abex ever
manuchture; process, distribute, market or sell any asbestoscontaining building insulation
product;s. Abex was never involved in the installation or removal of any product. Neither did
Abex ever own or operate a contract unit. Rather, Abex manufactured and sold automotive and
railroad friction products, some of which contained chrysotile asbestos only.

These answers are based upon such information as is currently and reasonably available
to Abex and Abex reserves the right to supplement or amend these answers when and if
additional relevant information or documentation becomes available, including any provided by
plaintiffs, at the appropriate time. Discovery and investigation are continuing.

Abex does not concede that any of its answers to these interrogatories are or will be
admissible evidence at a trial of these actions. Abex does not waive any objection, on any
ground, whether or not asserted herein, to the use of any suc_h answer at trial.

To the extent to which the information contained herein differs in any respect from any
prior answer or response to discoverx, these answers shall be deemed to update and supersede
any prior answers or responses in any and all actions.

This Preliminary Statement and General Objections are explicitly incorporated into each

of the answers set forth herein, as appropriate.



- SECOND AMENDED ANSWERS

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: Identify the person answering these interrogatories on behalf of
Defendant.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Information used to respond to‘these interrogatories has been gathered over the course of
many years and by different persons, so that it is impossib!é to attribute the information to ax;y
specific individual(s) or éoume(s). Abex sought and received the assistance of its legal counsel
in the preparation of these answers. Information has also been gathered from documents that are

| maintained in the normal course of business at Abex’s Brooklyn, New York document
repository, where non-privileged do;:uments, to which objection is not made, will be made
availaBle for inspection and copying through Abex’s counsel at a mutually convenient time, tipon
receipt of an appropriately worded document request. Dexter L. Kenﬁeid, a vice president of
Pneumo Abex LLC, ‘35 East 62nd Street, New York, New York, has signed the veﬁﬁcation to
these answers. ‘Mr. Kenfield was employed by Abex as Corporate Counsel from 1986 to 1995
and has been a vicé ;iresidcnt of Pneumo Abex LLC since November 2004.
lﬁTERROGATORY NO. 2: Has the person answering these interrogatories made reasonable
inquiry of all available sources of information such that Plaintiff may rely upon these answers as
the truthful and complete answers made on behalf of Defendant? List any and all such sources of
information relied upon. '

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO.2

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, Dexter L.
Kenfield, a vice president of Pneumo Abex LLC, .35 East 62nd Street, New-York, New York, has

signed the certification to these answers to interrogatories, after being advised that they reflect all

information reasonably availabic to Pneumo Abex LLC. See Certiﬁcatioh (attached).



INTERROGATORY NO. 3: State the following conceming this Defeﬁdant

(a)
®)

(©)
()]

(e

®
(8)

()

@

®

&)

Full and correct name;

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

»>

Identify any and all predecessors and related companies as defined above;

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

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

Defendant’s principal place of business;

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

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

Whether this Defendant is authorized to transact business in the State of [llinois

~ and, if so, the date such authority was first issucd'and last renewed; -

If this Defendant has an agent, representative or place of business in 1llinois,
identify such agent, representative, or place of business; and

If this Defendant has an agent for service in the State of Illinois, identify the
registered agent.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or



materials’regard.ing time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds ‘
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery pf admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatofy to the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials that have beeﬁ gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the énomey-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-product
doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex Corporation, Pneum;) Abex-LLC’s
predecessor, as defined herein, Was incorporated as the American Brake Shoe and Foundry
Company in New Jersey in 1902, and was reincorporated as that company in 1916 in Delaware.
In 1926, the American Brake Shoe and Foundry Company caused to be incor;;orated a New Yorf(
corporation named American Brake Materials Corporation. In 1933, American Brake Materials
Corpm"ation changed its name to American Brakeblok Corpora;tion. In 1937, American
Brakeblok Corporation merged with the Meﬁm Brake Shoé and Foundry Compan):; and was
thereafter operated as the American Brakeblok Division of thét company. In 1943, the American
Brake Shoe and Foundry Company changed its name to the American Brake Shoe Company. In
1966, the American Brake Shoe Company changed its Me to Abex Cor;ioration.

In 1968, Abex Corporation became a wholly owned subsidiary of Illinois Central

Industries, Inc. Illinois Central Industries, Inc. later changed its name to IC Industries, Inc. Abex
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latér became a wholly owned subsidiary of IC Products Company, itself a wholly owned
subsidiary of IC Industries, Inc. (IC Industries, lncr changed its name to Whitman Corporation in
1988).

In 1988, Abex Corpbration‘was sold to PA Holdings Corporation. In 1990, Abex
Corporation was absorbed into PA Holdings Corporation, which later changed its name to
Pneumo Abex Corporation. In 2004, Pneumo Abex Corporation was merged into Pneumo Abex
LLC. |

Pneumo Abex LLCisa Delawar;: limited liability.company and was organized in the
State of Delaware in 2004. Pneumo Abex LLC’s principal place of business is located at 35 East
62™ Street, New York, New York. The former Abex Co'rporzition was qualified to do business in
the State of Illinois on November 16, 1916 and was withdrawn on April 2, 1992.
INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Has Defendant been sued under its correct legal name? If not,

state the correct legal name of Defendant and provide the information requested in No. 3 above
conceming the defendant as correctly named.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Not applicable.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Identify any and all persons or entities which own, or at any time -
have owned, more than a ten percent (10%) interest in this Defendant, and for each such person
or entity identified, state the date(s) during which said person or entity owned more than a ten
percent (10%) interest in Defendant and the specific type and amount of interest owned.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. §:
Abex abjects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. |

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is



limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials iack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this intgnogatory on the grounds that
the fnformation or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to -the issues aris'ing in these cases ‘
and are not reasone{bly calculated to lead to the discovery éf admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to whi.ch it purports to seek information or
materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the.attomey-client privilege, protected by tfle attomey work-product
doctﬁne, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
‘ litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject toland vr"ithout waiving these objections, and insof#r as it 'mdeﬁtmds this
interrogatory, Abex Corporation, Pneumo Abex LLC’s predecesSor, as defined herein, was
incorporated as the American Brake Shoe and Foundry Company in New Jersey in 1902, and was
reincorporated as that company in 1916 in Delaware. In 1926, the American Brake Shoe and
Foundry Company caused to be incorporated a New York corporation named American Brake
Materials. Corporation. In 1933, American Brake Materials Corporation changed its name to
American Brakeblok Corporafion. In 1937, American Brakeblok Corporation merged Qilh the
American Brake Shoe aﬁd Foundry Company, and was thereafter operated as the American
Brakeblok Division of that company. In 1943, the Americaﬁ Brake Shoe and f’oundry Company

changed its name to the American Brake Shoe Company. In 1966, the American Brake Shoe



Company changed its name to Abex Corporation.

In 1968, Abex Corporation became a wholly owned subsidiary of Illinois Central. '
Industries, Inc. Illinois Central Industries, Inc. later change;i its name to IC 'lndustries, Inc. Abex
later became a wholly owned subsidiary of IC Products Company, itself a wholly owned
subsidiary of IC Industries, Inc. (IC Industries, Inc. changed its name to Whitman Corporation in |
1988).

In 1988, Abex Cofporation was sold to PA Holdings Corporation. In 1990, Abex
Corporation was absorbed into PA Holdings quporat_ion, which later changeq its name to
Pncur;:o Abex Corporation. In 2004, Pneumo Abex Corporation was merged into Pneumo Abex

LLC.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Identify any and all companies, businesses, corporations, and/or
ventures in which this Defendant owns, or at any time has owned, more than a ten percent (10%)
interest and which engaged in the design, manufacturing, selling, distributing, applying,
installing, or relabeling of products containing asbestos.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds

that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that



the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or.railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
used for product production, which wa§ resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effe;:ts.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the.course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attomey-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in amicipatiqn of and/or ir; connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. - | |

Subject to' and without waiving these objections, and insofar as Abex un&_erstands this
interrogatory, Abex Corporation, Pneumo ‘Abex LLC’s predecessor, as defined herein, was
incorporated as the American Bré]—ce Shoe and Foundry Company in New Jersey in 1902, and was
reincorporated as that company in 1916 in Delaware. In 1926, the American Brake Shoé and
Foundry Company caused to be incorporated a New York corporation named American Brake
Materials Corporation. In 1933, American Brake Mateﬁals Corporation changed its name to
Amenican Brakeblok Corporation. In 1937, American Brakeblok Corporation merged with the

'American Brake Shoe and Foundry Company, and was thergaﬁér operated as the American
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Brakeblok ﬁivision of that company. In 1943, the American Brake Shoe and Foundry Combany
changed its name to the American Brake Shoe Company. In 1966, the American Brake Shoe
Company changed its name to Abex Corporation.

In 1968, Abex Corporation became a wholly own;ed subsidiary of Illinois Central
Industries, Inc. Illinois Central Industries, Inc. later changed its name to IC Industries, Inc. Abex
later became a wholly owned subsidiary of IC Products Company, itself a wholly owned
subsidiary of IC Industries, Inc. (IC Industries, Inc. changed its name to Whitman Corporation in |
1988). |

In 1988, Abex Corporation was sold to PA Holdings Corporation. In 1990, Abex
Corporation was absorbed into PA Holdings Corporation, which latér changed its name to
Pneumo Abex Corporation. In 2004, Pneumo Abcx Corporation was merged into Pneumo Abex
LLC.

Abex purchased The S.K. Wellman Company in 1963. To the best of current and
reasonably available information and belief, The S.K. Wellman Company did not manufacture or
. distribute asbestos-containing products prior to Abex’s purchase of The S.K. Weilman Company.
Further, to the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, following its |
purchase by Abex, The S.K. Wellman Company business may have sold asbestos-containing
automotive friction products. Abex sold The S.K. Wellman Company in 1971.

In addition, there may be additional corporate acquisitions involving Abex which are
potentially responsiire tc; this interrogatory but due to the passage of time, the change of the
nature of its business, and the change in personnel, Abex lacks; current kﬁowledge of any such

acquisitions. Abex discontinued the manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction

I



produéts in 1977 and asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer

operates any friction product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex embloyees,

officers who worked for Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex

manufactured and sold friction products with personal knowledge of the information contained in

all the records and documents that might be responsive to this interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 7: With respect to each corporation, company, business or joint

venture identified in response to Interrogatory No. 6 state:

(a)
®

(©

(d)

(e)

)

(8)

()

The type of business, conducted by such related company;

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

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

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

~ Whether or not said related company sells or has sold Defendant’s products or

services within the State of lllinois and, lf so0, the approximate value of (hose sales
from 1930 to date

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

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

. The identity of any past or present officer or director of Defendant who, at any

time, served as an officer or director of said related company.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7;

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
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Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevar;ce to the i#sues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials that have been gathered, mceiveq, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-product ‘
doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

~ Subject to and withouf waiving these objections, and insofar as Abex mdmmds this
interrogatory: |

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGAOTRY NO. 7 (a):

Abex manufactured and sold automotive and railroad friction products, some of which
contained chrysotile asbestos only.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGAOTRY NO. 7 (b):

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 6, which are incorporated by reference as

though set forth herein in full.

13



SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGAOTRY NO. 7 (¢):

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, Abex
manufactﬁred and sold automotive friction products. Abex state§ it manufactured and sold brake
. blocks, brake linings and brake pads. In addition, Abex sold clutch facings. Abex states it
manufactured and sold railroad brake shoes.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGAOTRY NO. 7 (d) and (g):

Abex'does not know with certainty when each materiél was used to promote or advertise
its asbestos-containing automotive friction products. Fnﬁhelmore, Abex does not have specific
information or materials concerning which advertising agénts may have been employed to
promote its products. However, documents generally meeting the description of promotional
and advertising materials, as well as sales brochures and pamphlets are maintained in the normal
course of business at Abe.x’s document repository, where non-privileged documents will be made
availab\le for inspection and copﬁng upon request at a mutually convenient time.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGAOTRY NO. 7 (e):

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, unknown. Abex
has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to the extent yhat
it is not equally available to ﬁlaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where
documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
inquiry to othgr natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos.containi;lg railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-

containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
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manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction prod\;cts
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documcnt§ accumulated, during that time was
- enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all sﬁch
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The exi;ting business records and documepts of Abex, which number in excess of ten
(10) million and include an estimated three (3) million sales records, are presel;ved in the order in
which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of the Abex |

document repository has been prepared and to the best- of Abex’s knowledge, no such document
| exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.” The
Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge, it
reflects the general nature of tﬁe contents of boxes of documents and provided with the intention
of affording paﬁies a reasonable opp&ﬂunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records contained
in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their éwn abstracts or summaries. There
was never a central cbrporate filing system of Abex records and documents. Therefore, the
burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this imemgatox)", if at all, is substantially the

same for plaintiffs as Abex.
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There are approximately 610 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximately
2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory may
be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is r{xot limited to the following:

I Sales invoices.

2. General sales correspondence.

3. Shippipg sheets.

4. Warehouse shipments.

5. Purchase orders and shipping orders.

6. Sales transmittals.

7. Sales and distributor files.
8. Catalogs.
9, Brochures.

10.  Promotional materials.

11.  Product brochures.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to ;;laintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them

Abex hag no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to ;Nhici'x it claims
pﬁvilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documéms, it has

segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
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specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (colléctively “Abex”‘), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prépared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
_documents,binclude, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos a_nd non-asbestos related); envirdnmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation# real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims ar;d litigation; legal issues related to corporate govemance or
management; as well as other legal issu.es, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixfy (60) days after the last date upon which
the docgments were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter bg

resolved by the Court,

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGAOTRY NO. 7 (D):

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the informaﬁbn or materials it
purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
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information or materials that have been gathéred, recéived, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or .which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, prptected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials pregamd in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGAOTRY NO. 7 (h):

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 8, which are incorporated by reference as
though set forth herein in full. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 8: List all directors and officers of Defendant from 1940 to date, and
for each state all positions held and the date(s) during which each position was held.

SECOND AMENDED AﬁSWER TO INTERROGATOhY NO.l8: .

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grbunds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, f:ompound and‘calls for speculation.

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to thé years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it ’pmpons to seek
information or materials that have -been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protectirig materials prepared in anticipatiox; ‘o.f and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. |

Subject to and without waiving these objectibons, and to the Best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, there are no present employees of Pneumo Abex.

Further, to the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, the name
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and last known available address of persons who have beena director of Abex are attached
hereto as Exhibit “A.” Discovéry and inspection are continuing. Abéx expressly reserves the
right to supplement or amend this answer to this interrogatory should additional relevant
information become available.

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, the name and last
knowﬁ available address of persons who have been an ofﬁ;ér of Abex are attached hereto as
Exhibit “B.” Discovery and inspection are continuing. Abex expressly reserves the right to
supplement or amend this answer to this interrogatory should additional relevant information
- become available. |
IN'I‘ERROCATORY NO. 9: State whether any of Defendants’ present or former officers or
directors ever served (whether before, during or after becoming Defendants’ officer or director)
as an officer or director of any other company, corporation or business which manufactured, sold

or distributed asbestos or asbestos-containing products and, if so, please:

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

| (b)  Identify each company, corporation or business for which each such officer or .
director served, each position held by such officer or director for such other
' company, corporation or business, and the time periods each position was held.
SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9:
Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or

materials regarding time periods, products and entities that are not at issue in these cases, on the
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grounds that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the
grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in

these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials regarding entities other than Abex.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in énticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is noi equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction produéts in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilitie_s. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,

" or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
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“with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documems that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. T?lereforé, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such -
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all -
such records and documer;ts. |

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoicés), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abgraci, or compilation of the contents of
thé Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid -is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. ' To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxesvof documents and provided with the
intention of affording paﬂic# a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs wjll have a reasonable opportunity

to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
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boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them,

| Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents With respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predec;essors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex"™); and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of,.or for the benefit of such éounsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
_ documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); envirdnmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate govemnance or
.management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will

remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
brepare and serve a privilege 16g on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which

the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be

22



resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: Has Defendant ever acquired, through purchase, reorganization -
or merger, another company, corporation or business which manufactured, sold, processed,
distributed or contracted to apply, asbestos and/or asbestos-containing products?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for ;peculation.

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Orde}, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in
these céses and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the disqovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground_ that it is speculative inasxﬁucb as it fails
to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building ihsulation products and/or |
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbestos fibers. Becausg the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
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information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prépared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objectilons, Abex Corporation, Pneumo Abex LLC’s
predecessor, as defined herein, was incorporated as the American Brake Shoe and F oundry
Company in New Jersey in 1902, and was reincorporated as that company in 1916 in Delaware.
In 1926, the American Brake Shoe and Foundry Company caused to be incorporated a New York
corporation named American Brake Materials Corporation. In 1933, American Brake Materials
Corporation changed its name to American Brak%blok Corporation. In 1937, American
Brakeblok Cofporaﬁon merged with the American Brake Shoe and Foundry Company, and was
thereafter operated as the American Brakeblok Division of that company. In 1943, the American
Brake Shoe and Foundry Company changed its name to the American Brake Shoe Company. In
1966, the American Brake Shoe Company changed' its name to Abex Corporation.

In 1968, Abex Corporation became a wholly owned subsidiary of Illinois Central
Industries, Inc. Illinois Central Industries, Inc. later changed its name to IC Industries, Inc. Abex
later became a wholly o&ned subsidiary of IC Products Company, itself a wholly owned
_subsidiaxy of IC Industries, Inc. (IC Industﬁes, Inc. éhanged its name to Whitman Corporation in
1988).

In 1988, Abex Corporation was sold to PA Holdings Corporation. In 1990, Abex
Corporation was absorbed into PA Holdings Corporatiori, which later changed its name to

. Pneumo Abex Corporation. In 2004, Pneumo Abex Corporation was merged into Pneumo Abex.
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LLC.

Abex purchaséci The S.K. Wellman Company-in 1963. To the best of current a;xd
reasonably available information and belief, The S.K. Wellman Company did not manufacture or
distribute asbestos-containing products prior to Abex’s purchase of The S.K. Wellman Company.

Further, to the best of current and reasonably évailable information and belief, following its
purchase by Abex, The S.K. Wellman Company business may have sold asbestos-containing
automotive friétion products. Aﬁex sold The S.K. Wellman Company in 1971.

In addition, there may be additional corporate aéquisitions involving Abé;c which are
potentially mpﬁnsive to this interrogatory but due to the passage of time, the change of the
nature of its business, and the change in personnel, Abex lacks current knowledge of any such
acquisitions. Abex discontinued the manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction
products in 1977 and asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 an;l no longer
operates any frict_ion product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees,
officers who worked for Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex
manufactured and sold friction products with personal knowledge of the information contained in
all the records and documents that might be responsive to this interrogatory.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11: If the answer to Interrogatory No. 10 is “Yes”, wi.th respect to
each such predecessor:

(a)  State its full and correct name;

(b)  State its principal place of business;

(c) State its State of Incorporation;

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compoﬁnd, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abéx’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or |
materials regarding time periods that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds that such
infbrmation or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack_ relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information that is a
ma(t&of public record, and thus, equally available to plaintiffs as Abex.

Subject to and without waiving these objections:

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10(a):

Pneumo Abex LLC, successor in interest to Abex Corporation.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10(b):
Pneumo Abex LLC’s principal place of business is located at 35 East 62™ Street, New

York, New York.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10(c):
Pneumo Abex LLC was organized in the State of Delaware.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10(d):
Pneumo Abex LLC was organized in the State of Delaware in 2004.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10(e):

The former Abex Corporation was qualified to do business in the State of Illinois on
November 16, 1916 and was withdrawn on April 2, 1992.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 10(f):

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, unknown. -Abex
has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to the-extent that. )
it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where
documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
inquiry to other natural persons or organizations. |

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the |
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any’ friction product
xﬁanufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who s:;t on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained iﬁ ali the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

_ Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during

which time it underwent numerous éhangés in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
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and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which nu;nber in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract,'or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a sumrhary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of ddcum;ents e;nd provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corborate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascénaining the #nswer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to Iliinois Rules of Civil Procedufe, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity,
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these |
boxes of documents, which will be proddced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them. |

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
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privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best .
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the rpque#t of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attoneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
clgims and Mliiigation (asbestos and non-asbéstos related); environmental issues, claims and
liﬁgatibn; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or

' management; as well as othe; legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, onk a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintifl within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any §bjection can thereafter be
resolved by the Cou&.

INTERROGATORY NO. 12: H;zs Defendant ever acquired from another corporation,

company, or business, by any means other than those specified in Interrogatory No. 10, assets or
rights 10 manufacture, sell, distribute or apply asbestos or asbestos-containing products?
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWE'R TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex élso objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products 'that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonabfy calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or matenials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in b;.zilding insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or‘among the diffgrent
types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive aﬁdlor railroad friction'producfs wa; chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
products did not create or contribute to any adverse heal_th effects.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to whiqh it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-

. pfoduct doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepéred in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current knowledge and
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belief, Abex is unaware of any agreements for the rebranding of asbestos-containing friction
products manufactured by others for resale by Abex. Abex has found no documents or
information indicating an agreement for Abex to rebrand and sell ﬁnder its own name asbestos-
containing friction products manufactured by someone else. Abex is aware of information
indicating that it may have purcha;cd automotive friction products from Raybestos and Bendix
Corporation. 1t is not known whether the product(s) purchased contaihed asbestos. Abex has
made a reasonable and go’o& faith effort to obtain the requested ihformation, to the extent that it
is not equaﬁy available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of location where documents
- containing this information, if it exist#, should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other
natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s Jack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos—containirig railroad friction products ir; 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product>
manufacturing faciiiiies. There are nb'currem Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the pel;iod Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that :Abex has in its possession all such

records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
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such records and documents.

The existing busims records and documents of Abex, thich number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three 3) mil'lion nommilﬁad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which théy 'were found. No summary; abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
docuinem exists. Inthe past, Abex has provided parties with a dﬁcumem entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge;
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

There. are approximately 610 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximately
2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory may ‘
be ascertained or derived, thg subject matter of which includes but is not limitgd to the following:

1. Sales invoices.

2. General sales correspondence.

3. Shipping sheets.

4, Warehouse shipments.

5. Purchase orders and shipping orders.

6. Sales transmittals.
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7. Sales and distributor files.

8. Catalogs.

9. Brochures.

10.  Promotional materials.

11.  Product brochures.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plgintiffs will have a reasonable oppommity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these -
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
* York, where they are maintained in the normal course of busineés, should plaintiffs decide to
' inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The bést
specificity that Abex can présemly provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of|, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concemning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers' compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and

litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
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litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment iss;xes, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer fo inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date bpon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any ob}ection can thereafier be
resolved by the Court. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 13: If the answer to Interrogatory No. 12 is “Yes”, with respect to
each such acquisition:

(a) State the full and correct name of the company from which such assets or rights
were acquired; :

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

(©) Describe the assets or rights acquiréd, including the specific asbestos-containing
products to which said assets or rights related; and -

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 12, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14: Other than any transaction identified in response to
Interrogatories Nos. 10-13, has this Defendant ever been involved, in any capacity, including but
not limited to, seller, transferor, grantor, franchiser, licensor, buyer, transferee, grantee,
franchisee or subject of the transaction, in any transaction, of any kind, concerning any of the
following: ,

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

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

(c)  the purchase/sale or transfer of liabilities arising out of the manufacturc, sale,
processing, distribution or application of asbestos or asbestos-containing products.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, _undu]y
burdensome, com_pound, vague and ambiguohs and calls f§r speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time périods land products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on thé grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissiBle evic'lencé.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained-in building insulation products and/or |
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbestos fibers. ﬁecause the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s ;ébemc;s-coniajning
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever |
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such |

products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
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information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in coﬁnection
with litigati;m, or any other applicable privilege.

Abex discontinued the manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad fncmm
products in 1977 and asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer
operales any friction product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees,
officers who worked for Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex
fnanufacmred and sold friction products with personal knowledge of the information contained in
all the records and documents that might be resﬁonsive to this imerrogatofy. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex is generally aware of the following
transactions that may be responsive to this interrogatory, but has incompléte knowledge of theﬁl,
including the extent, if any, to which the referenced businesses were associated with asbestos-
containing products before, during or after their ?fﬁliatiﬁn with Abex. In ad@ition, there could

: have been other transactions potentially responsive to this interrogatory as to which Abex Iag:ks
current knowledge:

1971 sale of S.K. Wellman business to Brush-Wellman Corporation

1985 sale of AMSCO Welding Products business to Stoody Company

1986 sale of Signal-Stat Division to Federal-Mogul Corporation

1986 sale of Denison Division to ASEA Inc.

1987 sale of Railroaa Products Division to ABC Rail Corporation

1987 sale of Waukesha Pump Division to AMCA Intemnational Corporation
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1988 sale of AMSCO Division- to. Atﬁalloy_Corporation
1988 sal;e of ‘Remc_o Hyciraulics Division to Remco Hydraulics lﬁc.
1989 sale of French friction products business to .T & N plc
1989 sale of Italian friction products business to Rutgerswerke A.G.

- 1989 sale of Mexican friction products business to Echlin Corporation
1989 sale of Waukesha Foundry business to Waukesha Foundry Inc.
1994 sale of Jetway Division to FMC Corporation

1994 sale of Abex Friction Products Division and Canadian affiliate to Wagner Electric
Corporation .

1994 sale of joint venture interest in Sundaram-Abex Limited (India) to co-venturer

1996 sale of Abex-NWL Aerospace Division to Parker-Hannifin Corporation

MRROCATQRY NO. 15: If the answer to any sub-part of Interrogatory No. 14 is “Yes”,
with respect to each such transaction: '

(a) Identify all parties to the transaction;
(b)  Identify the subject matter of the transaction;
(c)  State the date of the transaction; and,

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15:
See Objections and Answer tb Interrogatory No. 14, which are incorporated by reference

as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16: State the first and last dates on which any asbestos-containing
product was manufactured by: .

(a) Defendant;
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(b)  each and every predecessor; and

(c) each and every related company.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1§:

Abex objects to this interrogatory-on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also ijects to this interrogatory o;a thé ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further t;bjects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time périods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on.lhe grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues érising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence;.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and |
‘reasonably available information and belief, Abex ceased selling clutch facings in approximatély
l97i. Abex ceased manufacturing and selling its asbestos-containing failroad friction products
in 1977. Abex ceased manufacturing and selling its asbestos-containing automotive friction
products in 1987,

INTERROGATORY NO. 17: State the first and last dates on which any asbestos-containing
product was specified, sold, distributed, applied and/or installed within the United States by:

(a) Defendant;
(b)  eachand every piedecessor; and

(¢)  each and every related company.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambfguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
mateﬁals regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissibl;: evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or matefials it purports; to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 6f admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objgctions, Abex manufactured and sold various
asbestos-containing automotive friction products duriﬁg vaﬁous periods from approximately

1927 to 1987. To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, Abex
| states it sold clutch facings from an unknown time period until approximately 1971. Abex
manufactured and sold asbestos-containing railroad friction products from approximately 1957 to
1977. A
INTERROGATORY NO. 18: State the last date on which Defendant or any related company
specified, sold, distributed, applied and/or installed any asbestos-containing product outside the
United States and identify by brand or trade name the products so specified, sold, distributed,
applied and/or installed.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
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‘Burdensome, coﬁpound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. |

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this int_errogatory to the extent ii purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and produéts that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to t}n;,~
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and‘are not reasonably calculated to lead to tﬁe discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on thé ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it !
fails to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products and/m;
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbestos fibers. Becapse the asﬁestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
products did not créate or contribute to any adverse health effects.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of cﬁrrent and reasonably
available information and belief, Abex ceased selling clutch facings in approximately 1971.

Abex ceased manufactuﬁngvand selling its asbestos-containing Qutomotive friction products in
1987. Abex ceased manufacturing and selling its asbestos-containing railroad friction products
in1977.

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, Abex
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manufactured and sold its asbestos-containing automotive friction products under one or more of

the following trade names at various times:

Year of

Registration
Trade Name or First Use
American Brake Materials ... ........... corenee. 1930
Brakeblok. ... ........... eteraseers sresseresee servensnser 1936
American Brakeblok ........... coconiiit e 1938
ADEBX  cooveviie ceeeineeee crerererens evesseees sosssasesse 1941
Brake Shoe ... coovvveeee ceiveeerie cevrricees sceeeeenne 1943
ESHNE ooeones e cevveeecee ceveereraee srecnannens 1965
Stopper.....cc. covcrnres ciienennens rrensenress sensmessans 1966
American Eagle ... coveeins vvvciines v . 1974
Crossing Guard ....... cccccoeet vevrvcenr cerieennns 1975
PrOteCIOr....... eeeievers ceeverrrnne conerrerens servessanns 1975
121 Super Brakes ... .ccceeee eecrrees vivennaen 1975
Velvetouch Organik. .......cc.. cecreeeee. revereeens Unknown

INTERROGATORY NO. 19: Identify by full and complete trade name, any and all asbestos-
containing products as defined above, which this Defendant, any related company, or any

predecessor(s) has, at any time:

(8)  Designed;
(b)  Manufactured;
{c) Processed;
(&)  Sold;
(¢)  Distributed;
(D Applied;
(g)  Installed;
(h) Patented;
@) Specified; or
) Re-labeled.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
bu_rdensor_né, compound, duplicative, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identiﬁcation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purpon.s to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or ma}erials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatbxy on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, Abex manufactured and sold its asbestos-contain_ing automotive

friction products under one or more of the following trade names at various times:

Year of

Registration
Trade Name or First Use
American Brake Matenials ... ....c..c... ceuveennee 1930
Brakeblok. ... ccceeiiiee ceeieeens crrrierens crreerrenns - 1936
American Brakeblok ........... coeveeeies i 1938
Abex .......... ceereereree sreesserens sisvereense sorseresres 1941
Brake Shoe... ..ccoccoeve eevticeier covverereet cerveaeene 1943
ESHAC oot et crreveees cvenernres cevveraenee 1965
SHOPPLT et ettt e e cecrnenes 1966
American Eagle........ ccoooecer ceccnins e 1974
Crossing Guard ....... cooocceees vevcvvees ceveenne 1975
PrOteCiOr....... ccccereect cerrecnees cecvnnreees ceversanens 1975



121 Super Brakes ... ........... vveevseans sevcneessas 1975
Velvetouch Organik. ....cooeet everniics cernnnecee Unknown

Abex manufactured and sold asbestos-containing railroad friction products under the
trade name “Comet.”

INTERROGATORY NO. 20: With respect to each asbestos-containing product listed for each
subpart of Interrogatory No. 19:

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and caﬁills\for specu_lation..

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex fu_nher objects to this interrogat@ to the extent itvpmportis to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interr;)gatory on the grour')ds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these

cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the‘discdvery of admissible evidence.
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Subject to and without waiving these objections: -

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO.20 (s): |

American Brake Shoe and Foundry Company, American Brake Materials Corporation,
American Brakeblok Corporation, American Brake Shoe Company.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20 (b):

Abex first nianufactured and sold asbestos-containing autqmotive friction products in
appmxifnately 1927. To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief,
Abex states it is unaware of the date that it first started selling clutch facings. Abex first
manufactured and sold asbestos-containing railroad friction products in approximately 1957.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20 (c):

Abex ceased manufacturing and selling its asbestos-containing automotive friction
products in 1987. To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, Abex
ceased selling clutch facings in approximately 1971. Abex ceased manﬁfacturing and sgllirig its
asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977.

INTERROGATORY NO. 21: Were any of the products, which were listed in response to
Interrogatory No. 19 as having been specified, sold, distributed, applied or installed by
Defendant, its predecessor or related company(ies), purchased from another company and

relabeled for sale or distribution by Defendant, its predecessors or related companies? If so,
identify those products, and with respect to each:

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

(b)  Identify the company which manufactured the product; and,

(c)  State the date(s) during which said re-labeled product was sold, distributed or
applied.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for spéculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or |
materials regarding time periods and prodﬁcts that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible ewdence Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in

these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidénce.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current knowledge and
belief, Abex is unaware of any agreements for the rebranding of asﬁestos-containing friction
products manufactnred by others for resale by Abex. Abex has found no documents or
inforxﬁation indicating an agreement for Abex to rebrand and sell under its own name asbestc;s-
cont;ining friction products ma‘nuf"actured by someone else. Abex is a§vare of information
indicating that it may have purchased automotive friction products ffom Raybestos and Bendi;(
Corporation. It is not known whether the product(s) purchased contained asbestos. Abex has
made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requestéd information, to the extent that it
is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where documents
containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other
natural pers_on§ or organizations. '

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the

manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
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containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any frictioﬁ product
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personﬂ knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more tﬁan one hundred (100) years, during
. which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquaners
and name. The vél_ume of records generated, and‘ documents accumhlated, during that time was
enormous. Thereforé, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information g:omai’ned in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven |
'(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the o.rder in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the cqntems of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In lhe- past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,

it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the |
intention of affording parties a reasonab-le opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.

Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
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substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.
There are approximately 610 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximateiy
2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory may
be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the following:
1. Sales invoices. | |
2 General sales correspondence.
3. Shipping sheets.
4, Warehouse shipments.
5. Purchase orders and shipping orders.

6. Sales transmittals.

7. Sales and distributor files.
8. Catalogs.
9. Brochures.

10. - Promotional materials.

11.  Product brochures.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be prodﬁced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims

privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
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segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisiong
on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on -
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental imprgssions of the attorneys on matters concemning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate-and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and c'laims. |

When a plaintiff a'v#ils himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims pri\-/i}ege, on a box-by-box basis; and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days afier the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Ahy dispute as to the propriet.y of any objection can thereafter Ibe
’ resol;red by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Has this Defendant, at any time, applied, contracted to apply,
installed or engaged in the business of applying or installing, asbestos-containing products? If so:

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

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

(i) . State whether the products you applied, installed or contracted to apply or install
were included as part of the project’s contract price or whether you applied the
products that were provided at the worksite;

(i) | Identify by manufacturer and trade name each and every asbestos-containing
~ product applied or installed;

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

(iv) . Identify the employee(s) of Defendant who was (were) in charge of the job;

(v)  Identify the person or entity for which product; were applied or installed; and

(vi) Identify ali documents relating to such contract, application or installation.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compotind, vague and ambiguous and calls fof speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to segk information or
materials regarding time periods, products and work sites that are not at issue in these cases; on
the grounds that such infonnati;)n or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the
grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex states that it did not apply,
contract to apply, install or engage in the .bt.xsiness of applying or installing asbestos-containing
products. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 23: Has this Defendant, any predecessor or any related company,
ever engaged in the business of mining asbestos? If so:
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(a)
(b)
(©)

(d)

(®

Idemify which company(ies) whether (Defendant, predecessor or related
company) erigaged in said business;

State the date(s) during which each said company éngaged in such business;
State each and every location at which such mining was done;

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

- Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, u_nduly

burdensome, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably

available information and belief, Abex did not engage in the business of mining “asbestos.”

INTERROGATORY NO. 24: Has this Defendant, any predecessor or any related company .
ever purchased and resold raw asbestos? If so, with respect to each such purchase and resale:

(@)
®)
()

State the date(s) of the transaction;

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably

available information and belief, Abex is not aware that it ever purchased and then resold “raw
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asbestos.”

INTEi!ROGATORY NO. 25: ldentify each and every source from which Defendant, any
predecessor or related company, obtained raw asbestos and/or asbestos-containing material used
by Defendant, any predecessor or related company, to manufacture or process any product listed
in response to Interrogatory No. 19.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
| burdensome, Acompound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. '

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objeds to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time peﬁods and product§ that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or m;nerials lack relevance and are not m@nably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory oﬁ the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise Jack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculéted to lead to the discovery of ;admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waivihg these objections, Abex does not possess complete
knowledge éonceming the identity of all its suppliers or the specific time periods of its purchase |
from specific suppliers of raw chrysotile asbestos fiber, which were the only asbestos fibers ever
utilized by Abex in the manufacture of its asbestos~coniaining friction products. The extent of its
knowledge is reflected below.

To the best of current and reasonably available information.and belief, Abex is generally

aware that, during various periods since 1948 and no later than 1987, when Abex ceased the
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manufacture of asbestos-containing automotive friction products, raw chrysotile asbestos fibers
were purchased from the following suppliers for use in manufacturing friction products:

Asbestos Corporatio'n; Ltd.
Thetford Mines
Quebec, Canada

Bell Asbestos Mines, Ltd.
Thetford Mines
Quebec, Canada

GAF Corp.
Hyde Park, Vermont

Lake Asbestos
Black Lake
Quebec, Canada

Johns-Manville Corporation
Canadian Johns-Manville Corp.
Asbestos, Canada

Vermont Asbestos Group, Inc.
Hyde Park, Vermont

Abex may have purchased various types of raw asbestos fibers from North American
Asbestos Corporation and perhaps other suppliers for research purposes only.

INTERROGATORY NO. 26: Is Defendant or any related company, as of the date of
answering these interrogatories, still manufacturing, specifying, selling, distributing, applying or
installing any asbestos-containing product? If so, give the brand/trade names of such products,
type and percentage of asbestos in such product, and the date on which Defendant or any related
company first manufactured, specified, sold, distributed, applied or installed said products.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

No.
INTERROGATORY NO. 27: With respect to each and every product listed in answer to

Interrogatory No. 19, provide a full and complete description of the package in which the product
was sold, including, but not limited to, type of package, size, color and writings thereon.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and émbigixous and calls for speculation. =

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this imerrdgatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
| discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the |
information or materials it purports to séek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasbnably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, some of Abex’s asbestos-coﬁtaining automotive friction
products were generaily packaged in plain, brown, or tan cardboard boxes according to size, with
the end label being imprinted wfth colors. Abex packaging varied from product to product over
the many decades of its corporate existence. Abex’; asbestos-containing railroad friction
products were generally shipp-ed on pallets according to size.

' INTERROGATOR\? NO. 28: For each subpart below; state whether or not, to Defendant’s
knowledge any items as described therein presently exist and, if so, identify any and all such

" existing items and state the present location of each:

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

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

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

(d)  any picture, drawing, photogréph or like representation of the items described.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO mTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Abex objects to this intgrrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory oti the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to 1hi:s' interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
ﬁxat such information or n'qxateriaIS lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admi#sible evidence. Abex objects to thisinterrogatofy on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and
are not reasonably calculated to l&ad to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections:

| SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28 (a)

A “Comet” brake shoe is in possession of Abex’s counsel.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28 (b)

Two types of sample packages for “Abex™ automotive friction products are in the

possession of Abex’s counsel.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28 (c):

Abex does not know with certainty when each material was used to promote or advertise
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its asbestos-containing automotive friction products. Furthermore, Abex does not have specific
infomatioﬁ or materials concemning which advertising agents may have been erﬁployed to.
promote its products. However, documents generally meeting the description of promotion;l
and advertisiné materials, as well as sales brochures and pamphlets are maintained in the normal
course of business at Abex’s document repository, where non-privileged documents will be made
available for inspection and copying upon request at a mutually convenient time.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28 (d):

Abex éan make available for inspection photographs of two types of sample packages for
“Abex’; automotive ﬁiction products, which are in the possession of Abex’s counse] at a
mutually convenient time.
| INTERROGATORY NO. 29: Did Defendant, any related combany or any predecessor ever |
stamp or otherwise place (including affixing tags or labels) a company name, initials, or any
identifying logo on any of the products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 197

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 29:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is 'oveﬂy broad, unduly
burdenspme, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex. |

Abex further objects té this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the

information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
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cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissgble evid_ence. _

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonaialy
available information and belief, at least some of Abex’s friction products carried edge codes but
the period of time is unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the
requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by 'making a good
~ faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists, should be
found, and where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations. -

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos—containing.railmad friction products in 1977 and
asbestos-containing automotive fricti;)n products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for -
Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents
that might be responsive to this interrogatory. |

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
‘which time it underwent numerous chénges in its corporate structure, m'ana'gemem, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in ali
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven

(7) million (exclu&ing an estimated three (3) million non-railrbad sales invoices), are preserved
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in the order in whicﬁ they were found. No'summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s khowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided pérties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
‘ The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reﬂectsv tl?e general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained'ir_x the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
sumrmaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
| Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

There are approximately 150 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximately
2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain.the documents from which the answer to this intérrogatory may

 be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the following:

1. Winchester quality control.

2. Pmductjon plans.

3. Subject files, Friction products division.
4, Blueprints, Friction products division.
5. General correspondence.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New

York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
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inspeci them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attomeys, both outside and in house counsel, on -
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters conceming Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memor#ﬁaa, notes of tele_phone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and pz;,rsonal injury issues, .
claims and lit_igatiqn (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
manégement; as well as other legal iséues, transactions and claims.

" When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remové any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
~ prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days afier the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 30: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 19 is “Yes,” identify each
and every such product upon which such name, initials or identifying logo appeared and for each
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such product identified:

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

- (b)  State the date(s) during which each such name, mmals o ldenufymg logo
appeared on sald product; and i

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 29, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
INTERROGATORY NO. 31: Was each of the asbestos-containing products listed in response

to Interrogatory No. 19 generally expected to reach, or was each packaged to reach, the consumer
or user, without substantial change in the condition in which it was sold?

- SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 31:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objecis to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex’s asbestos-containing automotive
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products were not manufactured pursuant to any single formula. Variations in the formulas of
Abex’s asbestos-containing autom;nive products were to meet the customer’s specifications for a
specific application. Abex’s asbéstos-containing automotive friction products were generally |
sold in ready-to-use form. To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief,
~ some Abex friction products were generally intended to reach the ultimate end-user in
substantially the same condition as sold by Abex, while other Abex friction products were not.
Abex’s railroad friction products were intended to reach the ultimate en&-user in substantially the
same condition as sold by Abex.

. INTERROGATORY NO. 32: If your answer to Interrogafory No. 31 is “No” with respect to
any product(s), explain in what manner Defendant claims said product(s) were altered or

substantially changed after sale or distribution and before reaching the consumer or user.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of -
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interroéatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it p.urpons to seek otherwise lack rel.evance to the issues arising in these-
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasohably
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available information and belief, some Abex automotive friction products may have undergone
changes after sale by Abex and prior to reaching the ultimate end-user. Such changes may have .
included, for example, changes in size, shape, configuration, attachment to other brake system
components, and incorporation into larger automotive products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 33: With respect to each product listed in response to Interrogatory
No. 19, state whether, based upon the matenal contents, the method of manufacturing, and the
method of application, such pmduct could generally be applied or installed without hberatmg
asbestos fibers?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 33:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
~_materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to scek otherwise lack relevancé to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, Abex’s asbestos-containing friction products could generally be
applied or installed without liberating asbestos fibers.

INTERROGATORY NO. 34: This mterrogatory has been withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by
the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 35: Identify each person who participated in the design and/or

preparation of manufacturing specifications for each product listed in response to Interrogatory
No. 19. '
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERkOGATORY NO. 3§:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. |

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably qalculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reas.(;;xébly .
'available information and belief, the following individuals may have or may have had |
information responsive to this interrogatory:

Blume, William

Kwolek, John

 Merkel, Timothy

Nelson, Robert E.
Pearce, Richard

Spokes, Raymond
~ None of the above-referenced individuals is currently an officer, director or employee of
Abex. This ansv;'er is based u.;;on.such information as is currently and rqasc;nably available to
-Abex and Abex reserves the right to supplement or amend this. answer when and if additional -
relevant information or documentation becomes available, including any provided by plaintiffs,
at the appropriate time. Discovery and investigation are cominuipg.
INTERROGATORY NO. 36: Identify any and all documents, including, but not limited to,

written memoranda, specifications, blueprints, formulas, patterns and designs, referring to,
relating to or reflecting the design, preparation, application and/or installation of each product
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listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for sp@ulatio;x.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds

that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the

_discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that

the information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack refevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attomey work-product
doctrine, the rule protecting mateﬁﬁs prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seck confidential, trade
secret or other proprietary infqrmation or materials.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
availaﬁle information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, -to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,

should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.
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‘Abex’s lack of Wml knowledge is due to the following: Abéx discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and
asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer éperates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with personal knowlédge of the information contained in all the record; and documents
that might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes m its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possessfon all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven -
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No sumniary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties wi_th a document entille;i “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reﬂgcts the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording.panies a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records

contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
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summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex rewrfls and documef;ts.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this inte;rogatqry, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.
There are approximately 150 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximately
12,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory may
be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is pot limited to the following:
I. Winchester quality control. | |

2. Production plans.

3. Subject files, Friction products division.
4, Blueprints, Friction products division.
5. General correspondence.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
Soxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s i;acility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are rﬁai_ntained in the normal course of business, should plaintiﬁ"s decide to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensivé list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. VT}IIe best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,

on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attomeys, both outside and in house counsel, on
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_the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, ipclude, but are not limited to, cdrrespondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal inj;ury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; rgal estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
ménagemem; as well as other legal issueﬁ, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiﬂ: ;a\;ails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriéty of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Cour.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37: With respect to each product listed in response to Interrogatory
No. 19, state:

(a) The type of asbestos contained in the product as it was first manufactured;
(b) The percentage of asbestos contained in the product as it was first mariuf'acrured;

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

(d) The source of asbestos in each product;
(&)  The color, physical characteristics, and appearance of each products;

® Any and all other names under which the product was sold, at any time;
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(8)  The number and date of each patent or patent application for each product;

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

) If the product is no longer produced, all reasons it was discontinued, the identity
of the person(s) who made the decision to discontinue the product, the brand name

of the replacement product, and the date the replacement product first went into
production; and -

)] The reasons why asbestos was used as an ingredient in each such product.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden c;f
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to tﬁis interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek oth;mise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
case§ and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to'séek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,

“or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privi!ége, protected by the attémey work-

product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
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with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.
Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information that
is a matter of public record, and thus, equally available io' plaintiffs as Abex.

Subject to and without waiving these objections:

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37 (a):

Chrysotile asbestos only.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37 (b) and (c}):

Abex’s asbestos-containing automotive friction products contained approximately 25 to
70 percent chrysotile asbestos only. Abex’s “éomet” railroad brake shoe contained
appm)gimately S percent chrysotile asbestos only.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37(d):

-Abex does not possess complete knowledge concerning the identity of all its suppliers or
the specific time periods of its purchase from specific suppliers of raw chrysotile asbestos fiber,
which were the only asbestos fibers ever utilized by Abex in the manufacture of its asbestos-
containing friction products. The extent of its‘knowlec‘lg‘e is reflected below.

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, Abex is generally
" aware that, during various ﬁeriods since 1948 and no later than 1987, wher; Abex ceased the
manufacture of asbestos-containing automotive friction products, ra\ﬁ chrysotile asbestos fibers
were purchased from the followjng suppliers for use in manufacturing friction products:

~ Asbestos Corporation, Ltd.
Thetford Mines , ; ‘
Quebec, C;mada

Bell Asbestos Mines, Ltd.
Thetford Mines
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Quebec, Canada

GAF Corp.
Hyde Park, Vermont

Lake Asbestos
Black Lake
Quebec, Canada

Johns-Manville Corporation
Canadian Johns-Manville Corp.
Asbestos, Canada

Vermont Asbestos Group, Inc.
Hyde Park, Vermont

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37 SUBPART (e):

Abex’s asbestos-containing brake linings were flat black, charcoal and gray in color, and
‘were shaped into curved, linear segments and pad shapes. Abex’s asbestos-containing railroad
brake shoes were flat black, charcoal and gray in color, and had curved, linear segments of

friction material integrally attached to steel backings.

SECOND AMENDEMS\X,_Eﬁ TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37 SUBPART (f):
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 19, which are iﬁcorporated by reference

as though set forth herein in full.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NQ. 37 SUBPART (g):

To the best of cﬁ&ent and reasonably available information and belief unknown. Abex
has made a reasonable anci good faith effort to ot;tain the requested information, to the extent that
it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where
documents containing this information, if it exists, should be ’found, where appropriate, by

inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.
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Abex’s laﬁk ;)f personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued thé
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and
asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. There are no ;unen; Abex employees, officers who worked for
Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents
that might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one h@dmd (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exisf that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, Which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compslatlon of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge no such
document exists. In the pas.t, Abex has provnded parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and proviaed with the

- intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records

contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparihg their own abstracts or
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summaries. There was never a central corporate ﬁiing system of Abex records and documents,
Therefore, the burden of deriving ox; ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

There are approximately 150 boxes, m#ny of which are comprised of approximately
2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from whi‘ch’ the answer to this interrogatory may
be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the following:

| 1.  Winchester quality control. |

2. Production plans.

3. Subject files, Friction products division.

4. Blueprints, Friction products division.

S. General correspondence. -

Pursuant to 1llinois Rules of. Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents; which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maix;tained in the normai course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged éertain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/c;r its predecessors or 8ivisioﬁs,

on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attorneys, both outside and in house counsel, on

71



the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and emplo&ment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inépect the documents, Abex wiﬁ
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be -
resolved by the Court. | |

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37 (h) and (i):

Abex ceased manufacturing and selling its asbestos-containing automotive friction
products in 1987 due to a shift in the demand for friction products.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37 SUBPART (j)

Chrysotile asbestos, the only type of asbestos fibers ever used by Abex in- the manufacture

of its friction products were utilized in Abex’s asbestos-containing friction products because it
represented a uniquely favorable combination of properties, including thermal stability, friction

level, reinforcing properties, cost, availability, compatibility with production processes and

72



manufacturing equipment, acceptability and familiarity to customers, and safety with regard to its
use in friction pmducts.

INTERROGATORY NO. 38: Identify any and all facilities at which Defendant, any
predecessor or any related company, at any time, manufactured or processed asbestos-containing

products, or processed raw asbestos. For each such facility identified:

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

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

(c)  Identify each person serving as the manager or supervisor of said facility during
' any time which the facility has been owrned and/or operated by Defendant, any

predecessor or any related company, and state the date(s) of the tenure as manager
or supervisor for each.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERRdGATOkY NO. 38:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
'burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. -

Abex also objects to this interrogétory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this inteﬁogatod to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods, products and work sites that are not at issue in these cases, on
the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to
lea& to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds
that the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issﬁes arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex never mined, marketed or
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commercially sold raw asbestos. Abex's asbestos-containing automotive friction products were
manufacfured in Detroit, Michigan starting in abproximately 1927 and ceased in the mid-1950’s;
in Salisbury, North Carolina starting in 1974 and ceased in 1987; and in Winchester, Virginia
starting in 1947 and ceased in 1987. To the best of current and reasonably available
information and belief, E.H. Feierabend (Winchester), Albert Indelicato (Salisbury), and Charles
Mallory (Winchester) may have had some operational respdnsibilities over these plants. Abex
does not have any s@iﬁc knowledge or informatién as to whether aﬁy,automoﬁve friction
products were manufactured at its former facility in Lancaster, New York. Said facility was
destroyed in 1927. Abex is unaware of any documents that could indicate that asbestos--
containing automotive frict;’on products were manufactured at the Lancaster, New York facility
prior to 1927, Abex’s asbéstos-containing railroad fﬁmion p@ncts were manufactured in
Chicago, lllinois.
INTERROGATORY NO. 39: Withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by the Court.
INTERROGATORY NO. 40: Identify any and all persons known by you to have aﬁy | '
knowledge concerning the manufacture, sale, distribution, possession, application, installation or
use of the products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 19.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambigudus and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periodé and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds

that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
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the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidenée.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current a;ud reasonably
available information and belief, the following individuals may have or may have had
information responsive to this interrogatory:

Indelicato, Albent
Bretz, Earl L., Jr,
Cvitkovich, Steven
Feierabend, Eric H.
Francis, W. H.
Kleeschulte, David G.
Mallory, Charles B.
Nelson, Robert
Parker, F. R.
Blume, William
Merkle, Timothy
Spokes, Raymond
Pearce, Richard
Kwolek, John
Griffith, Arvon .
Nelson, Robert

None of the above-referenced indiviciuals is currently an officer, director or employee of
Abex. This answer is based upon such information as is currently and reasonably available to
Abex and Abex reserves the right to supplement or amend this answer when and if additional
rele;/ant information or docﬁéhtétion becomes available, including any provided by plaintiffs,
at the appropriate time. Discovery ;nd investigation are continuing.
INTERROGATORY NO. 41: Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, at any

time, designed, manufactured, processed, sold, distributed, supplied, applied, installed or
contracted to apply or install any product which contained vermiculite?
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

Not applicable.

- INTERROGATORY NO. 42: If you answer to Interrogatory No. 41 is ‘;Yes,” identify by
brand/trade name any and all such products which contained vermiculite and for each:

(a)
(b)
©
@

(e)

®

(8
(h)

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

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

Identify the source of the vermiculite used in the product;

Identify the specifi c company (Defendant, predecessor, related company) which
designed, manufactured, processed, sold, distributed, applied, installed or patented

such product;

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

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

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

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

product or packaging.

| SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

Not applicable.

- INTERROGATORY NO:. 43: With respect to the products listed in response to Interrogatories
Nos. 19 and 42, did Defendant, any predecessor or related company or the manufacturer of the
products ever conduct test [sic] of any kind on any or all of said products concerning possible or
potential health hazards involved in its use or in the use of material contained therein.
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'SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 43:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. |

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it pt;rpons to seek information or
materials regarding time periods an& products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasqnably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or mater.ials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

_Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or

materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared iﬁ the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the attomey-client privilege, protected by the attommey work-product
doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in ariticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privilege. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and insofar as Abex understands this
interrogatory, any tests conducted by Abex on its asbestos-containing autométive friction
products would have been quality control tests to ensure that Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive friction products performed their intended task of slowing or stopping a moving
vehicle. Any further information or materials related to performance tests lack relevance to the
issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated tc; lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence.

Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to
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* the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations
where documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
" inquiry to other natural persons or organizatiqns.

ABex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to thé following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos—contairxing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing faciliﬁes. There are no current Abex employees, officers whcly worked for Af)ex, .
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
_ might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changés in its corporate structure, managgmeﬁt, headquarters .
and name. The volume of records generated, and _documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its posséssion all such
recordsl and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existihg business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of ten
(10) million and include an estimated three (3) million sales records, are preserved in the order in
which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of the Abex
| document repository has been prepared and to .the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such document
exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.” The

Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge, it
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reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the intention
of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records contained
in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or summaries. There
was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents. Therefore, the
burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is substantially the
same for plaintiffs as Abex. |

There are approximately 125 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximately |
2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory may
be ascertained or acﬁved, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the following:

1. Research and development, Raw materials.

2. Lab notebooks, Product development.

3. Subject files.

4. Engineering test results.

5. Formula, testing, and development.

6. Préduction/testing research.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these’

“boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brook[yr;, New

York, where they are maintained‘ in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims

privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
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segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with réspect to which it claims

~ privilege is as follows: Document's passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions, |
on the one hand (collectiveiy “Abex”), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting.forth mental impreésions qf the attorneys oﬁ matters concerning Abex. These
documenté, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, meniorandé, notes of telephone
‘conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asﬁestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation,; real estate and business transactions; labor and empioyinent issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; légal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege: on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafler be |
resotved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 44: If your answer Interrogatory No. 43 is “Yes,” with respect to
each product test: -

(a)  State the location where the test was performed;
(b)  Identify each and every individual who conducted or participated in said test;

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

(¢)  Identify any and-all documents‘refem'ng to, mlatiﬁg to or reflecting said test or the
results thereof; and

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 43, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
INTERROGATORY NO. 45: Did any person, including but not limited to, an officer, agent or
employee of Defendant any predecessor or related company recommend any design changes asa

result of any test referenced in your response to the preceding interrogatory?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

See Objcctioﬁs and Answer to Interrogatory No. 43, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 46: If your answer to lnterrogatory No.45is “Yes, with respect to
each such recommended design change:

(a) State the product or products involved;,

(b)  State the test or tests involved;

(c)  State the nature of the change recommended; ‘

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

(e) State the natﬁie and effec‘ti ve date of any change made; and

6} Identify each and every person who participated in the decision to make or not
make the recommended design change.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 43, which are in;orporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 47: Identify any and all persons employed by Defendant, its _
predecessor or related company at any time from 1940 to date as an industrial hygienist or similar
position.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 47:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly |
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects ta this interrogatory to the extént it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the“grounds '
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably célculated to leéd to tl;e 7
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds tﬁai
the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculaied to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex employed industrial hygienists and
medical directors whose job duties included ensuring a safe working environment for all Abex
employées. Because these personnel dealt with the working conditions of Abex employees,
further information or materials reggrding them lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving this additional objection, the following persons served as

medical director of Abex Corporation:
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Last Known Plsce of Years of
Name Employment . Last Known Address Employment
Lloyd E. Hamlin 2501 Blue Island Avenue Deceased 1941-196!
Chicago, Hlinois
Charles C. Blackwell 2501 Blue Island Avenue 4911 East Doubletree Ranch 1961-1976
Chicago, Illinois Road
: Paradise Valley, Arizona 75253
Frederick W. Knoch 4550 W. 26th Street Deceased 1976-1981
Chicago, lllinois 60623
William F. Redman 485 Frontage Road 396 Belden Street, 1982
Burr Ridge, Hlinois 60521 Glendale Heights
: Hlinois 60137
Dennis G. Egnatz 485 Frontage Road 121 Lakewood Circle

The following persons served as industnial hygienists of Abex Cdrporation:

1941-1945
1943-1954
1945-1946
1946-1966
1948-1948
1949-1954
1951-1951
1952-1955
1955-1966
1955-1960

Last Known Address
for above group:

1961-1966
1967-1974
1967-1970
1969-1970
1970-1971
1972-1975
1972-1976
1974-1977
1975-1976
1976-1977

Burr Ridge, Illinois 60521

. S. Holtaway
. T. Siedlecki

B. Mahoney

H. Borcherding
J. Merczak
Golceitas
L. Stanley
T. Szum
D. Gidley
J. Krotz
P. Osen

J.

C.
N.
S.

F.

F.
M.
K.
W.
T. Antonson
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1982-1987

2501 S. Blue Island Ave., Chicago,
Hlinois, from 1941 to 1956. Telephone

number unknown.



1976-1987 C. H. Borcherding
1977-1988 L. G. Wessa
1977-1978 J. B. Mahoney
1978-1980 R. H. Carpenter-Vance
1979-Unknown E. L. Miller

Last Known Addresses

for above group:

4550 W. 26th Street, Chicago, lllinois,
from 1956 to November 1983.
Telephone number unknown.

485 Frontage Road, Burr Ridge, Illinois

60521, from November 11, 1983 to late
1980s. Telephone number unknown.

Abex does not know whether the above-referénced individuals are currently living or
deceased.
INTERROGATORY NO. 48: Identify any and all persons or entities, other than the employees
listed above, which provided industrial hygienic or similar services or information to, or for the
benefit of, this Defendant, at any time from 1940 to date, including, but not limited to, employees
of, or anyone retained by, any predecessor or related company.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 48:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 47, which are incorporated by reference

as though set forth herein in full. -

INTERROGATORY NO. 49: Does Defendant have, or has Defendant, any predecessor or any
related company ever had, a Research Department? If so:

(a)  State when such department was established, and whether or not such department
has operated contmuously since being established;

(b)  State how much defendant, its predecessors and/or related company expended
each year on research; and

(c)  State the percentage of said expenditure which was for research concerning the
health affects or asbestos;

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 49:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly.broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
thax such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the attomey—diem privilege, protected by the attorney work-product
doctrine, tl:elrule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex maintained a corporate-wide
research and development department. The purpose of this debartmcm included designing and
developing new products for Abex. The duties and responsibilities of Abex’s product research
department wére to ensure that Abex’s friction products optimally performed the purpose for
which they were designed, that is, to assist in thé stopping or control of a moving object. Further |

information or materials related to this department lack refevance to the issues arising in these

cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 50: Did Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any-
medical department or industrial hygiene division thereof, maintain a medical and/or scientific
library at any time from 1940 to the presem? If so:

(a) State the dates such library existed;

(b)  State the number of volumes maintained therein;

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 50:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous. ‘

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground-
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead tt; the
discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent to which it purports to seek informaiion or |
materiais regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further
objected to on the grounds that such information or materials lackv relevance to the issues arising
in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds tﬁat the information or materials it purports to
seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasohably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these oﬁjections, Abex did not maintain an official

medical library, although its medical department did have various books and publications
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relevant to industrial medicine. Abex is aware t}xat it received the American Industrial ng- iene
~ Association Joumal and the Jéurnal of Occupational Medicine, Occupational Health and Safety.
Any such books, articles, and jourﬁals, if they exist, are currently maintained at Abex’s facility in '
Brooklyn, New York.
INTERROGATORY NO. 51: Identify any and all scientific or medical periodicals to which
defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any medical department or industrial
hygiene division thereof, subscribed from 1940 to the present, and for each periodical state the
dates of such subscriptions.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 51:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 50, which are incorporated by reference

as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 52: Has Defendant, any predecessor or'any related company, at any
time since 1940:

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

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

(c)  been a member of any organization or associationl through which members
obtained the use of, or access to, a medical and/or scientific library?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 52:
See dbjec(ions and Answer to Interrogatory No. 50, which are incorporated by reference«
as though set forth herein in full. |
INTERROGATORY NO. 53: If your answer to any subpart of Interrogatory No. 52 is “Yes,”:
(a) Identify the library(ies) involved and state the years during which Defendant, its
predecessor or related company was a member of, or otherwise had use of or

access to said library; and

(b)  If applicable, identify the organization or association through which Defendant, its
predecessor or related company, obtained the use of or access to, such library(ies).
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 53:
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 50, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 54: Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any
" person or entity acting on behalf thereof, including but not limited to, any insurance company, at
any time, conducted any industrial hygiene surveys concerning any product identified in response
to Interrogatory No. 19, including, but not limited to, surveys conceming the manufacture,

" processing, application, installation, use and/or removal of said products?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 54:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and amBiguous and calls for speculation.

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

' Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods, products and work sites that are not at issue in these cases, on
the grouﬁds that such information or rhaterials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the
grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the eitcnt to\yhich it purports to seek information or
materials that have been gathered, received, or prépa;ed in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-product

doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
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litigation, or any other appliéable privilege.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, and insofar as Abex understands this
imerrogaiory, yes. |

INTERROGATORY NO. §5: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 54 “Yes,” with respect to
each such survey: o

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

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

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 55:

Abéx objects 1o this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. |

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to lhis interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek lgck relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or
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materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which‘are
otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-product
doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or iﬁ connection with |
litigation, or any other appliéable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections:

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 55 SUBPART (a):

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, industrial hygiene
surveys were conducted at Abex facilities.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 55 SUBPART (b):

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, industrial hygiene '
surveys were conducted at Abex facilities by Abex’s industrial hygienists and their staff, and in

at least one instance by an insurance carrier, in conjunction with Abex employees.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 55 (¢) to (f)

To the best of current and reasonably available information and be;lief, unknown. Abex
hﬁé made a reason#b]e and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to the extent that

"it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a gdod faith search of locations where

documents containing this infonr;ation, 1f it exists, should be found, v;rhere appropriate, by
inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and
asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 aﬂd no longer operates any friction

product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
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Abex, or directors who sat on'its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents
that might be responsive to tﬁis interrogatory. |

Abex’s cdrporate existence spans a period of more t-han one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents 8§cumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documénts, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and docuz;\ents.

The existing business records and documents of VAbex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved |
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document eﬁtitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
-contained in the repository for purpo_ses of copying or- preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to Hlinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
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to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s f'acility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should p!ainﬁffs decide to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can preSently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions, |

. on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outsidé aﬁd inhouse counsel, on
. the other hand, as well as documeqts prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone -
coﬁversaﬁons and other records relating to workers’ compensation and perspnal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigatfon; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, oﬁ a box-by-box basis, and will

prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon whiéh
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the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be.
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 56: Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any
person or entity acting on behalf thereof, including but not limited to any insurance company, at -
_any time, gone into any area where any product identified in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19~
and 42 was being manufactured, used, applied or installed to perform a dust level count or

“ similar test?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 56:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that ft is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for specu}ation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it pur;;ons to seek information or
materials regarding time periods; products and work s:tes that are r;ot at issue in these cases, on
the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the
grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in
these cases and are not mgonably calculated to lead ‘to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects‘ to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information
or materials fha( have been gathered, received, -or prepared in the course of liti gatiori, or which
arertherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-product
doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privil_e'ge.

| Subject to and without waiving these objections, with respect to the manufacture of those
products identified in Answer to Interrogatory No. 19, see Answer to Interrogatory No. 54; and

with respect to the use, application, and installation of those products identified in Answer to
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Interrogatory No. i9, to the best of current and reasonébly available information and belief, no. -

INTERROGATORY NO. 57: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 56 is “Yes,” identify each
such count or test performed, by stating when and where it was conducted, and with respectto
each count or test so identified: '

(a)  ldentify the product being manufactured, used, applied or installed;

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

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

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

()  Identify any and all documents referring té relating to or reflecting said count or
test, including, but not limited to, any actions take; in response to the results of

. such count or test.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 57:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 56, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 58: Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, or any
person or entity acting on behalf thereof, at any time, conducted any study(ies), of any kind,
concerning the effects of the inhalation of asbestos dust or asbestos fibers on one using or being
exposed to asbestos or any asbestos-containing product, including, but not limited to, those
identified in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 427

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 58:

Abex objeéts to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
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'materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials lack relevance and aré not reasonably calcu‘lated to lead to the

’ discovery of admissible evidence. Tb the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this imerrogat#ry is objected to
on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evi&ence. Abex
also objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to
seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising i:\\ these ca'ses and are not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared.in the course of litigation,
;)r which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected'by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rulg protecting materials prepared in anticipaﬁon of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and insofar as it understands this
interrogatory, Abex is generally aware that it contributed monies for certain studies at the
Saranac Laboratory, Saranac, New York. - Abex's documents reflect that any such studies
performed by the Saranac Laboratory on behalf of Abex specifically pertained to siderosis and
silicosis studies. Plaintiffs’ counsel in a different case have produced in discovery
unauthenticated photocopies of documents purporting to show that Abex agreed in the 1930°s to
pay $250 per year for three years with respect to a single asbestos-related animal study at the

Saranac Laboratory. Abex’s records do not confirm any such agreement, nor do Abex’s records
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reflect any such payment. To the best of current knowledge and belief, Abex has found no such
documents or any record of having received such documents. Abex has nﬂade a reasonable and
good faith effort 1o obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available
to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this
information, if it exists, sho;xld be tl‘ound,' where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons
or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and :
w&ﬁqs@ntﬁning automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents
~ that might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corpbrate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was ‘
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it othewﬁse has knowledge of the information.contained in all -
such records and docume_ms.'

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved

in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
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the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abéx‘s knowledge, no such.
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Fihding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents a;1d provided with the
intention of affordmg parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and mspect the records

contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or

-summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.

Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is-

: substantxally the same for plaintiffs as. Abex

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedures, plaintiffs will have a reasonable
opportunity to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries
of these boxés of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn,
New York, where -t};ey are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide
té ihspcct them. | "

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims .
privilege. In the past, %en Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,‘
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and in-house counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel

or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
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documents, include, but are not limited to, corresponden;e, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and ather records relating to workers’ éo;npensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; iﬁsurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims an.d
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issués, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
managemém; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims. '

| When a plainﬁff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be

resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 59: If your answer to interrogatory No. 58 is “Yes,” with respect to
each such study: ) , '

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

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

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

(d)  Ildentify any an all directors, officers, agents or employees of Defendant who
participated in the decision to have the study conducted; and,

(e) Identify any and all entities and/or persons who received a copy of any document
referring to, relating to or reflecting the results or conclusions reached.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 59:
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 58, which are incorporated by reference
- as though set forth herein in full'.

INTERROGATORY NO. 60: Did Defendant, its predecessof or related company, take any
action as a result of any study or studies set forth in response to Interrogatory Nos. 56 and 58‘7 If
s0, identify each and every study which resulted in some action being taken, and:

(a) Describe the actions taken, including the eﬁuuve date of said actions:

(b)  Identify any and all persons, including, but not limited to, directors, officers,

agents and employees of Defendant who participated in the decision to undertake

said actions; and

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 60:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory Nos. 56 and 58, which are incorporated by
reference as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 61: Has Defendant, any predecessor, or any related company, or any
person or entity acting on behalf thereof, at any time, conducted any study(ies) designed to
minimize or eliminate the inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers by those using, handling or
exposed to any product listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 61:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. |

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent .it purports to seek information or

materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
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" -that such information or materials lack reievénce and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovéry of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
infom\ation or materials it purportsjto seek lat;k relevance to the issues arising in these cases and
are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the groﬁnd that it is speculafive inasﬁmch as it
fails to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos ‘comained in building insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbgstos'ﬁbers. Because the ﬁsbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-céntaining
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
used for product productl;on, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of 'su;:h
products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks to impose upon Abex
a legal duty or obligation to which it was not subject. |

Abex objects to this ime_rrbgatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-product
doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privilege. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, insofar as Abex understands this
interrogatory, and to the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, no.

INTERROGATORY NO. 62: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 61 is “Yes,” with respect to
each such study: ,

(2)  Identify the product involved;
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(b)  Identify the person(s) and/or entity(ies) conducting said study;

(c)  State the date said study began and the date on which it was completed;

(d) Identify any and all persons, including, but not limited to, directors, officers,
agents or employees of Defendant, who participated in the decision to have said
study conducted;

(e) Describe the nature of said study;

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

(g). ldentify any and all documents referﬁng to, relating to or reflecting said study or
the results thereof; and,

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 62:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 61, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
]NTERROGATOkY NO. 63: Did Defendant, any related company, or any predecessor at any
time, give to persons, who would be applying and/or removing any of the products listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42, any instructions or guidelines conceming precautions,
warnings, procedures, and/or methods to use, in order to safely apply or remove such products? If
so, describe such instructions, state to whom they were given, state the dates they were given,
and describe the manner in which they were given.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 63:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shifi the burden of

establishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.
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Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extént it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, On the ground
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or matenials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably cglculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks to impose upon Abex a |
legal duty or obligation to which it was not subject.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, in the mid-1970s, and perhaps earlier,
Abex commenced the placement of warning labels on its asbestos-containing automotive friction

products. This label read as follows:

CAUTION: CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS.
AVOID CREATING DUST. BREATHING ASBESTOS
DUST MAY CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM.

Af)ex does not believe the wording of this warning was ever changed. To the best of current and
reasonably available information and belief, the wﬁming labels were affixed to automotive
friction product packages. |

In 1979 and 1982, Abex pa;'ticipated in the preparation and distribution of a pamphlet
‘published by the Friction Materials Standards Institute, Inc. entitled “Recommended Procedures
for Reducing Asbestos Dust During Brake Servicing.” An excerpt of this pamphlet is reprinted
below: ’.

"RECOMMENDED PROCEDURES FOR REDUCING
ASBESTOS DUST DURING BRAKE SERVICING

Because studies have indicated that exposure to excessive amounts of asbestos dust
may be a potential health hazard, OSHA has set maximum levels to which workers

102



may be exposed. Since most automotive friction materials normally contain a sizable
amount of asbestos, it is important that people who handle brake linings and clutch
facings understand the nature of the problem and know the precautions to be taken.

1) Areas where brake work is done should be set aside if possible, and entrances
should be posted with an asbestos exposure sign as follows:

ASBESTOS DUST HAZARD
AVOID BREATHING DUST
WEAR ASSIGNED PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT
DO NOT REMAIN IN AREA UNLESS YOUR WORK REQUIRES IT
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY BE HAZARDOUS
TO YOUR HEALTH

The amount of asbestos in the dust brake lining wear is normally at an extremely low
level because of chemical breakdown during use, and if machining of friction material
does not take place, simple procedures will minimize exposure.

2) During brake servicing, the mechanic should wear a respirator approved by
NIOSH for asbestos dust. It should be wom during all procedures starting
with the removal of wheels and including reassembly.

3) When removing worn friction materials, remove the accumulated dust in the
assemblies with an industrial vacuum cleaner equipped with a high efficiency
filter system. If such equipment is not available, dust can be removed with a
damp cloth. Do not use compressed air or dry brushing for cleaning unless
the assembly is enclosed and properly exhausted.

4) Whenever possible, purchase friction materials pre-ground and ready for
installation. 1f matching is necessary, the precautions which must be taken are
of extreme importance. This is the operation in brake service when exposure
to asbestos dust may be at its highest. This increases the difficulty in
complying with the OSHA standards. In addition to the approved respirator,

- there must be local exhaust ventilation such that worker exposures are
maintained below the OSHA asbestos standards. If there is any question as to
the efficiency of asbestos dust removal by the machine, the manufacturer
should be contacted.

5) Industrial vacuum cleaner bags containing asbestos dust and cloths used for
wiping brake assemblies should be sealed in plastic bags and labeled with the
following waming label printed in letters of sufficient size and contract to be
readily visible and legible:

- CAUTION
CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS
AVOID CREATING DUST
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY
CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM
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All asbestos waste should be disposed of in accordance with OSHA and EPA asbestos
regulations. During removal of vacuum bags, an approved respirator, as described in
(2) above, should be wom.

6) Good housekeeping is essential in a workplace where asbestos-containing
' materials are handled. Industrial vacuum cleaners equipped with multiple
stage, high efficiency filters should be used for removing accumulations of
asbestos dust and waste. Never use compressed air or dry sweeping for
cleaning. Water or other dust suppressants should be applied if brooms are
used.

) Good personal hygiene practices are important in minimizing asbestos dust
- exposure. Do not smoke. Wash before eating. Shower after work. Change
to work clothes upon arrival at work and change from work clothes at
conclusion of work. Work clothing should not be taken home. Laundering
~ asbestos contaminated clothing shall be done so as to prevent release of
airbome asbestos fibers in excess of the exposure limits.

CAUTION: DO NOT BREATH ASBESTOS

INTERROGATORY NO. 64: Did Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, at any
time, place any warning signs or labels on the containers in which any or the products listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 were packaged?

SECOND AMENDED AN SWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 64:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
estéblishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and produgts that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discover); of admissible evidence. " Abex objects to this interrogatory oﬁ the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwiseﬂ laci( relevance to the issues arising in th;ese

cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks to impose upon Abex a

legal duty or obligation to which it was not subject.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, in the mid-1970s, and perhaps earlier,

Abex commenced the placement of warning labels on its asbestos-containing automotive friction

products. This label read as follows:

CAUTION: CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS.
AVOID CREATING DUST. BREATHING ASBESTOS
DUST MAY CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM.

Abex does not believe the wording of this warning was ever éhanged.

INTERROGATORY NO. 65: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 64 is “Yes,” identify each -
and every product upon which such a wamning was placed, and with respect to each such product

identified:

(a)

(b)

©
@

(e)
t)

(8

(h)

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

Identify any and all persons participating in the decision to issue that order;
State the first date on which such waming was actually placed on said product;

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

State the exact wording of this first wamning;

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

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

edited the work and those who approved the warmning;

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

: its drafting, and/or the decision to place the warning on said product, including,
but not limited to, any communication as described in subpart (h) of this
interrogatory.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6S:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex. :
Abea; further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek infoﬁnatibn or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. ‘
| Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks to impo;e upon Abex a
legal duty or obligation to which it was not subject.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, the warning labels were affixed to automotive friction product
cardboard packaging. Abex can make available for inspection photographs of the warning labels
that were affixed to Abex’s automotive friction product sample cardboard box packaging, which

are in the possession of Abex’s counsel at a mutually convenient time, upon receipt of an

appropriate worded document request.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 66: With respect to each product identified in response to
Interrogatory No. 65 as having been accompanied by a warning, state whether, subsequent to the
first wamning described, above, any different warmning was ever placed upon said product. Any
alteration, change or modification in the language, working, capitalization, punctuation, style of
type or printing, size, color, or location on the package or container, of the warning constitutes a
different warning. ‘ ‘

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 66:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly |
burdensqmé, compound, vague- and ambiguous and calls for speculation;

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to §eek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such in_foﬁnation or materials lack relevance an& are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrbgatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek o_thenwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculéted to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

. Abex also objects to this interfogatory on the ground that it seeks to impose upon Abex .a
legal duty or obligation to which it was not sui:jecl.

" Subject to and without waiving these objectibns, and to the best of currént and reasonably
availabie infonnaﬁon and belief, no.

INTERROGATORY NQ. 67: With respect to each different warning which accompanied each
product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 65:

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

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

®.

(8)

(h)

~ State the first date on whlch such different warning was actually placed on said

product;

State the first date on which such product accompanied by such different waring
was sold, distributed or installed; .

Describe, with specificity, any and all changes, modifications or differences
between the different waming and the prior wamnings(s);

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

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

Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting, said different
wamning, its drafting, and/or the decision to place the different waming on said

product.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 67:

Not applicable.

INTERROGATORY NO. &8: Prior to the date on which Defendant first directed that a

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 68:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the Qomds that it is oveﬂy broad, unduly

burdensome, compound, vague and ambnguous and calls for speculanon

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shifi the burden of
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establishing ca;xsation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects 1o this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
~ that such information or materials lack relevance apd are no; reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. = Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these ‘
cases and are not reasonably calcuiated to lead to the discovery of admissible ;vid‘encé. :

Abex also objects to this inten;ogatory on the ground that it seeks to impose upon Abex a
legal duty or obligation to which it was not subject.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, in the mid-1970s, and perhaps earlier, Abex commenced the
placement of warning labels on its asbestos-containing automotive friction products. Any
(iiscussion of wamning labels for friction materials at a Friction Materials Standard Institute, Inc.
meeting may have taken place afier Abex commenced placement of waming labels on its
asbestos-containing products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 69: If you answer to Interrogatory No. 68 is “Yes,” with respect to
each such suggestion, recommendation, counseling, advice or other indication: ‘

(a) Identify the person(s) and/or entity(ies) giving the same;
| b) State the date(s) on which the same was given;

(¢)  Identify any and all persons receiving notice of the same;

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

(e) Identify any and all documents referring 1o, relating to or reflecting the same, or
any action taken thereon or in response thereto.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 69:

See Objections and Answer 10 Interrogatory No. 68, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full. |
INTERROGATORY NO. ;70: Did Defendant, ahy predecessor, or any related company ever
place any warning directly upon any of the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19
and 427 '

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATQRY NO. 70: |

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of

}esiablish'ing causation ﬁ;'o;n‘ plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrégatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not ai issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably ca!cula.lted to lead to the |
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on tﬁe ground that it seek§ to impose upon Abex a',
legal duty or obligation to which it was not subject.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been g?xthered, received, or prepared‘ in the course of litigation,

or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-

" product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
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with litigatio}x, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasoxiable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s. lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manut“acture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and
asbestos-containing automotive friction products ix; 1987 and no longer operates any friction
product manufacturihg facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
- products with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records énd documents
that might be responsi'\"fe’ to this interrogatory. -

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (1 06) S'ears, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, Aand documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its posse'ssiqn’ all such
records and docﬁmenis, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million {(excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved

in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
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the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
d&cufnent exists. In the past, Abex has provi'ded parties with a document entitled ;’Finding Aid.”
The -Finding Aid bis not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes bf documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
containea in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or

- summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex recqrds and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedures, plaintiffs will have a reasonable
opportunity to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries
of these boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, .
New York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plairitiffs decide
to inspect them. |

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilegq. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and in-house counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel

or setting forth mental impressions of the attomeys on matters concerning Abex. These
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documents, inciude, but are r;ot‘ limited to, correspondence, memoranda, n.otes of telephéne
conversations and other records rélating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and

' litigaﬁon; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as:well as other legal 'issues, transéctions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege ng on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents wére inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved By the Court.’ X | : ‘

INTERROGATORY NO. 71: If your answer to interrogatory No. 70 is “Yes,” identify each
and every product upon which such a waming was placed and for each such product identified:

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

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

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

'¢)] Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the placing of

any warning directly upon said products, including, but not limited to, decisions
not to place such a warning.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGA’L(_)RY NO. 71:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 70, which are incorporated by reference

113



as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 72: Did any waming of any type concerning the products listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 43 ever appear in any sales literature or other materials
distnibuted or provided by Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, to the purchasers
consumers and/or users of such products?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7;:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambi guous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extgm it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are }xot reasonably calculated to lead to the
. discove& of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack.relevance to the issues arising in
these ca$es and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objécts to this interrogatory on the groﬁnd that it seeks to impose upon Abex a legal
duty or obligation to which it was not subject.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, documents generally meeting the
description of prorhotional and advertising materials, as well as sales brochures and pamphlets
are maintained in the normal course of business at Abex’s document repository, where non-
privileged documents will be made available for( inspection and copying upon request at a
mutually convenient time.

Further, in 1979 and 1982, Abex participated in the preparation and distribution of a

pamphlet published by the Friction Materials Standards Institute, Inc. entitled “Recommended
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Procedures for Reducing Asbestos Dust During Brake Servicing.” An excerpt of this pamphlet is
reprinted below:

RECOMMENDED PROCEDURES FOR REDUCING
ASBESTOS DUST DURING BRAKE SERVICING

Because studies have indicated that exposure to excessive amounts of asbestos dust
may be a potential health hazard, OSHA has set maximum levels to which workers
may be exposed. Since most automotive friction materials normally contain a sizable
amount of asbestos, it is important that people who handle brake linings and clutch
facings understand the nature of the problem and know the precautions to be taken.

1) Areas where brake work is done should be set aside if possible, and entrances
should be posted with an asbestos exposure sign as follows: -

ASBESTOS DUST HAZARD
_ AVOID BREATHING DUST
WEAR ASSIGNED PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT
DO NOT REMAIN IN AREA UNLESS YOUR WORK REQUIRES IT
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY BE HAZARDOUS
TO YOUR HEALTH

The amount of asbestos in the dust brake lining wear is normally at an extremely low
level because of chemical breakdown during use, and if machining of friction material
does not take place, simple procedures will minimize exposure.

2) During brake servicing, the mechanic should wear a respirator approved by
~ NIOSH for asbestos dust. It should be worn during all procedures starting
with the removal of wheels and including reassembly.

3) When removing wom friction materials, remove the accumulated dust in the
assemblies with an industrial vacuum cleaner equipped with a high efficiency
filter system. If such equipment is not available, dust can be removed with a
damp cioth. Do not use compressed air or dry brushing for cleaning unless
the assembly is enclosed and properly-exhausted.

4) Whenever possible, purchase friction materials pre-ground and ready for
installation. If matching is necessary, the precautions which must be taken are
of extreme importance. This is the operation in brake service when exposure
to asbestos dust may be at its highest. This increases the difficulty in
complying with the OSHA standards. In addition to the approved respirator,
there must be local exhaust ventilation such that worker exposures are
maintained below the OSHA asbestos standards. If there is any question as to
the efficiency of asbestos dust removal by the machine, the manufacturer
should be contacted.

5) Industrial vacuum cleaner bags containing asbestos dust and cloths used for
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wiping brake assemblies should be sealed in plastic bags and labeled with the
following wamning label printed in letters of sufficient size and contract to be
readily visible and legible:

CAUTION
CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS
AVOID CREATING DUST
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY
CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM

Al asbestos waste should be disposed of in accordance with OSHA and EPA asbestos
regulations. During removal of vacuum bags, an approved respirator, as described in
(2) above, should be wom. :

6)

)

Good housekeeping is essential in a workplace where asbestos-containing
materials are handled. Industrial vacuum cleaners equipped with multiple -
stage, high efficiency filters should be used for removing accumulations of
asbestos dust and waste. Never use compressed air or dry sweeping for
cleaning. Water or other dust suppressants should be applied if brooms are
used.

Good personal hygiene practices are important in minimizing asbestos dust
exposure. Do not smoke. Wash before eating. Shower after work. Change
to work clothes upon arrival at work and change from work clothes at.
conclusion of work. Work clothing should not be taken home. Laundering
asbestos contaminated clothing shall be done so as to prevent release of
airborne asbestos fibers in excess of the exposure limits.

CAUTION: DO NOT BREATH ASBESTOS

INTERROGATORY NO. 73: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 72 is “Yes,” identify each
and every item of sales literature or other materials in which such a warning appeared, and for
each item so identified: ‘

(a)

®)
©

State the date on which said item was first provided to distributors, sellers,
purchasers, consumers or users;

List the products discussed in the literature;
ldentify any and all other sales literature concerning the products listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 which was provided to distributors,

sellers, purchasers, consumers or users afier the above date and which contained
no waming.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 73:
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 72, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 74: Does Defendant or any related company have any of the
following in its possession, custody or control:

(a)  any package, container, label or item of sales literature which Defendant claims
constitutes or contains any warning which ever accompanies any product listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42?

(b)  any picture, photograph or like reproductive representation of any item described
' in subpart (a)? ' :

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 74:
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 72, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

-INTERROGATORY NO. 75: State the year the Defendant or any predecessor(s) was first
advised of either threshold limit values or maximum allowable concentrations of both asbestos
dust and total dust, promulgated by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists, and identify the specific persons) receiving such advise [sic], and any and all
documents communicating such advise. '

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 75:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the érounds that it is over broad, unduly
burdensome, compouﬁd, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the grouhds that the information or materials it
purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
to the disc§very of admissible eQidénce. To the extent it purports to seek information or
ﬁaterials regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further

objected to on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising
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fn these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory oﬁ the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained.in building insulation pmducis and/or
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestc;s-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbegtos Abex ever
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
~ products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.

| Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex is unaware of when it was first

advised of either threshold limit values or maximum allowable concentrations of both asbestos
- .dust and total dust. Lloyd Hamliﬂ served as Abex’s Medical Director from 1941 to 1961. Dr.
Hamlin published an article in 1955, referring ;ﬁerein to maximum allowable concentrations for
various substances. Dr. Hamlin is deceased and Abex has no way to determine when, if ever, he
or any other Abex official first received information responsive to this interrogatory. Abex has
made a reasonable and good faith effc.)rt to obtain the requestedinfox'mation, to the extent that it
is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where documents
containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other
natural persons or organizations. |

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due t?) the following: Abex discominugd the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction p.roducts in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product

manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
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or directors who sat on its Board during the périod Abex manufaétu@ and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

. Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numeroﬁs changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
€normous. Therefore,‘ no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
" records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
. (7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in thg order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilati.on of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
doﬁ_ument exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a smm, absﬁact, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or prepariﬁg their own abstracts or
. ‘summaries. There was never a central corpoiate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiﬁé as Abex.

There are approximately 15 to 25 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximately
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2,000 to 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory
may be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which in(_:ludes but is not limited to the
following:

| 1. Medical Dépan;xxent Records.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Progedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity

to examine, audit, inspect and to mal;e copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
“boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of bﬁsiness, shopld plaintiffs decide to

inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims

' priyilege. In the past, ‘&hen Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated.and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attomeys, both outside and inhouse counsel; on
the other hand, as well as documehts prepared at tﬁe request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
docufnems, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental i;sues, claims and
litigation; insurance cover;age issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and

litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
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litigation; anti-trust i.SSues, claims ar;d litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactiohs and claims..

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days aftcr the last date upon which
the documents were fnspected. Any dispute as to tht; propriety of any objection can thereaftef be

resolved by the Court.
INTERROGATORY NO. 76: State whether such threshold limit values or maximum

allowable concentrations referred to in Interrogatory No. 75 involved TOTAL dust or just
‘asbestos dust?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 76:
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 75, which are incorporated by reference
-as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 77: Describe, in detail, any and all tests, if any, conducted by
Defendant any predecessor or any related company, or anyone acting on behalf thereof,,
concerning the quantity, quality or threshold limit values of asbestos dust or particles to which

~ applicators or consumers of asbestos-containing products were exposed while using any product
identified in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42, including:

()  The product being used;

b Ident:fy any and all person(s), firms) or entity(ies) conductmg or participating in
 the conducting of said test;

(c) . State the dates) of said test:
(d) - Describe the methodology, results and conclustons of said test;

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

) ldentify any and all persons to whom any document referring to, relating to or
reflecting the results or conclusions of said test was sent.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO, 77;

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it‘is over broad, unduly
bﬁrdensome, compound; vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also obj&ts to this ir;tcnogatory to the extent it purportsr to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or matenals lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
| _ discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that

the information or materiais it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that ikt purports to seek information
regarding entities other than Abex. ‘

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to thch it purports to seek
information or materials that have béenv gathered, received, or prepared in me-come of litigation,

-or which are otherwise subject to the atiorney-client privilege, proiected' .by. the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protectiné materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. -

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available infonﬁation and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,

should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organiiations.
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Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the followipg: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automoii,ve friction products in 1987 agd no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products'
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which iime it underwent numerous changés in its corporate structure, manégémént, headquarters
and name. The volurhe of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
énormous. Therefore, no reasonable péssibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowiedge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

| The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge,' no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties fvith a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records

contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
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summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will ixave a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brdoklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them.

| Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and{or tagged_certaih documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
s;;eciﬁcity that Abex can presently provide as to the‘ documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents preparéd at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth rﬁental impres§ions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, c‘:orrespc.mdence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversatidns and other recor'ds relating to wquers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbéstos related); environmental issues, claims and |
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and iiligation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and

litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
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‘management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and ‘claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 78: Did Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, at any
time, directly advise the owners or management employees of any worksite in which it sold or
applied any product listed in response to interrogatory Nos. 19 and 43, of threshold limit values
for exposure to asbestos dust recommended by the American Conference of Governmental

- Industrial Hygienist? If so, state the date or dates that you so advised each such owner or

employees, the manner in which you advised such owner or employee and the name of each such
owner or employee.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 78:

Abex objects to this mterrogatory on the grounds that it is over broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and amblguous and calls for specu!atxon

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and éroducts that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds‘
thét such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that
the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this intg‘rrogatory on the ground that it phrports to seek information
regarding entities other than Abex.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
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‘information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting maleri;ls preparéd in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litig#tion, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable ﬁnd good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by |
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
-manufacture and sale of asbesfos—containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
lcontaining automotive ﬁiétion prog!ucts in 1987 and no longer operates any-fricti'on product:
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors';;vho sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory. |

Abe;c’s corporate existence spans a pertod of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structm.je, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
}ecords and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all

such records and documents.
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The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Find‘ing Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it réﬂects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or pmpaﬁng their- own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
| 'Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertﬁning the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex. '

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to exémine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abétracts, or summaries of these
boxes of docufnents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect thém.

‘ Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents ‘with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of docur;lents, it_ has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims

privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
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on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of télephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); envin‘-onmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance ;:overage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litiggtion; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other leggi issues, transactions and claims. o
When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will

remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspeéted. Any diSpﬁte as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.
INTERROGATORY NO. 79: State the date on which any official of Defendant or its
predecessor(s) first had knowledge, notice, information or understanding that exposure to
asbestos would, could or might cause each of the following diseases:

(a) Pleural disease;

(b}  Asbestosis;

(©) Mesothelioma;

(d)  Lung cancer;

()  Any other forms of cancer.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 79:

R Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, ;rague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding timé periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are no(‘ reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purpons to seek information or materials
regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this intérrogatoxy is objected to on the
grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and
are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex also objecfs
10 this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack
relevance to the‘issues arising in these cases and are not reasbnably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as
it fails to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products
and/or asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the
different types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbesfos-

_containing automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos
Abex ever used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulat;d, proper uSe of

such products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.
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Abex also objects ‘to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the atiome& work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable pn’vilege.i

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Lloyd Hamlin served as Abex’s Medical
Director between 1941 and 1961. Dr. Hamlin published an article in 1946 in which he
;'eferenced ashestoéis:. Dr. Hamlin is deceased and Abex has no way to determine when, if ever,
he or any other Abex official first received information responsive to this interrogatory. Abex
has made a _reasénable and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to the eitent that
it is not equahy available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where
documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
inquiry to other natural persons or organiiations.

Abex's lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
contai;xing automotive friction products in 1987 and no loriger operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities, There are no current Abex employees, ofﬁcérs who workedvf(.)r Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of; the information contair;ed in all the records and docurnénts that
xﬁi ght be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex's corporate existgnce spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during

which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
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and name. The volun;e of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possiliility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents;or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such record§ and documents.
The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summaty,‘ abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
" document exists. - In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex's knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of atfordir)g parties a reasonable oppqrtunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contai;'xed in the repository 'for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
" summaries. There was nevér a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of denving or ascertaining tl;e answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.
There are approximately 15 to 25 boxes, many of which are comprised of approxima;e!y
2,000 to 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory
" may be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of whicfx includes but is not limited to the
following:
1. Medical Department Records.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
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to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them. |

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to wbich it claims
privilege. In fhe past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
speg:iﬁcity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attdrneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records reiating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litig‘ation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and 'employmeng issues, claims and
litigation; aﬁti-tmst issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corpor.ate goverﬁmcc or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will

remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will

prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
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the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be

resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NOQ. 80: With respect to each disease set forth in Interrogatory No. 79:

(a)

®

(©)

Identify the official who first obtained the knowledge, notice, information or
understanding to which the interrogatory refers;

ldentify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting such
knowledge, notice, information or understanding; and '

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 80:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 79, wﬁich. are incorporated by reference

as though set foﬁh herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 81: Does Defendant possess knowledge or information concemning,
a causal connection between exposure to asbestos or asbestos-containing products and:

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

Pleural disease?
A;&istosis?
Mesothelioma?
Lung cancer?

other cancer?

- SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 81:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to call for an expert
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opinion or conclusion which Abéx isA unqualified to render.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to call for a
medical or scientific qpinion or conclusion which Abex is unqualified té render.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotiv_e and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
typesAof asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex evér
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
produéts did not create or contribute to any' adverse health effects.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it ﬁurportS to seek
) infoﬁnétion or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to-the attomey-clieﬁt privilege, protected by the attorney work-
prodﬁct doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other appiicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Lloyd Hamlin served as Abex’s Medical
Director between 194‘l and 1961. Dr. Hamlin pub)ished an article in 1946 in which he
‘referenced asbestosis. Dr. Hamlin is deceased and Abex has no way to detennine when, if ever,
he or any other Abex official first received information responsive to this interrogatory. Abex
has made a reasonable and good” faith effort to obtain tﬁe requested information, to the extent that
it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where

documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
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inquiry to othér natural persons dr organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad ﬁiction p;’oducts in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board vdun‘ng the period Abex manufactured énd sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contai'ned in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this intenogalory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than oner hundred (100) years, during
‘which time it underwent numerous chapges in its corporate structure, managemént, ﬁ;:adquaners
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
@or& and documents, or that it otherwise has kndwledge of the information cbntained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (cxcludingv an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or éompilation of the contents of
the Abe); document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s "knowledgé, no such
docuﬁxent exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, 6r cqmpilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the

intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
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contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or

. summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

There are approximately 15 to 25 boxes, mahy of which are comprised of approximately
2,000 to 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory
may bc.aséertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the
following:

1. Medical Department Records.

Pursuant to [llinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs wﬂl have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit; inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
Ydrk, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to

_inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of th;a documents with respect to which it claims

privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it ﬁas
- segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the d(;;:uments with respect to which .it claims
privilege is as follows: Doéuments passihg between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attomneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, én
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel

or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
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documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbes.tos aﬁd non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor. and employment issues, claims and
litjgation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remo;we any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the .last date upon which
. the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be
resolved by the Court. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 82: For each subpart of Interrogatory No. 81 to which you answered
‘(Yes’,:

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 82:
See Objections and Answer to Ihterrogatory No.81, which are incorporated by reference

as though set forth herein in full.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 83: With regard to any knowledge or information obtained
subsequent to that identified in your answer to Interrogatory No. 82 (a), identify any and all
documents or communications (oral and/or written) conceming the causal connection between
exposure to asbestos-containing or asbestos products and any disease, which were sent to, or
received by, Defendant, and identify any and all persons conveying and/or receiving such
communications. ' :

~ SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 83:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 81, which are incorporated by reference
 as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 84: As to any knowledge or information referred to in
Interrogatories 79-83, did Defendant, at any time, educate or inform its employees, distributors,
purchasers or any persons working in the vicinity where any asbestos-containing product was
being applied or installed as to the hazards known to Defendant or about which Defendant had
information, and as to the safety precautions necessary to guard against cancer and other diseases
arising from the use and handling of the products identified in response to Interrogatory No. 19?7

SECOND AMENDED A_ﬁSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 84:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex al'so objects to this interrogatory on the ground thgt it purports to shift the burden of
estai:lis}iing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regardiné time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials léck relevance and are not reasonabl)f calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. ’i‘o the extent it purports to seek information or materials
regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is objected to on the
grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and

are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex also objects
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to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to seék otherwise
lack rele\;ance to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. |

Abex further objects to tﬁis interrogatory on the grounds that it assumes the truth of
matters not established or matters not in evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it seeks to impose upon Abex a legal
duty or obligation to which it was nb( subject.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the éttomey-cliem privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
wjth litigation, or any other applicable privilege. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, in the mid-1970s, aﬁd perhaps earlier,
-Abex commenced thé placement of Waming labels on its asbestos-containing automotive friction

products. This label read as follows:

CAUTION: CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS.
AVOID CREATING DUST. BREATHING ASBESTOS
DUST MAY CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM.

Abex does not believe the wording of this warning was ever changed. To the b_est of current and
| reasonably available information and belief, the warning iabels were affixed to automotive
friction product packages.
In 1979 and 1982, Abex participated in the preparation and distribution of a pamphlet

published by the Friction Matenials Standards Institute, Inc. entitled “Recommended Procedures
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for Reducing Asbestos Dust During Brake Servicing.” An excerpt of this pami)hlet is reprinted

below:

RECOMMENDED PROCEDURES FOR REDUCING
- . ASBESTOS DUST DURING BRAKE SERVICING

Because studies have indicated that exposure to excessive amounts of asbestos dust
may be a potential health hazard, OSHA has set maximum levels to which workers
may be exposed. Since most automotive friction materials normally contain a sizable
amount of asbestos, it is important that people who handle brake linings and clutch
facings understand the nature of the problem and know the precautions to be taken.

l) Areas where brake work is done should be set aside if possible, and entrances
should be posted with an asbestos exposure sign as follows: .

ASBESTOS DUST HAZARD
SR B AVOID BREA’IHING DUST .
* 'WEAR' ASS]GNED PROTECTIV E EQUIPMENT
DO NOT REMAIN IN'AREA UNLESS YOUR WORK REQUIRES IT
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY BE HAZARDOUS
TO YOUR HEALTH

The amount of asbestos in the dust brake lining wear is normally at an extremely low
level because of chemical breakdown during use, and if machining of friction material
does not take place, simple procedures will minimize exposure.

2)  During brake servrcmg, the mechamc should wear a respirator. approved by.
NIOSH for asbestos dust. It should-be wom during all procedures starting
with the removal of wheels and including reassembly.

3) When removing worn friction materials, remove the accumulated dust in the
assemblies with an industrial vacuum cleaner equipped with a high efficiency
filter system. If such equipment is not available, dust can be removed with a
damp cloth. Do not use compressed air or dry brushing for cleaning unless
the assembly is enclosed and properly exhausted

- 4) ‘Whenever possible, purchase friction materials pre-ground and ready for
installation. If matching is necessary, the precautions which must be taken are
of extreme importance. This is the operation in brake serviceé when exposure
to asbestos dust may be at its highest. This increases the difficulty in
complying with the OSHA standards. In addition to the approved respirator,
there must be local exhaust ventilation such that worker exposures are
maintained below the OSHA asbestos standards. If there is any question as to
the efficiency of asbestos dust removal by the machine, the manufacturer
should be contacted.

b)) Industrial vacuum cleaner bags containing asbestos dust and cloths used for
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" wiping brake assemblies should be sealed in plastic bags and labeled with the
following warning label printed in letters of sufficient size and contract to be
readily visible and legible: :

CAUTION
CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS
AVOID CREATING DUST
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY
CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM

All asbestos waste should be disposed of in accordance with OSHA and EPA asbestos
regulations. During removal of vacuum bags, an approved respirator, as described in
(2) above, should be worn.

6) Good housekeeping is essential in a workplace where asbestos-containing
materials are handled. Industrial vacuum cleaners equipped with multiple
stage, high efficiency filters should be used for removing accumulations of
asbestos dust and waste. Never use compressed air or dry sweeping for
cleaning. Water or other dust suppressants should be applied if brooms are
used.

7 Good personal hygiene practices are important in minimizing asbestos dust
exposure. Do not smoke. Wash before eating. Shower after work. Change
to work clothes upon arrival at work and change from work clothes at
conclusion of work. Work clothing should not be taken home. Laundering.
asbestos contaminated clothing shall be done so as to prevent release of
airborne asbestos fibers in excess of the exposure limits.

CAUTION: DONOT BREATH ASBESTOS

"I“O the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, unknown. Abex
has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to the extent that
it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where
documents containing this information, if it. exists, should be found, where appro.priate, by
inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction pmdﬁcts in 1977 and asbestos-

~ containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
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manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold ﬁiction products |
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and dmum&ts that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
" enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist thaf Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwi;e has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, whicﬁ number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Fipding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of docﬁments and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and ihspcct the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a centrai corporate filing $ystem of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is

substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex:
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Pursuant to [Hinois Rules of Civil Proceﬂure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
| boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents witﬁ respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certaiﬁ docﬁments with respect to which it claims privileée. The best
specificity ihgt Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,

" on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attomeys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoraﬁda, noies of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, clgims and

~ litigation; insurance coverage issues;, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate anq business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal is&ues, transactions and claims.

When a ﬁlaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will

remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
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. prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. .Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 85: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 84 is “Yes,"’ identify each ‘
such occasion on which Defendant so educated or informed its employees, distributors or
purchasers, as follows:

(a)  Identify the persons or parties which you educated or informed;
(b)  State when, where and in what manner they were educated or informed;

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO lNTERkOGATORY NO. 85:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 84, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
'INTERROGATORY NO. 86: Did Defendant or any predecessor entity perform, direct to be
performed, finance in whole or in part, sponsor in whole or in part or receive the results of, any

studies or tests concerning the relationship between asbestos exposure and asbestosis, cancer
and/or mesothelioma?

.S_ECOND .A_MENDI;ZD ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 86:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly brt;ad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of

establishing causation from plaintiffs to Abex.
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Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek inform%ntion or
materials regarding time peﬁods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials lack rélevance and are not reasonably calculated to lc;,ad to the
discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent to which it purports to seek information or
materials regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is objected to
on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance té the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex
also objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to
seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to whiéh it purports to seek
information or mateﬁalS that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials.prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and insofar as it understands this
interrogatory, Abex is generally aware that it contributed monies for ceﬁain studies at the
Saranac Laboratory, Saranac, New York. Abex"s documents reflect that any such studies
performed by the Saranac Laboratory on behalf of Abex specifically peﬂained to siderosis and
silicosis studies.. .Plaintiffs’ counsel in a different case have produced in discovery
unauthenticated photocopies of documents purporting to show that Abex agreed ip thé 1930°s to

pay $250 per year for three years with respect to a single asbestos-related animal study at the
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Saranac Labératory. Abex’s records do not confirm any such agreement, nor do Abex’s records

- reflect any such payment. To the best of current knowledge and belief, Abex has found no such
documents or any record of having received sﬁch documents. Abex has made a reasonable and
good faith effort to obtain the reéuested information, to the extent that it is not equally available
to plaintiffs, by making a gobd faith search of locations where documents containing this
information, if it exists, should be founc'l, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons
or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and .
asbestos-containing automotivg friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents

_that might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more. than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. 'I‘hé volume of records generated, and docu?ncnts accumulated, during that time was
é.normous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its .possession all such
records and documents, or that it other.wise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

- The existing business reco_rds and documents of Abex, which n;xmber in excess of seven

-(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
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in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repbsitory has‘ been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summéry, abstract, or compilétion. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reaso;xable opportunity to exan'fine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex recoi'ds and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex. |

Pursuant to Illinois Rules §f Civil Procedures, plaintiffs will have a reasonable
opportunity to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries
of these boxes of documents, which will be produced t;) plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn,
ﬁew York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide
to inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the i)ést, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of docximents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to 'which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or it§ predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attémeys, both outside and in-house counsel, on

the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
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or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concemning Abex. These

documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone

conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,

claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and

litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and

litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and

litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or

management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff availé himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will

remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will

prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which

the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be

resolved by the Court.
INTERROGATORY NO. 87: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 86 is “Yes,” with respect to
each such study or test:
(a)  State the nature of the involvement (performed, directed it to be performed,
financed, sponsored, received results, etc.);
(b)  State when, where and at what intervals said study was performed;
(c)  Identify any and all persons, firms or entities which performed said study;
(d)  ldentify any all documents referring to, relating or reflecting or reflecting said
study or the results thereof; and
(e)  State all means by which the results of said study were disseminated including, if

applicable, publication; and identify any and all persons who received said results
and any and all publications in which said results appeared.
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 87:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 86, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
INTERROGATORY NOQ. 88:. Did Defendant at any time during the period that the products
listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 were manufactured, sold, applied or installed,
inform any purchaser or user of said products that such products could cause cancer, asbestosis,

and/or other serious diseases?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 88:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

ABex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing c;ausation from plaintiffs to Abex. .

Abex ﬁﬁﬁcr objects to this intefrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
mateﬁais regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible gvidenée. To the e;(tent it purports to seek information or materials
regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is objected to on the
grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and
are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex also objects
to this i_nterrogatory on the grounds that the information or material.s it purports to seek otherwise
lack relevancé to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it assumes the truth of
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matters not established or matters not in ;:vidence.

Abex objects to this intemgatqry on the ground that it seeks to impose ﬁpon Abex a legal
duty or obligation to which it was not subject.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-_
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepéred in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, in the mid-1970s, and perhaps earlier,
Ang commenced the placement of warning labels on its asbestos-containing automotive friction

. products. This label réad as follows:

CAUTION: CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS.
AVOID CREATING DUST. BREATHING ASBESTOS
DUST MAY CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM.

Abex _d.oes not believe the wording of this warning was ever changed. To the best of current and
reasonably available information and belief, the warning labels were affixed to automotive
friction product packages.

In 1979 and 1982, Abex participated in the preparation and distribution of a pamphlet
published by the Friction Materials Standards Institute, Inc. entitled “Recommended Procedures
for Reducing Asbestos Dust During Brake Servicing.” An excerpt'of this pampbhlet is reprinted
below:

RECOMMENDED PROCEDURES FOR REDUCING
ASBESTOS DUST DURING BRAKE SERVICING

Because studies have indicated that exposure to excessive amounts of asbestos dust
may be a potential health hazard, OSHA has set maximum levels to which workers
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may be exposed. Since most automotive friction materials normally contain a sizable
amount of asbestos, it is important that people who handle brake linings and clutch
facings understand the nature of the problem and know the precautions to be taken.

1) Areas where brake work is done should be set aside if possible, and entrances
should be posted with an asbestos exposure sign as follows:

ASBESTOS DUST HAZARD
AVOID BREATHING DUST
WEAR ASSIGNED PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT
DO NOT REMAIN IN AREA UNLESS YOUR WORK REQUIRES IT
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY BE HAZARDOUS
TO YOUR HEALTH

The amount of asbestos in the dust brake lining wear is normally at an extremely low
level because of chemical breakdown during use, and if machining of friction material
does not take place, simple procedures will minimize exposure.

2) . During brake servicing, the mechanic should wear a respirator approved by
NIOSH for asbestos dust. It should be wom during all procedures starting
with the removal of wheels and including reassembly.

3) When removing worn friction materials, remove the accumulated dust in the
assemblies with an industrial vacuum cleaner equipped with a high efficiency.
filter system. If such equipment is not available, dust can be removed with a
damp cloth. Do not use compressed air or dry brushing for cleaning unless.
the assembly is enclosed and properly exhausted.

4) Whenever possible, purchase friction materials pre-ground and ready for
installation. 1f matching is necessary, the precautions which must be taken are
of extreme importance. "This is the operation in brake service when exposure
to asbestos dust may be at its highest. This increases the difficulty in
complying with the OSHA standards. In addition to the approved respirator,
there must be local exhaust ventilation such that worker exposures are
maintained below the OSHA asbestos standards. If there is any question as to
the efficiency of asbestos dust removal by the machine, the manufacturer
should be contacted. ‘

S) Industrial vacuum cleaner bags containing asbestos dust and cloths used for
: wiping brake assemblies should be sealed in plastic bags and labeled with the
following waming label printed in letters of sufficient size and contract to be -
readily visible and legible:

CAUTION
CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS
AVOID CREATING DUST
BREATHING ASBESTOS DUST MAY
CAUSE SERIOUS BODILY HARM
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All asbestos waste should be disposed of in accordance with OSHA and EPA asbestos
regulations. During removal of vacuum bags, an approved respirator, as described in
(2) above, should be wom.

6) Good housekeeping is essential in a workplace where asbestos-containing
materials are handled. Industrial vacuum cleaners equipped with multiple
stage, high efficiency filters should be used for removing accumulations of
asbestos dust and waste. Never use compressed air or dry sweeping for

cleaning. Water or other dust suppressants should be applied if brooms are
used.

7 Good personal hygiene practices are important in minimizing asbestos dust
exposure. Do not smoke. Wash before eating. Shower after work. Change
“to work clothes upon arrival at work and change from work clothes at
conclusion of work. Work clothing should not be taken home. Laundering
asbestos contaminated clothing shall be done so as to prevent release of
airborne asbestos fibers in excess of the exposure limits. '

CAUTION: DO NOT BREATH ASBESTOS

To the best of current and reasonébly available information and belief, unknown. Abex
‘has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to the extent that
it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where -
documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
»- inquiry to other natural persons or orgénizations. |
Abex’é lack of personal knqwledge is due to the following: Abex di@ntinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
| cdntaining automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities. There are no cuﬁent Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
of directors who sat on its Boarc)l during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction ‘products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be res#onsive to this inxérrogatoxy.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
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which time it underwent numerous changes in its corbo'rate structure, management, headquarters
and naxﬁg. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possessioﬁ all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.
The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (_excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they wére found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
_document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a do;:ument entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasqnable opportunity to gxamine, audft, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their ov;m abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abek.
Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonablelop-portunity
to examine, audit, inépect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
. boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New

York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to

inspect them.
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Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
érivi!ege. In the past, when Abex"hgs had cause to review some boxés of docume‘nts, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain docum;:nts with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attorneys, both oﬁtside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These

‘documents, include, but are not limitéd to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone -
conversations and other records relating to workers® combensétion and personal injury issues,
claims and litigatiﬁn (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
iitigation; real estate and business transak;tions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigatién; legél issues related to corporate govemance or

_ management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims. |

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiflf within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were insp@ted. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 89: Did Defendant, any predecessorl or any related company, or any

workers’ compensation insurance carrier thereof, ever have any claims for lung diseases or death

from lung disease, whether directly or indirectly attributed to asbestosis, mesothelioma, lung
cancer, or exposure to asbestos-containing products?
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 89:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also bf)jects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is premature, overly broad,
oppressive, harassing and unduly burdensome in that, to date, plaintiffs have failed to proffer any
~ evidence éhowing the requisite nexus between plaintiffs and/or plaintiffs’ decedents and any

Abex product.

.Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or

- materials regarding time periods, products and medical conditions that are not at issue in these
cases, on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably
calculated to lead to the d;scovery' of admissible evidence. To the eitent it purports .to seek
information or materialé regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory
is objected to on the grounds tﬁat such information or matériais lack relevance to the issues

- arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to leéd to the. discovery of admissible
evidence. Abex also objcctg to this interrogatory on the grounds that the infoxmati;m or mateﬁals
it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory on the ground that plaintiffs do not allege
plaintiffs and/or plaintiffs’ decedents were employees of Abex or ever present at any Abex
facility.

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
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to distihguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among thé different
types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction pfoducts was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
used for product production, which wasAresin—bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Abex further objecté to this interrogatory to the extent tc-) which it purports to seek
medical records or privileged personnel information, which Abex will not provide absent an
appropriate waiver of the applicable privilege.

Asbestos-related worker’s compensation claims filed by Abex Aemplbyees may allegedly
arise out of working conditions and involve materials not at all related to those at issue in the
i)resent cases. Moreover, a claim may be brought even where the alleged medical condition
.complained of relates to an'employer other than Abex, but the claim is brought against Abex
merely because it employed the claimant during the period the alleged condition was diagnosed
or because Abex was the claimant’s last employer. Furthermore, such claims are governed by
standards of proof and theories of liability significantly different from those applicable to

plaintiffs’ claims in the present action.
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Subject to and without waiving these objections, and based upon reasonably available

information and belief, the first two asbestos-related workers® compensation claims made against

Abex are as follows:
Notice Received Alleged Injury Claimant
Approx: 1979 Asbestosis Riley, Joseph
Approx. 1980 Asbestosis Lane, Jennings L.

Although some later additional asbestos-related workers’ compensation claims were filed
against Abex, the defendant lacks sufficient reasonai:ly available information to provide details
regarding the nature or the time frame of these claims.
| The following is a list of the first ten asbestos-related lawsuits filed against Abex. Data

reasonably available to Abex at this time does not include claimant’s alleged disease.

No. Name | Year Received  State
1. Haney v. Abex | 1977 Ml
2. Clutter v. Abex _ | 1978 OH
3. Zitis, M. v. Abex 1979 N)
4,  Friedman, I. v. Abex | 1979 NJ
5. Dcrrigk v.Abex 1980 PA
6.  Keanv. Abex 1980 PA |
7. Kelly v. Abex ‘ ‘ | 1980 PA
8. Reesv.Abex | 1980 PA
9. Ricev.Abex 1980 PA
10.  Sweigart v. Abex 1980 PA |

INTERROGATORY NO. 90: To be redrafied and resubmitted to defendants pursuant to order
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of the Court.
INTERROGATORY NO. 91: How many past or present employees of Defendant, its
predecessors or related companies are known by you who clanm to be suffering from, to have
suffered from, or have suffered deaths caused by:

(a)  asbestosis?

(b) lung cancer?

(<) mesothelioma?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 91:

"Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly bréad, unduly.
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation. )

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek informatibn or
materials regarding time periods, products and medical conditions that are not at issue in these
cases, on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably
calculated to legd to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purports to seek
information or materials regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory
is further objected to on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the
igsues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovéry of |
admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or
‘materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not
reasbnably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek

information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,

or which are otherwise subject to the attomey-client privilege, protected by the attomey work-
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’ produét doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
medical records or privileged pérsonnel information, which Abex will not pr&vide absent an
_ appropriate waiver of the applicable privilege.

Subject to and withqut waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, unknown. Abex has madea reasonable and good faith effort to ‘
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this infoﬁnation, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to dgher natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due tb the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestbs-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities. . There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abcx,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and doéuments that
might be responsive to this iﬁterrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence}spans a period of moré than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate struct;xre, rﬁa_nagemem, headquarters
and name. The volume of fecords generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable.possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all ,sucﬁ

records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
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such records and doc.uments.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contems.of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Fir;ding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,

it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
smmﬁa. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the bﬁrden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the samé for plaintiffs as Abex. | |

There are approximately 15 to 25 bbxcs, many of which are comprised of approximately
2,000 t(; 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory
may be ascertained 61' derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the
following: |

.- Medical Department Records. |

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will havg a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstraéts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New

York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
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insbeét them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents With respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impfessions ‘of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); eﬁvironxﬁental issues, claims and -
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims @d litigation,; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employmeni issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When # plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilége log on plaintiff within si)‘<ty (60) days after the last date upon wﬁich
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 92: For each employee referenced in your answer to Interrogatory
No. 91, state the date that Defendant first knew, or had notice or information, that such past or
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present employee who claims he/she was suffering, or had suffered from:

'(a) | asbestosis;

(b)  lung cancer;

(c) mesothelioma;

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 92:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 91, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
INTERROGATORY NO. 93: Identify a;ay and all material safety data sheets concerning the
products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 prepared, at any ume, by, or on behalf

of, Defendant, and predecessor or any 1 related company.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 93:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.(

Abesx also objets to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shif the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such inflormatiion or materials lack relevance and are not réasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the .g.rounlds that the
information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack re;levance to the issues ariéing in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to lhé extent to which it purports to seek

information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
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or which are otherwise subjec( to the attomey-ciient privilege, protected by the attomey work-
product doctﬁn;:, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipatlion of and/or in connection
with litigatibn, or any other applicable privilege. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to fhc extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by |
making a good faith search of locations where documents contairiing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of pers;nal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
- manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or diréctors who sat on its Board during ,d.xe period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of Athe information cbntained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and naniel The volume of records generated, and documents accumulat;d, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
guch records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
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(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilatipn of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such

dc;cument exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge, .
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the

" intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
« ‘contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing _their own abstracts or

* summaries. There was never a central corporate ﬁlibg ;}stem of Abex records and documents.
Therefoye. the burden of deriving or ascertaining ihe answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity

~ * to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these

boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them. | |

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagg;d certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specfﬁcity‘that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with réspect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,

on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
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the other hand, as well as ciocuments prepared at the reqﬁe;t of, or for the benefit of such counsel’
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concemning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
oonvérsaﬁons and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal‘injufy issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environn;ental issues, claimé and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real cstate-issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor ﬁnd employment issues, claims and

litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or

. management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims. ~.

‘When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which.it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log ox; plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
t‘he documents wereri'nspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court. '

INTERROGATORY NO. 94: Identify any and all trade organizations, associations, or other
entities, including but not limited to American Textile Institute (ATI), Asbestos Information

~ Association (AIA), Industrial Health Foundation or Industrial Hygiene Foundation (IHF),
" National Insulation Manufacturers Assn. (NIMA), National Insulation Contractors Assn. (NICA),

National Safety Council (NSC), American Ceramics Society (ACS), National Building Materials
Distributors Assn. (NIA), Sprayed Mineral Fiber Manufacturers Assn. (SMFMA), Thermal
Insulation Manufacturers Assn. (TIMA), Quebec Asbestos Mining Assn. (QAMA), to which
Defendant, any predecessor or any related company has belonged or in which any or all of the
same have participated since 1925, and state the applicable dates of such membership or

participation.
SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 94:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is over broad, unduly
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burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it
purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex was a member of the following
trade associations: Asbestos Infomion Association of North America (1975 to 1980); the
Brake Lining Manufacturing Association (from an unknown period to 1949); the Air Pollution
Control Association; the Manufacturers Alliance for Productivity and Innovation (fonﬁerly, the
" Machine and Allied Products Institute); and the Friction Materials Standards Institute, Inc. (1949
to 1994). Furthermore, based upon information and belief, Abex was a member of the Air |
.Hygiene Foundation of America, Inc. (which later became the Industrial Hygiene Foundation)
(1937 to 1961) and the American Industrial Hygiene Association, although such membership is
neither confirmed nof corroborated by the records maintained by or in the possession of Abex.
Within thé pasi few years, Abex has been provided with historical documents from other

. parties that list Arﬁerican Brake Shoe & Féundry Co., and/or certain of its employees as members
of the National Safety Counsel (“NSC™). It is not known if all of the émployees of American

v Bx;ake Shoe & Foundry who are listed as members or attendees at NSC functions were employed
by Abex with respect to the maanacture or sale of friction materials that contained asbestos.
These historical documents also reflect that some employees of American Brake Shée & Foundry
may have been trustees/members of the NSC. Abex has not found any information in its files
-evidencing a corporate membership in the NSC. Abex's investigation continues and it reserves

the right to supplement this answer if additional, relevant material becomes available.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 95: Identify any and all persons attending, on behalf of Defendant,
any predecessor or any related company, any meetings, seminars or symposiums held by the trade
organizations, associations, or other entities identified in response to Interrogatory No. 94.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 95:

Abex objects to this interi'ogatory on the grounds that it is over broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Pursuant to the Cour_t’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980, |

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information.or materials it
.pu‘rports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
fb the discovery of admissibl;: evidence. To the extent it purports to seek infor,m#tion or |
materials regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further
-objected to on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issue§ arising
in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
availablé information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested informatidn, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be foﬁnd, where appropriate, by inquiry to oéher natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex dis?:ontinued the
. manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containiﬁg automotive friction products in 1987 and ﬁo longer operates any friction product

manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
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or directors who sat on its Board during the periéd Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.
| Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, ﬁo reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and docqments, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such-records and documents. |
The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
‘the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
" document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best’ of Abex’s knowledge,
| it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abs&acts or
summaries. There was never a cerﬁral corporate filing system of Abex records énd documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

There are approximately 200 boxes; many of which comprise of approximately 2,000 -

168



- 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory may be -
ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the following:

1.  Club Membership, 1980-1981.

2. Asbestos Information Association,- 1977.

3. Expense Reports, 1980-1982.

4. Abex Nem and other miscellaneous publications, 1967-1978.

5. 1970s 1980s, Friction Materials Standard Institute (“FMSI”).

Pursuant to il!inois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity .
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summarie# of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex'’s facility in Brooklyn, New

~York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them.

" Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with &spect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review §ome boxes »of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagéed certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (f:ol!ecﬁvely “Abex™), and their aﬁomeys, both outside and inhouse couqsel, on

~ the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone

conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
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claims and li.tigation (asbestos and non-asbestos rélated); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverége issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issueﬁ, transactions and claims.
| When a plaimiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
‘remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege 16g on plaintiff within sixty (60) days afier the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 96: Did any officer, employee, agent or representative of Defendant,
of any predecessor, or of any rela’tc;d company, serve, at any time, as:

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

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

(c)  the chair of any committee or subcommittee of any trade organization, association
or entity identified in response to Interrogatory No. 94?7

(d) the representative or liaison for any trade organization, association or entity
identified in response to Interrogatory No. 94 to any other trade organization,
association or entity, including, but not limited to, A.T.I, LH.F.,, NLM.A, AlA,
NICA, TIMA, QAMA,NACNSC ACS,NBMDA, NIA,
SMFM.A.?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 96:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is over broad, unduly

burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculétion.
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Pursuant to the Court’s April 13,2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is .
limited to the yéars between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it
| purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further
- objected to on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to ﬁre issues arising |
in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections,‘ and to the best of current ax_xd reasonably
available information and belief, Abex was represented'on the AIA/NA’s International Frictio.n‘
Materials Advisory Panel from 1979 to 1980. To the best of current and reasonably available
information and belief, Abex was a member of the Friction Matérials Standard Institute, Inc.’s
subcommittee named “Asbestos Study Committee” from 1971 to at least 1975. To the best of |
current and reasonably available information and bélief, E. H. Feierabend served on the Asbestos
Study Committee of the Friction Materials Standards Institute, Inc. from 1972 to at least 1975.

INTERROGATORY NO. 97: For each subpart of Interrogatory No. 96 to which your answer
is “Yes,” identify each and every person serving in such capacity and:

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

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

(c)  state the applicable dates of service.

171



SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 97:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 96, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
INTERROGATORY NO. 98: Identify any and all documents which Defendant, its
predecessor(s) or any related company submitied to, or received from, the organizations listed in
response to Interrogatory Nos. 94 and/or 97:

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 98:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that ft is over broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and caﬂs for speculation.

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the infom;tion or materials it
purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding tf)e working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further
objected to on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising
in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to fead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek information or

materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
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" otherwise s;sbject to the attome)"-c.lieni privilege, protected by the attorney work-product
doctrine, ﬂxe rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection with
litigation, or any other applicable privilege;

Subject to and ‘without waiving these objections, Abex received various copies of The
Industrial Hygiene Dige;st on unknown dates. Abex has made a reaso;rnable and good faith effort
to obtain the requested information, to the extént that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
makiné a good faith search of locations where documents containing this in_forma.tion, if it exists,
should be found, where appr(;priate, by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is duc_ to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad frictio‘r; products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction prc;ducts in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product

‘manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex cmployeesi, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this ﬁterrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
whi‘ch time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The vplume of records generatea, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enommous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained ix; all
such records an& documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
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(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
. document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
Tjae Finding ;ﬂid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,

it reflects the general nature of the contents of boer of documents and provided with the
intention of affording panies a reaSonable oppommity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copymg or preparing their own abstracts or
'summanes 'l'heve was never a ccntral corporate ﬁlmg system of Abex- records and documents
Thmfore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer 10 thgs interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially tﬁe same for plaintiffs as Abex. .

There are approximately 200 boxes, many of which comprise of approximately 2,000 -
3,000 pages, that contaip the‘documents from which Qxe answer to this interrogatory may be
ascertained or derived, if__i‘e subject.mott‘eto'f""wﬁioh includes but is not liroited to 't:he following:

1.-  Club Membership, 1980-1981.

i. Asbestos Information Association, 1977.

3. Expense Repons, 1980-1982.

4. Abex News and other misoellaneous publications, 1967-1978.

5. 1970s 1980s, Friction Materials Standard Institute (“FMSI”).

Pursuant to Hlinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these

‘boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brookiyn, New
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York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, sho;xld plaintiffs decide to .
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or taggéd certain aocuments with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which itvclaims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hanci, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
;)r §ening forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited 16, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations anci other records relating to workers’ compensation and personai injury issﬁes,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, c[aims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues relatedr to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
' remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a _box~by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to thé propriety of any objection can thereafter be

resolved by the Court,
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INTERROGATORY NO. 99: Identify any and all documents including, but not limited to,
minutes, bulletins or reports, created by, or on behalf of, any trade organization, association or
entity listed in response to Interrogatory No. 94 and/or 97 or any committee, subcommittee or
subgroup thereof;

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 99:
~ See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 98, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.
INTERROGATORY NO. 100: Identify any and all documents including, but not limited to,
minutes, bulletins or reports, received by, or on behalf of, any trade organization, association or
entity listed in response to Interrogatory No. 94 and/or 97, or any committee, subcommittee or
subgroup thereof;

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 100:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 98, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 101: Identify any and all agreements, oral or written, between or
among Defendant, any of the other defendants in this lawsuit, any organization, association or
other entity including, but not limited to, those identified in your answer to Interrogatory No. 94
and/or any medical or scientific foundations, relating to the standardization of:

(a)  Specifications for asbestos cloth products;
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(b)  Specifications for paper or burlap bégs, or other packaging to be used for the
) transport and/or storage of asbestos cement; L

(c)  Warning or caution labels to be applied to asbestos products and/or their
packaging, cartons, containets, or boxes;

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

(¢)  Safety equipment and/or protective clothing to be utilized while handling
‘defendant’s asbestos products;

® Medical programs to be offered or sponsored by defendant.
SECQND AMENDED AN_SWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 101:
Abex objects to this interrogz#ory on the gmun&s lhat it is overly broad, unduly |
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
Pursuant to the Court’s Apnil 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980‘. |
Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
‘materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purports to seek information or materials
regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further objected to on
the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects
| to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack

relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
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discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this intérrogatory on the ground that it is Specul;tive inasmuch as it
fails to distinguish among r’aw.asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation produc.ts and/or
asbestos-containing automoﬁve and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction products was .chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
. products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory té the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials mgmding entities other than Abex.

Abex objects to this interrogatoi'y to the exteht to which it purports to seek information or
materials that have been gaihered, receivefi, or prepared in the course of litigation, or which are
otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-product
dbctn'ne, the rule protecting materiais prepared in anticipation of ahd/or in connection with
hitigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving ti’xese objections, and to the. best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, Abcx is unaware of any documents responsive to this
interrogatory. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requested
information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith
search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found,
where appropriate, by inquixy to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
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manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-

containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product

ma.nufacturipg facilities. There arevno current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,

 or directors who sat o.n its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a peri-od of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which timé it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulale;l, during that time was
enormous. Therefére, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its po§session all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has khowledge of the information contained in all .
such records and documents.

The existi'ng. busix.xes_S records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
0] millioﬁ (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are préserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of

the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or

summaries. - There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
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Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex. |

There are approximately éOO boxes, many of which comprise of appfoximately 2,000 -
3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the answer to this interrogatory may be
ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the following:

1. Club Membership, 1980-1981.

2. Asbestos Information Association, 1977.

3. .Expense Reports, 1980-1982.

4.  Abex News and other miscellaneous publications, ,l 967-1978.

5. 1970s 1980s, Friction Materials Standard Institute (“FMSI”).

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make §opies, compilatidﬁs, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of 'business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspéct them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documen_ts with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can ;;resently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collecti?ely “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on

 the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
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~ or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on métters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litf gation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigaﬁon; real estate issues, claims and
litigation,; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issués, transactions and claims.
When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of thé offer to inspect the documents, Abex will

‘remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, ona box-by-box basis, and will
brepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
“the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety qf any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 102: Did Defendant, any predecessor or related company, direct to
be performed, sponsor in whole or in part, finance in whole or in part, receive the results of, or
become aware of, any studies or tests performed by the Saranac Lake Laboratory of the Trudeau

Foundation relating to asbestos exposure and its effects upon human health?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 102:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensbmé, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the grouﬁd that it purports to shift the burden of
_establishing causation from plaintiff§ to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
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ma;erial§ regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the ground
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abcx.objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the

~ information or materials it purports to seek otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these
cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information of materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attomey work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. | |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and insofar as it understands this
interrogatory, Abex is generally aware that it contributed monies for certain studies at the
Saranac Laboratory, Saranac, New York. Abex’s documents reflect that any such studies
. performed by the Saranac Laboratory on behalf of Abex specifically pertained to siderosis and
silicosis studies. Plaintiffs’ counsel in a different case have produced in discovery
unauthenticated photocopies of documents purporting to show that Abex ;greed in the 1930’s to
pay $250 per year for three years with respect to a single aschtos-re]ated animal study at the
Saranac Laboratory. Abex’s records do not confirm any such agreement, nor do Abex’s records
lreﬂect any such payment. | To the best of current knowledge and belief, Abex has found no such
documents or any record’of having received such documents. Abex has made a reasonable and
goéd faith effort to obtain the requeﬁted information, to the extent that'it is not equally available

to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this
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information, if it exists, should be found, where aﬁpropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons
or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbéstos;containing railroad friction products in 1977 and
asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no !ongq operates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
* Abex, or directors who sat on its Bo#rd during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with pemn;l knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents
that might be responsive to this inténogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more thanAone hundred (1 60) years, during
which time.it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and ;iocuments, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and d&cuments.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
~ (7) million (exciuding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex docurﬁent repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,

it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
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intention of affording panies‘a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit; and inspect the records
contained rin the répository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
smnmaﬁes. There was never a central cdrporate filing system‘of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining tﬁe response to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedures, plaintiffs will have a reasonable
opportunity to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries
of these boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn,
New York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide
to inspect them. o

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
* segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best

specificity that Abéx can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Document; passing between. Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their attomeys, both 6ulside and in-house counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documénts, ini:lﬁde, but are not limited to, ‘corresp‘ondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,

claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and

litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
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litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate govémance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 103: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 102 is “Yes™:

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

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

(c) Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the Saranac
studies received or submitted by Defendant, its predecessors) or a related
company either directly, through related or predecessor companies, through other

companies, or through any trade associations, organizations or other entities; and

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

() Adequacy or inadequacy of threshold limit values;

(i)  Substitution of materials other than asbesto§ to be used in the insulation process.
SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 103:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 102, which are incorporated by reference

as though set forth herein in full.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 104: With respect to each subject listed below, state whether said
subject was, at any time, discussed at a meeting of the board of directors of Defendant, any
predecessor or any related company:

(a)

(b)
()

@

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

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

The placement or possible placement of warning labels on asbestos-containing
products or their packages, or in sales literature, therefore including, but not
limited to, the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 anti 42; and

Any test, survey, study or similar matter concerning asbestos or asbestos-
containing products, including, but not limited to, the products listed in response
to !merrogatory Nos. 19 and 42.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 104:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly

‘burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or

materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds

that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the

discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purports to seek information or materials

regarding the working conditions of Abex employees; this interrogatory is further objected to on

the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases

and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects

to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack

relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to Jead to the

186



discovery of admissible evidence.

Ab?x objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
to distinguish‘ among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the different
types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever
ﬁsed_ for product production, which was resin-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such
broducts di.d not create or contribéte to any adverse health effects. |

e _Abe?(i also objects to-this interrogatory ;Q the extent to which it purpoits to seek
informatioﬁ or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of Iitigatiou, ;
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by‘ the attorney. work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. |

Sﬁbj'ect’to and without walvmgthese objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate, Sy inquiry to other natural persons or oyganization#.

Abex’s lack of personal knowiedge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction produéts in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product

manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
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or directors wh§ sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.
Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (1005 years, during
| which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documerits, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.
The existing business records and dm@ents of Abex, which number in excess o»f seven
(7) million (excluding an esnmatedthree (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abcﬁ document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Findiné Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract,~ or compilation. To the best of Abéx’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the |
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burdgn of deriving ori ascertaining the response to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for.plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to [llinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
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to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or mmhaﬁes of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should blaintiffs decide to
inspe& them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presenfly provide as to the documents wnh respect to which it claims
privilege is as-follows: Documents_éassing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attomeys; both outside and inl}Ouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for tﬁe benefit of such counsel
or ;euiné forth mental impressio;ls of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are n(;t limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone -
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues, ‘
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate govemance or
' management; as well as other legal iss;xes, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a bdx-by-box Basis, and will

prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
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the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objectiovn can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 105: If you answer to any one or more of the subparts of
Interrogatory No. 104 is “Yes,” then with respect to each subpart for which you answered “Yes™:

(a)  Identify each and every board meeting at which said subject was discussed by
stating the dates) on which, and the locations) at which, each meeting was held;

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

(c)  Identify any and all documents, including, but not limited to, minutes, referring to,
relating to, or reflecting each such meeting.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO HW‘ERROGATORY NO. 105:
| See Ot;jectioas and Answer to Interrogatory No. 104, which are incorporated by reference
‘ as though set foﬁh‘hercin in full. "
INTERROGATORY NO. 106: Identify any and all semina.rs, symposiums, conferences or like
gatherings attended by any officer, agent or representative of Defendant, any predecessor or any

related company, at which the subject of asbestos, the health hazards of asbestos exposure, or the
placement or providing of wamings was discussed.

SECOND- AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 106:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broac."t, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambfguous and calls for speculation. |

- Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek informationor - -

- materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purports to seek information or materials
regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further objected to on

the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
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and are not reasonably‘cl:alcu}ated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects
to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek
otherwise lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it
fails to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotive and/or railroad friction products, and/or among the différent
types of asbestos fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing
automotive and/or railroad friction products was chxyé;otilé, the pnly type of asbestos Abex ever.
used for product production, which was resin-bonded and ei}capsulated, proper use of such
products did not create or contribute to any adverse health effects.

Abex further objects to this interrogatéry to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that ha_ve been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting mateﬁals prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex is in possession of a typewritten
note stating that a former Abex Medical Department Director, Lloyd E. Hamlin, presented a
paper at a symposium held in l§52 at Saranac Lake. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith
effort to obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to
plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of location; where documents containing this

information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural persons
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or organizations,

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufac{ure and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with pers;onal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, maﬁagement, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its poss?ssion all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all |
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7 millioﬁ (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of -
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no sbuch ‘
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”
The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best ofAbexfs knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the

intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
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contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preﬁaring their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascenaining the response to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the sa;ne for plaintiffs as Abex. |

- There are approximately 200 boxes, many of which comprise of approximately 2,000 -
~ 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the response to this interrogatory may be
ascertained or deﬁved, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the following:

1. ClubMembership, 1980-1981.

2. Asbestos Information Association, 1977.

3. Expense Reporté, )980;1982.

4. Abex News and other miscellaneous publications, .l 967-1978.

5. 1970s 1980s, Friction Materials Standard Institute (“FMSI").

Pursuém to 1llinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyi\, New
York, where ihey are maintained in the normal coﬁrse of business, should pléintiffs decide to
inspect them. |

Abex has no ‘comprehensivc list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has. had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to t'he documents with respect to which it claims

privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
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on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside anci inbouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondencé, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestés related); environmental issues, cla?ms and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and -
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to comoraté governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff withih sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be
resolved by the Court. |
' INTERROGAT(_)_E_X NO. 107: Identify any and all documents, including, but not limited to,

notes, reports, minutes or bulletins, which refer to, relate to or reflect any meeting identified in
response to Interrogatory No. 106.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 107:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 6, which are incorporated by reference as
though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 108: With respect to each job site set forth in the attached Exhibit A:
(i) identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the purchase, sale,
delivery, use, application or ordering, of any of the products listed in response to Interrogatory
Nos. 19 and 42 by, for, to or at said site; and, (ii) identify any and all persons known by
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Defc;,ndam to have knowledge concemmg the same.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 108:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of '
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the exiem it purports to seek information or
" materials regarding time periods and ;;mducts that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
| that such information or matenals lack relevance and are not reasonably calcﬁlated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and
are not reasonably calcula@ed to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials méarding entities other than Abex

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
informatio‘n or matenials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attomey-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials pfepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

S.ubject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, Abex states that not later than 1987 it manufactured some

asbestos-containing automotive friction products that were sold to agencies of the United States
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Government, Chrysler Corporation and General Motors Corporation. Abex states it never
manufactured ,br sold asbestos-containing automotive brakes, brake assemblies or brake shoes.
Abex lacks personal know}e;ige and information sufﬁciem to state the exact nature of the friction
material sold to agencies of the United States Government, Chrysler Corporation and General
Motors Corporation, such as whether it was strip lining material, brake block, disc brake caliper
pads, or some other form of friction material». To attempt to ascertain this information, Abex has
made a reasonable inquiry and good faith effort t§ obtain the requested information, to the extent |
that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations where
documents containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
inquiry to other natural persons or organizations. However, additional information may be
available in documents maintained iﬁ thé normal course of business at Abex’s Brooklyn, Ngw »
}'ork document repository, where pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, non-privileged
dmuﬁxents will be made available upon request at a mutually convenient time.. |
Abex’s lack of petsonaljknowledgc is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and salé of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 197'7 and
asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction
-product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
Abéx, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold frictioﬁ
products w-ith personal knowledge of the informétion contained in all the records and documents
that might be responsive to this iht'erroga‘tory.
Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during

which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
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and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, wh'ich number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they weré found. No surﬁmary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of

the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such

" . document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

Tbe Fin&ing Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
(it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for‘purppsés of copying or preparing their own abstract# or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the response to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.
There are approximately 610 boxes, many of which are comprised of approximately

2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the response to this interrogatory

may be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the

following:
1. Sales invoices.
2. General sales correspondence.
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3 Shipping sheets.

4. Warehouse shipments.
5. Purchase orders and shipping orders.
6. Sales transmittals. '

7. Sales and distributor files.

8. | Cata}ogs.

9. Brochures.

10 Promotional materials.

11. ,Produci brochures.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brookljm, New
York, where they are maiptained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs décidc to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to re;iew some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best

| specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predécessors or divisions,
on the one ha;\d (collecﬁvely “Abex”), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
ihe other hand, as well as documents prepared at the fequest of, or for the benefit of such counsel

or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
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documents; include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating té workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, qlaims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigétion; legal i§sues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims"

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect tﬁe documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) day; after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereaﬁer be.
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 109: Identify any and all parties, located within a 200 mile radius of
Madison County, lllinois, including, but not limited to, distributors, suppliers or-contractors,

_known by you to have purchased, received, sold, distributed, applied or otherwise used, at any

time, any or all of the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 109:

| Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad,'undﬁly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
Abex als& objgcts to this interrogatory on the grouﬁd that it pixrpoﬁs to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex. |
Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or

materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the Igrounds
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that such information or matenals lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and
are not reasonably calqulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials rggarding entities other than Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials thgt have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protedted by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other' applicable privilege. |

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonably
available information and belief, unknown. Abex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally avai]aﬁle to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropﬁate, by inquiry to other natu@ persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in j987 and no longer operates ény friction product
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and séld friction products

with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
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might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters |
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable bossibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such recon-is and documents.

The existing business records and documents 'of Abéx, which nurﬁber in excess of ten
(10) million and inél;lde an estimated three (3) million sales records, are preserved in the or&er in
which they were found. No summary, abstraét, or compil#tion of the contents of the Abex
document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowlédg_e, no such document
exists. In tﬁe past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.;’ The
Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge, it
reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the intention
of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to eiamine, audit, and inspect the records contained
in the repository for puri)oses'of copying or preparing their own abstracts or summaries. There
was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents. Therefore, the
burden of deriving or ascertaining the response to this interrogatory, if at all, is substantially the
sﬁe for plainfiffS as Abex. | |

Tbere are approximately 610 boxes, rﬁany of which are comprised of approximately
2,000 - 3,000 pages, that contain the documents from which the response to this interrogatory

may be ascertained or derived, the subject matter of which includes but is not limited to the
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following:

1. Sales invoices.

2. General sales correspondence.

3. Shipping sheets. |

4, Warehouse shipinents.

5. Purchase orders and shipi)ing orders.

6. Sales transmittals.

7. Sales and distributor files.

8. Catalogs.

9. Brochures.

}0. Promotional materials.

‘11, Product brochures.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them.

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to re‘view some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims priviiege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims

privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
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on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both dutside and inhousé counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues, .
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related)i enviromnental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
'litiga'tion; real estate and bﬁsin&ss transactions; labor and employmyent issues, claims and
;Ii;igation; anti-trust issues, claims and litiéation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
managem;:nt; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the docﬁments, Abex will
remove any documents wi’(h respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
j)repare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff _Within sfxty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be -
‘reso)ved !;y the Court. |

INTERROGATORY NO. 110: To be redrafted and resubmitted to defendants pursuant to
order of the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 111: To be redrafted and resubmitted to defendants pursuant to
order of the Court. , :

INTERROGATORY NO. 112: In any lawsuit, as described in Interrogatory No. 111, has
Defendant been subject to sanctions, a contempt citation or similar action for failing, or refusing
to comply with, any court order, for discovery fraud, or for the failure to provide complete,
accurate and truthful responses to discovery?

203



. SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 112:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
. or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client pﬁvilege, protected by the atfomey work-
prdduct’ doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation,' or any other applicable privilegé.

Abe)s further objects to this interrogatory to the ex'tcnt it 'purports to seek information that
is a matter of public record, and thus, equally available to plaintiffs as Abex.

Subject to and without waiving thes;: objections, since this interrogafory refers to
Interrogatory No. 111, this interrogatory cannot bé answered unless and until Interrogatory
No. 111 has been redrafted and resubmitted to defendants.

INTERROGATORY NO. 113: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 112 is “Yes,” with respect
 to each such occasion described:

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

(b)  Describe the violation for which sancﬁons or contempt was imposed;

(c) . Ifthe violation involveci the failure or refusal to produce any document(s), identify
any and all such documents;

(d)  If the violation involved any failure to truthfully answeér or to respond to
Interrogatories, identify any and all such Interrogatories and your response thereto,
including the person answering on your behalf;

(e)  State the present status or final disposition of the matter, whichever is applicable;

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATOf{Y NO. 113:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.

Abex also objects to ‘this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or matenals it
purports to seek lack relevance to thé issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
* to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwis;: subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected !;y the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.. |

Abéx objects to this interrogatod to the extent it purports to seek information that is a
matter of public record, and thus, equally available to plaintiffs as Abex.

S;xbject to and withgmi waiving these objections, see Answer to Interrogatory No. 112.

. INTERROGATORY NO. 114: To be redrafted and resubmitted to defendants pursuant to
order of the Court. .

INTERROGATORY NO. 115: To be redrafted and resubmitted to defendants pursuant to
order of the Court. '

INTERROGATORY NQ. 116: Withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by the Court.
INTERROGATORY NQ. 117: Withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by the Court.
INTERROGATORY NO. 118: Withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 119: Withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by the Court.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 120: Has Defendant, any predecessor or any related company, ever
been cited, warned, fined or sanctioned for, any violation of a federal or state statute, law, rule,
ordinance, code, administrative order, executive order, or the like, by any federal or state
governmental entity, which violation concemned asbestos in any way?

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 120:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, végue and ambiguous and ica]ls for speculation.

Pursuant to the C;mrt’s, April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovgry of admissible evidence. Abex further objects to thi; interrogatory on the grounds that .
the information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

- Abex objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it is speculative inasmuch as it fails
to distinguish among raw asbestos, asbestos contained in building insulation products and/or
asbestos-containing automotive friction products, and/or among the different types of asbestos
fibers. Because the asbestos fiber contained in Abex’s asbestos-containing automotive friction
products was chrysotile, the only type of asbestos Abex ever used for product éroduction, which
was resin*-bonded and encapsulated, proper use of such products did not create or contribute to
any adverse health effects.

Abex also objects to this-interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
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information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to thé extent it purports to seek infonﬁation that
is a matter of bublic record, and tﬁus, equally available to plaintiffs as Abex.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasénably
available infomation and belief, unknown Abex hds made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain the requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by-
making a good faith seafch of locations where documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate; by inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufgcture aﬁd sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who. sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold.friétion products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents tha;t
migiat be responsive to this interrogatory. - |

| Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was

enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
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records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all -
such records; and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of ten
(10) million and include an estimated three (.3) million sales records, are preserved in the order in
which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of the Abex
document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such document
exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.” The
Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex's knowledge, it
reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the intention
of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examipe, audit, and inspect the records contained
in the repository for purpdses of copying or preparing their own abstracts or summaries. There
was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and docqments. Therefore, the
burden of deriving or ascertaining the response to this interrogatory, if at all, is substantially the
same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of doc@ents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New '
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect thém.

Abex has no comprehengive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the paét, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has

segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
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specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and inhouse ;ounsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting fortil mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concemning Abex. These
documents, include, Eut are not limited to, correspondence, 'memoranda, notes of telebhone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
-claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related), environmental issues, claims and

'litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and e;nployment issues, claims and
!itigation;, anti-trust isgues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate goche or
management; as well-as othef legal issues, transactions and’ claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with res;pect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-boi basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be
resolved by the Cour. | |

INTERROGATORY NO. 121: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 120, is “Yes,” §vith respect
to each such violation:

(@)  Withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by the Court.
(b)  State the date of the citation, wamning, fine, sanction or write-up;
(c) Describe the violation and state the date(s) during which it occurred;

(d)  Identify the statute, law, rule, ordinance, code or order to which it occurred;
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(e)  State what, if any, specific fine, penalty, or sanction was imposed;

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

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

(h)  ldentify any and all documents referring to, felaﬁng to or reflecting said violation.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 121:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 120, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in ﬁ}ll.

INTERROGATORY NO. 122: Has any federal or state government entity, at any time,
conducted an inspection, test or survey concerning asbestos or asbestos exposure at any facility
where the products listed in response to Interrogatory Nos. 19 and 42 were manufactured,
processed, applied, used or removed? .

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INFERROGATORY NO. 122:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
‘burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous.and calls for speculatiom

Pursuant to the Court’s April 13, 2060 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods, products and work sites that are not at issue in these cases, on
the ground that such information or materials Jack relevance and are not reasonably calcul;ted to
lead to the discovery of admissivble evidence. To the extent it purports to seek information o‘r
materials regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further

objected to on the grounds that such information or materials lack relevance to the issues arising
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in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admi‘ssibie evidence.
Abex objects to this inteﬁogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to
seek otherwise lacic relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are ;xot reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to th:s interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or plfepared in the comjse'of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, prot&téd by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in aniicipatiorg of and/or in connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. | |

Subject to and without waiving th.e.sct objections, and insofar as Abex understands this
interrogatory, Gordon S. Siegel, M.D., Chief of the Occupational Medicine Section, Division of
Occupational Health, Department of Health, Education and Welfare of the U.S. Public Health
Service in Washington, D.C., in 1965, prepared to embark on a 20-year study entitled,
“Occupational Health Study of the Asbestos Products Industry in the United States.” As part of
the study, all employees of Abex who worked or would be hired at the Winchester, Virgin’ia
facility were to be surveyed. Information cuﬁent!y available to Abex indicates that this study
was terminated by the Government before it was concluded. To the best of current knowledge
and belief, Abex has found no sﬁch documents or any reéc;rd of having received such documents.

Abex has made a reasonéble and good faith effort to oi;tain thé requested information, to the
extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by making a good faith search of locations
where documents contéining this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by

inquiry to other natural persons or organizations.
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Abex’s lack of personal l;nowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
manufacture and sale of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and
asbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. "There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
Abex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction
products with personal knowledge of the information contained in a}l the records and documents
that might be responsive to this interrogatory. |

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. . The volume of record§ generated, and documents accumulated, during ihat time was
enormous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that' it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
'such records and documents.

The existing buﬁness records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7)':':;illion (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices)A, are preserved
in the order. fn which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such
document exists. In the paét, Abex has provided parties Qith a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or coini)ilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records

contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
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summaries. There was never a central corporate ﬁiing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the response to this interrogatory, if at all, is
‘substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

| Pursuant to Hlinois Rules of Civil Procedures, plaintiffs will have a reasonable
opportunity to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries
of these boxes of documents, which will be produced to pl'aintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn,
New York, where "they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide
to inspect them.

- Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has |
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex‘can presently provide as to the documents with respect' to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attorneys, both outside and in-house counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relatiné to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,
claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litf gation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment iss{xes, claims and

litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
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management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days afier the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to tﬁe propriety of any object?on can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 123: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 122 is “Yes,” then with
- respect to each such inspection, test or survey:

(@) ldentify the governmental entity conducting the same;
(b)  State the dates(s) on which the same was conducted;

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

(d) - Identify any and all documents referring to, relating to or reflecting the same.
SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 123:
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 122, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in full.’ |
INTERROGATORY NO. 124: Identify:
(3 Any expert. whom you intend to call asa witness;
(b)  The subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify;
(¢)  The substance of fhe facts and opini;ms to which the expert is expecied to testify;
(d) A summary of the grounds for each opinion;
(e) The address of such person and field of expertise;

63) Identify and produce each treatise, article or text upon which the expect will rely
in testifying. :
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SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 124:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is privileged and premature.
Discovery and investigation are continuing.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, see Pneumo Abex LLC’s Disclosure of
. "Fact and Expert W‘itnesses. Abex has not yet determined which expert witnesses it intends to
call at a trial of these matters and reserves the right to supplement or amend this answer as
appropriate once a determination has been made.
INTERROQATQRY NO. 125: Are there any policies of insurance which provide, or might

provide, coverage on behalf of Defendant, any predecessor or any related company for the
injuries alleged in Plaintiffs’ complaints? ‘

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 125:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that ft is overly broad and unduly
burciensome. .

Abex also ob'jects.to this intgrrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it
purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and aré not calculated to lead
'to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or matérials that have been gathere&, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
oor which are otherwise subject to:the attorney-client privilege,"protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in‘connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. :

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and insofar as it understands this
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interrogatory, Abex is currently involved in litigation with various insurance companies -
concerning the coverage available to Abex in asbestos personal injury actions. Various
confidentiality agreements and protective orders are in effect in that litig;ation. To the extent to
which information subject to this interrogatory exists and is covered by such agreements or
orders, Abex objects to the production of such information.

The primary coverage was provided by:

From 1943 to 1957: Maryland Casualty Company.

From 195710 1971:  Liberty Mutual Insurance Company.

From 1971 to 1974: The Travelers Insurance Companies.

From 1974 to 1975: Argonaut Insurance Company.

From 1975 to 1978: Contine;xtél Insurance Company.

F}om 1978 10 1979: Northwestern National Insurance Company.

| From 1979 to 1980: .Con;inemal Insurance Company.

From 1980 to 1985: National Union Fire Insurance.

To the best of current and reasonal;ly available information and belief, excess coverage
was provided by the following insurance companies at various times and levels covering the
period between approximately 1950 and ]985:

ALBA General Insurance Compa}xy LTD.
AlG |

AlU

Allianz Underwniters, Inc.

Allstate Insurance Company, as successor in interest to Northbrook Excess Surplus Insurance
Company (formerly known as Northbrook Insurance Company)
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American Home

American Re

Anglo French Insurance Company LTD.
Anglo Saxon Insurance Association LTD.
Argonam- Insurance Company

Associated International

Bishopsgate Insurance Company LTD.
British Aviation Insurance Company LTD,
édtish Meréhants Insurance Company LTD.
Brittany Insurance Company LTD.
California Union |

Century Indemnity Company

Chubb (Federal)

City General Insﬁrance Company

Columbia Casualty

Comipagnie D’ Assurance Maritir?xes Acriennes & Terrestres, S.A. .
Compagnie Europeenné D’ Assurances Industrielles, S.A.
Continental Casualty

Comnbill Insurance PLC

Dominion Insurance Company LTD.

Economic Insurance Company LTD.

Employers Mutual
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Evanston Insurance Company
Excess Insurance Company LTD.
Falcon

Federal Insurance Company
Fidelidade Insurance Company
Fireman’s Fund

First State

Folksam International Insurance Company LTD.
Gibraltar

Granite State

Great American Surplus

Harbor Specialty Insurance Group

Heddington Insurance (UK) LTD.
He!vetia-Accidgnt Swiss Insurance Company LTD.
Highlands * S
The Home -

~ Hudson

Insurance Co; of the State of PA

Insurance Company of ﬁorth America
Intel;national Ins. Co.

ISOP

Lexington Insurance Company (UK) LTD.
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‘Lloyd’s & London Market Companies
London & Edinburgh Insurance Company LTD.‘
Ludgate Insurance Company LTD.
Minster Insurance Company LTD.
Mitsui Mariﬁe & Fire Insurance Company (Europe) LTD
Mt. McKinley Insurance Company (formerly known as Gibraltar Casualty Company)
National Su?ety Group. |
National Union Fire Insurance Company of Pittsburgh, PA.

New Hampshire
OSLO Reinsurance Company (UK) LTD.

River Thames Insurance Company LTD.
Royal Scottish Insurance Company LTD.
Sphere/Drake Insurance Company LTD.
St. Paul International Insurance Company LTD.
Stonewafl

Stronghold Insurance Company LTD.
Swiss National Insﬁrance Company LTD.
«S_wi‘t‘zerland General lnsuran;;e Company
Threadneedle Insurance Company LTD
Tokio Marine & Fire Insurance (UK) LTD.
Travelers Casualty and Surety Company
Trent Insurance Company LTD.

| Vanguard Insurance Company LTD.
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Winterthur Swiss Insurance Company
World Auxiliary Insurance Corporation LTD.
World Marine & General Insurance Company LTD.

lNTERROGATORY NO. 126: If your answer to Interrogatory No. 125 is “Yes,” :den(:fy each
such policy of insurance as follows:

(a) Identify the insurer(s)
(b)  Identify the insured(s)

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

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

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 126:
See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 125, which are incorporated by reférence
as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 127: With respect to each policy described in response to
Interrogatory No. 126, state:

(a) the dollar amount of coverage which remains unexpended; and
(b)  whether any dispute exists between insurer and insured with respect to coverage.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 127:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 125, which are incorporated by reference
as though set forth herein in ful.

INTERROGATORY NO. 128: Other than the polices of insurance described in response to
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Interrogatory No. 126, do there exist any agreements providing for the benefit of Defendant, any
predecessor or any related company, complete or partial indemnification for any or all expenses
incurred with respect to any or all of these cases, including, but not limited to, judgments,
settlements, costs, experts’ fees and/or attorneys’ fees? '

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATQRY NO. 128:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad and unduly
burdensome.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or matenals it
purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and are not calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence. |

Abex furtﬁer objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathéred, receivec.i, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, proteéted by the attorney work;
produét doctrine, thé rule protecti-ng materials prepared in anticipation of at;dlor in -connection
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege. |

- Subject to and without waiving these objections, Abex is currently involved in litigation
with varioug insurance companies concerning the coverage available to Abex in asbestos
personal injury actions. Various Ct;nﬁdentia]ity agreements and protective orders are in effect in
that litigation. To the extent to which infom;ation subject to this interrogatory exists and .is
covered by such agreements or orders, Abex objects to the production of such information.

Subject to and without waiving these objections:

November 24, 1994 Asset Pufchase Agreement between Pneumo Abex Corporation'and'

Wagner Electric Corporation, and associated Mutual Guaranty Agreement.

221



April 28, 1988 Stock Purchase Agreement between PA Holdings Corporation and IC

Industries, Inc.

INTERROGATORY NO. 129: If your énswer to interrogatory No. 128 is “Yes,” for each such

© agreement:

@

(b)

©)

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

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

Identify any and all documents kferring to, relating to or reflecting said
agreement.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 129:

See Objections and Answer to Interrogatory No. 128, which are incorporated by reference

as though set forth herein in full.

INTERROGATORY NO. 130: Was this Defendant ever allowed to use the trademark or logo
of any other company, including but not limited to, its predecessor or related company, on any
products Defendant sold, distributed or installed, and if so please state:

@)
®
()
(d)
(e)
¢y

The trademark or logo used by you;

The company allowing such use of its trademark or logo;

The time period such use was allowed:

Whether such use was by written, verbal or implied agreement:
Each and every product such trademark or logo was placed upon;

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

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 130:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
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burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculat’ion.
~ Abex also objects to this interrogatory on the ground that it purports to shift the burden of
establishing product identification from plaintiffs to Abex.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the exterig it purports to seek information or
materials regarding time periods and products that are not at issu: in these cases, on the grounds
that such information or materials lack relvevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Abex objects to this inteﬁogatory on the grounds that the
information or materials it purports to seek lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases and
are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials regarding entities other than Abex.

| Abex further objects to this interrdgatory to the extent to. which it purports to seek
information or materials that have been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in connection
with litigation, or ahy other applicable érivilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and to the best of current and reasonablyl
availabie information and belief, unknown. ABex has made a reasonable and good faith effort to
obtain lhé requested information, to the extent that it is not equally available to plaintiffs, by
making a good faith search of locations wher_e documents containing this information, if it exists,
should be found, where appropriate, by inquiry to other natural pﬁsons or organizations. _

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontinued the
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manufacture and sal‘e of asbestos-containing railroad friction products in 1977 and asbestos-
containing automotive friction products’in 1987 and no longer operates any friction product
m‘anufécturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for Abex,
or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured and sold friction products
with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the records and documents that
might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex’s corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100)-years, dunng
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume 6f records generated, and documents accumulated, during that time was
er;onnous. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise h#s knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

ﬁe existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of ten
(10) million and include an estimated three (3) million sales records, are preserved in the order in
which they were found. No summary, abstract, or compilation of the contents of the Abex
document répository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no such document
exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.” The
Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge, it
reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the intention
of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records contained
in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own absiracts or summaries. There

was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents. Therefore, the
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burden of deriving or ascertaining the response to this interrogétory, if at all, is substantially the
same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to Illinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect_ and to make copies, compilati.ons, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which wili be produced to plaintiffs at Abex"s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect therp. |

Abex has no comprehensive list or log of the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best

- specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex™), and their attomeys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documents prepared at the request of, or for the bcneﬁf of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not lﬁnited to, correspondencé, memoranda, notes of telephone
conve&tions and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,

“claims and litigaﬁon (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and
litigation; insurance coverage issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and
litigation; real estate and business transaétions; labor and employment issues, claims and

litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or

management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.
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When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, on a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within sixty (60) days after the last date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafter be
resolved by the Court.

INTERROGATORY NO. 131: From 1940 to present, state whether Defendant and/or
predecessor or related company ever provided workers’ compensation health, accident and
disability and/or life insurance coverage for its employees, and if so:

(@)  Withdrawn by plaintiff or stricken by the Court; _

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

¢ If ’you response to subpart (b) hereof is in the affirmative, please indicate the date
of each such count, study, survey or other test and identify all documents reiatingA

thereto.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 131:

Abex objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, compound, vague and ambiguous and calls for speculation.
| Pursuant 1.0 the Court’s April 13, 2000 Order, Abex’s answer to this interrogatory is
limited to the years between 1930 and 1980.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent it purports to seek information or
matenials regarding time periods and products that are not at issue in these cases, on the Qomds
that such information or materials lack relevance and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. To the extent it purports to seek information or materials

regarding the working conditions of Abex employees, this interrogatory is further objected to on
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the grounds that such information or matérials lack relevance to the issues arising in these cases
and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.‘ Abex objects
to this interrogatory on the grounds that the information or materials it purports to seek lack
relevance 1o the issues arising in these cases and are not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence.

Abex also objects to this interrogatory to the extent to which it purports to seek
information or materials that ha;Ie been gathered, received, or prepared in the course of litigation,
or which are otherwise subject to the attorney-client privilege, protected by the attorney work-
product doctrine, the rule protecting materials prepared in anticipation of and/or in w@wgion |
with litigation, or any other applicable privilege.

Abex further objects to this interrogatory to the éxtent to which it purports to seek
medical records or privileged personnel information, which Abex will not provide absent an
appropriate waiver of the applicable privilege.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, and insofar as Abex understands this
interrogatory:

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 131 (b):

To the best of current and reasonably available information and belief, industrial hygien-e
surveys were conducted at Abex facilities by Abex’s industrial hygienists and their staff, and in .

¢

at Jeast one instance by an insurance carrier, in conjunction with Abex employees.

SECOND AMENDED ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 131 (c):

To the best of current and reasonably available informatidn and belief, unknown. Abex

has made a reasonable and good faith effort to obtain the requested information, to the extent that
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it is not equally available to ;Slaintiffs, by making ;a good faith search of locations where
d&umems containing this information, if it exists, should be found, where appropriate, by
inquiry to other natural persons or organizations. ‘

Abex’s lack of personal knowledge is due to the following: Abex discontfnued the |
manufacture and sale of asbeslos~c0ntaining railroad friction products in 1977 and
ésbestos-containing automotive friction products in 1987 and no longer operates any friction
product manufacturing facilities. There are no current Abex employees, officers who worked for
A;bex, or directors who sat on its Board during the period Abex manufactured‘and sold friction
products with personal knowledge of the information contained in all the 'records and documeﬁts
that might be responsive to this interrogatory.

Abex's corporate existence spans a period of more than one hundred (100) years, during
which time it underwent numerous changes in its corporate structure, management, headquarters
and name. The volume of records generated, arid documents accumulated, during that time Was
enonnoﬁs. Therefore, no reasonable possibility can-exist that Abex has in its possession all such
records and documents, or that it otherwise has knowledge of the information contained in all
such records and documents.

The existing business records and documents of Abex, which number in excess of seven
(7) million (excluding an estimated three (3) million non-railroad sales invoices), are preserved
in the order in which they were found. No summary, abguact, or compilation of the contents of
the Abex document repository has been prepared and to the best of Abex’s knowledge, no ;uch
document exists. In the past, Abex has provided parties with a document entitled “Finding Aid.”

The Finding Aid is not a summary, abstract, or compilation. To the best of Abex’s knowledge,
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it reflects the general nature of the contents of boxes of documents and provided with the
intention of affording parties a reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, and inspect the records
contained in the repository for purposes of copying or preparing their own abstracts or
summaries. There was never a central corporate filing system of Abex records and documents.
Therefore, the burden of deriving or ascertaining the response to this interrogatory, if at all, is
substantially the same for plaintiffs as Abex.

Pursuant to lllinois Rules of Civil Procedure, plaintiffs will have a reasonable opportunity
to examine, audit, inspect and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries of these
boxes of documents, which will be produced to plaintiffs at Abex’s facility in Brooklyn, New
York, where they are maintained in the normal course of business, should plaintiffs decide to
inspect them, |

Abex has no comprehensive liSt or‘log of the documents with respect to which it claizﬁs
privilege. In the past, when Abex has had cause to review some boxes of documents, it has
segregated and/or tagged certain documents with respect to which it claims privilege. The best
specificity that Abex can presently provide as to the documents with respect to which it claims
privilege is as follows: Documents passing between Abex and/or its predecessors or divisions,
on the one hand (collectively “Abex”), and their ;ttorneys, both outside and inhouse counsel, on
the other hand, as well as documgnts prepared at the request of, or for the benefit of such counsel
or setting forth mental impressions of the attorneys on matters concerning Abex. These
documents, include, but are not limited to, correspondence, memoranda, notes of telephone
conversations and other records relating to workers’ compensation and personal injury issues,

claims and litigation (asbestos and non-asbestos related); environmental issues, claims and

229



litigation; insurance coveraée issues, claims and litigation; real estate issues, claims and

| litigation; real estate and business transactions; labor and employment issues, claims and
litigation; anti-trust issues, claims and litigation; legal issues related to corporate governance or
management; as well as other legal issues, transactions and claims.

When a plaintiff avails himself or herself of the offer to inspect the documents, Abex will
remove any documents with respect to which it claims privilege, bn a box-by-box basis, and will
prepare and serve a privilege log on plaintiff within Sixty (60) days after the laét date upon which
the documents were inspected. Any dispute as to the propriety of any objection can thereafier be
resolved by the Court.

Dated: October__, 2007

Thomas L. Orris, IllinGis Bar #6200619
Williams Venker & Sanders LLC

Bank of America Tower ‘
100 North Broadway

21st Floor

St. Louis, Missouri 63102

(314) 345-5000

(314 345-5055 FAX

Attorneys for Defendant Pneumo Abex LLC,
successor in interest to Abex Corporation

230



In Re: Asbestos Litigation Filed by the SimmonsCooper, LLC
CERTIFICATION

- Under Ipenalties as provided by law pursuant to Secti_on 1-109 of the Code of Civil Procedure,
the undersigned certifies that the statements set forth in SECOND AMENDED ANSWERS OF
_ PNEUMO ABEX LLC, SUCCESSOR IN INTEREST TO ABEX CORPORATION, TO
PLAINTIFFS’ INTERROGATORIES are true and correct, except as to matters therein stated to
. be on information and belief and as to such matters the undersigﬁed certifies as aforesaid that he |

verily believes the same to be true.

Dated: October i 2007 // ‘
) . . / N //}.’

" ZBEXZER L. KENFIELD/




EXHIBIT A

DIRECTORS OF ABEX CORPORATION BETWEEN 1930 AND 1980

NAME DATES
Allen, Samuel G. 1935-1946
'| Anderson, K. 1971°
Armitage, C. 1931-1933
Bailey, Ralph E. 1976-1982
Baldwin, Emest E. 1923-1933
Belury, G. 1969-1980
Berg, Eugene P. 1972-1981
| Biggs, RW. 1964-1981
Blume, W.A. 1946
Bourke, W.O. 1980-1988
Brush, C.E. 1956-1964
Buschman, Howard C. Sr. 1964-1968
Clapp, P.H. Jr. 1970-1980
Coffin, Joel S. 1916-1934
Coleman, W. W, 1939-1956
Conway, S.S. Jr. 1968-1983
Crane, Winthrop M. Jr. 1931-1944
Cummings, Tilden 11961-1980
Curtis, James B. 1916-1924
Cutler, Otis H. 1916-1923
Cutler, William F. 1916-1959
| Davidson, Robert J. 1916-1931
Davis, Arthur V. 1929-1962




NAME

DATES
Davison, H.F. 1940-1961
Deckér, G. 1970
Denison, William 1955-1963
Dickey, C.D. 19431945
Drury, S.S. 1941-1944
| Dunn, Kempton. 1952-1969
Finigan, Thomas 1929-1934
Fitzpatrick, Frederick F. 1922-1925
Floe, Carl F. 1968-1980
Foote, Alfred S. - 1961-1974
Frick, Raymond A. 1969-1983
| Frost, F.W. 1971
Gagnebin, Albert P. 1966-1983
Gallagher, Joseph . 1916-1919
Gilbert, L.J. 1931-1932
Given, William B. Jr. 1929-1966
Glore, Charles P. 1929-1934
Gott, Rodney C. 1963-1969
Hannan, Kenneth M. 1956-1970
Hansen, J.A. 1974
Harrah, Robert E. 1976-1986
Herlihy, F.B. 1964-1983
Hillman, Stanley E.G. 1968-1972
Hof, E.C. 1942-1944
Hord, S.Y. 1968-1972




NAME DATES
Home, B.R. 1964-1974
Humphrey, Arthur L. 1925-1934
Hutchins, John S. 1956-1968
Huttig, A.B. 1968
Johns, W.T. 1964
Johnson, William B. 1968-1987
Josephs, Devereux C. 1953-1967
Judd, George M. 1928-1934
Kelly, W.T. Ir. 1956-1970
Kessler, W.D. 1964
Knox, James B. 1921
Knox, Henry C. 1916-1924
Konker, G.E. 1972-1973
MacDonald, A.C. 1970
Marshall, Waldo H. 1916-1925
McCall, S.T. ' 1941-1945
McCulloch, P.L. Jr. 1964
McGarrah, Gates W. 1916-1931
Monda, C.N. 1974
Munkenbeck, H.H. Jr. 1964
Murray, Lawrence N. 1943-1966
Naumann, William L. '1979-1984
Newbert, F.B. 1964
Ortman, Randolph 1919-1932
Pearce, William G. 1916-1961




NAME DATES
Persbacker, Victor L. 1964-.1980
Pomeroy, Daniel E. 1916-1964
Pryor, Samuel F. 1916-1933
Prytherch, R.M. 1941-1944
Raddatz, W.D. 1970-1974
Rennie, D.K. 1974
Romine, George L. 1969-1976
Russell, T.W. Ir. 1967-1972
Ryerson, E.L. 1941-1961
Sargent, William D. 1902-1937
Schaefer, N.H. 1964
Scherler, E.A. 1974
Schnoes, R.F. 1977-1984
Schurman, G.M. 1947-1967
Scribner, Gilbert H. Jr. 1960-1969
Sheffidd, J.J. 1964
Sibbald, E.B. Unknown
Snow, Elmer J. 1916-1947
Snow, Fred W. 1916-1930
Stevens, John P. Jr. 1947-1969
Tayp, M. 1964
Terbell, Joseph B. -1916-1958
Terry, M.B. 1970
Thompson, James S. 1929-1932
sTrainer, Maurice N. 1944-1969




NAME ‘ | Dpares

Van Gordon, Jerome W. | 1968-1974

Watson, A.K. o - | 1957-1966




EXHIBIT B

OFFICERS OF ABEX CORPORATION BETWEEN 1930 AND 1980

NAME TITLE DATES
Aigeltinger, A. Vice President 1934-1941
Altmeyer, C.E. Vice President 1979
Ames, George C. ‘ Treasurer 1921-1931
Anderson, Edward R. Vice President 1957
Anderson, Kenneth Vice President 1966-1970
Belury, George Vice President 1957-1970

: President 1970-1980
Biggs, F.B. Vice President 1952-1954
Biggs, Robert W. Vice President 1964-1965
Black, William A. Vice President 1943-1955
Blume, William Vice President 1944-1949
Bradley, George R. Vice President 1968
Bridgewater, Boyd E. Vice Presidént | 1964
Brush, Cyrus | Vice President & Secretary 1948-1967
Buschman, H. Vice President 1968-1983

Secretary
Clapp, Phillip H. Jr. Vice President 1973-1978
Conway, Stephen Vice President 1957-1960
President 1980-1985

Cottle, O. Treasurer 1968-1983
Crocombe, William E. Vice President 1940-1952
Cutler, O. President 1903-1916

| Cutler, William Vice President 1921-1953 .




NAME

DATES |

TITLE
Davidson, R.J. Secretary 1902
Davis, A.V. Vice President 11952
Denison, William Vice President 1958-1961
Dunn, Kempton Treasurer 19431953
President 1954-1963
Finigan, Thomas Vice President 1919-1931
Forquer, Rush M. Vice President 1961-1983
Fraula, Scott W, Vice President 1953-1963
Frick, Raymond A. |  Vice President 1961-1964
1 Gallegher, Joseph Vice President 1916
Gilbert, H.X. Treasurer 1902
Gillies, H.A. Vice President 1940
| Given, W.B. Jr. | President 1929-1950
Herlihy, Francis B. Vice President 1966-1978
Hillman, Stanley E.G. Vice President 1968
Hutchins, John S. l Vice President 1946-1963
President 1963-1966
Huttig, A.B. Secretary & Treasurer 1968
Iwarsson, B. | Vice President 1979-1980
Janke, F. Treasurer 1935
Jordan, William B. Treasurer 1953-1959
Judd, George M. Secretary 1916-1929 -
Kelly, William T. Jr. Vice President 1946
' President 1966-1968
Knox, Henry C. Treasurer 1917-1920
Konker, G.E. Vice President

1971-1974




NAME TITLE DATES
MacGowan, W. Vice President 1930
Mandy, D.G. Vice President 1979-1980
McCall, Sumner T. Vice President & Treasurer 1931-1932
: Secretary 1943-1946
McCulloch, Paul L, Jr. Vice President 1960-1965
McGowan, William Vice President 1917-1931
Mitten, Robert Vice President 1968
Parsons, Joseph Secretary 1930-1943
_ Vice President
Pearce, William G. President 1916-1919
Persbacker, Victor L. Senior Vice President | 1960-1967 .
» Vice President Administration 1967-1982 .
Pettis, Clifton D. | 1917-1921
Pettus, Thomas W. Vice President 1919-1955
Raddatz, MD. Vice President 1977-1978
Rerinie, DX. Vice President 1972-1980
Romine, George L. Vice President 1972-1977
Russell, Thomas W. Jr. Vice President & Treasurer 1959-1967
First Vice President 1967-1968
President 1968-1970
Sargent, William D. President and First Vice President | 1902-1903
Schacfer, Raymond Vice President 1951-1968
Shepard, J.R. Vice President 1971
Spencer, J. Brooks Vice President 1943-1953
Stone, Charles B. I1I Vice President 1960-1962
Terbell, Joseph B. Vice President 1917-1918
President 1919-1929
Vice President

1931-1959




NAME TITLE DATES
Terry, Maynord B. Vice President 1964-1971
Thompson, James S. Vice President 1917-1928
Trainer, Maurice N. First Vice President 1943
President 1950-1954
Ward, Gilfry Vice President 1957-1969
Weigel, George K. Vice' President 1968
Weiger,R.J. Vice President 1971-1974
| Wright, Charles P. Vice President 1925-1932
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. Celotex Corporation
Cerro Copper
CertainTeed
Chicago Civic Center
Christ Hospltal
Chuysler Corporation
Clty of Chicago
Clark Ol
Chinton Powerhouse
Coffeen Powerhouse
Colfinsvilia Lumber Company
Combustion Engineering
Commonwealth Stee}
Consolidated Aluminum
Continental Can
Continental Can
Crescant Electric
Cumbertand Powsrhotse

* Cupples Mfg.

Darlings

Diamond Construction

Dow Chemical

Dresden Nuclear Poerhouse
Duck Creak Powerhouse
Duraplex

East St. Louis Housing Autharity
Eastgate Shopping Center
Federal Steel

Fischer Building Supply
Ford Motor Company

Forest Park Highlands

G.D. Searle & Co.

Gardner Denver

Gary Sheet & Tin

General Chemical

General Molors

General Motors

General Radlalor

General Steel

Grace Chemical

SUAIN HARTSHORN SCOTT

City

Shawneetown
St Louls
Tamms

New York

St Louis
St.Louls
Bedford Park
Summit’
Chicago
Peoria

Fart Dodge
Sauget '
East St. Louls
Chicago

Oak Lawn

St. Louls
Chicago
Hartford
Clinton

" Coffeen

Collinsville
St Louls
Madisan
Madisan
Chicago
St. Louls
Chicago
Cumberiand City
St. Louls
Chicago
Quincy
Joliet

' Morrt

Peoria

Herrin’

East St Louis
East Alton
East Alton
Easl Alfon

St Louis

St. Louis
Skokis
Quincy

Gary
Washington Park
St. Louis
Wentaville
Mount Vemon
Granfte City
Memphis

JrEFFREIRFERFAEFAF

389 637 1788
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Jobsite

Granite Clty Steel
Granite Sheetmetal
Great Lakes Naval Tralning Center
Harbison Walker
Hartford Lumber Company
Heldtman Steel
Hiisboro Glass

Hunter Packing Company
inols American Water
filinols Brick

Blinois Central Raflroad
intand Steel

infand Steel

indand Stee] Powerhouss
Inter-Lake Stes! '
Jefferson Smurfit
Jewish Hospital .
Johnson & Johnson
Joppa Powerhouse
Kalser Aluminum

Kaiser Refractories
Ken's Texaco

Kincaild Powarhouse
Labadie Powerhouse
Laclede Steel

Laclede Steel

Lever Brothers

Litchfisid High School
Malinckrodt Chemical
Matlinckrodt Chemical
Marathon Of

McDonnell Douglas
McCormick Place

Mead Packaging
Meramec Mining
Merame¢ Powerhouse
Mercy Hospital:
Meredosla Powerhouse
Metro Sanitary

Midwest Rubber

Mikco Grain Company -
‘Mishawaka Pips & Valve Corporation
Missour] Pacific Railroad
Missouri Power & Light
Mobil Off Refinery
Nonsanto Queeney
Monsanto Sauget
National Lead

Nafional Merine
Natlonal Refraclories
National Steel

SURIN HARTSHORN SCOTT

City

Granile City
Granite City
N. Chicago
Vandalia
Hartford
Granite City
Hilisboro

St. Loyls
East St. Louls
Blue island
E.St Louls
East Chicago
Hammand
East Chicago
Chicago -
Alfon

St Louls

" Bedford Park

Joppa
Mexico
Mexico
Wood River -
Kincaid
Labadie
Allon
Venice
St Louls
Litchfield
St Louis

Weldon Springs

Robinson
St Louis
Chicago
Godfrey
Suflivan

St. Louis
Chicago
Meredosia
Clcero
E. St Louis
Cairo
Mishawaka .
Bonne Teme -
Herman
Sauget

SL Louis
Sauget
Granite City
Hartford
Mexico
Granite City

389 637 178

Page 3

State

i

.

it

FFFE

-
(&}

EEFFEFFEZEFFRF

P.B4



(

Famen

FEB-14-2283 @3:34

. Jobsite
Newton Powerhouse
Northwestam Univarsity
O'Hare Alrport
Obemester Glass
Qiin Corp.
Owens Hflinols Glass
QOwens lliinols Glass
PET Inc.
Phzer
Philllps 66 )
Plasa Tool & Die
Pilot Knob Pellet Plant
Piltsburgh Plate & Glass

Portage Des Sioux Powarhouse

Past Office

Pro Gas

Pure Ol Refinery
Quantem Chemical
Ralston Purina
Republic Steel

. Republic Steel

Revere Electric
Rexall Drug Warehouse
Reynolds Aluminum
Reynolds Metals
Roxana School
Rush-Presbyterian Hosplial
S.LU.
S1U.

- Sangamo Electric
Santa Fe Rallroad Yards

' Saralee Bakerias

Scoft Air Force Base

Shell Oil

Sherwin-Williams _
Sindlalr Refinery Powerhouse
Smail Arms Plant

Southern Equipment
Springfleld Powerhouse

St Anthony's Hospital

. St Clalr Roofing Company

St Clair Squars

St. Elizabeth's Hospital

St Francis Hospital

St Joseph Lead Mine

St. Louls Paint Co.

St Lukes

St Mary’s Hospital

Staleys

Standard Heating Company
Standard Oil :

SWAIN HARTSHORN SCOTT

City

Newton
Evanston
Chicago

East St. Louis
East Alton
Alton

Chicago Helghts
St. Louls

East St Louls
East St. Lauis
Allon

Pilot Knob
Crystal City

Poriage Des Sioux

Cincinnatl
Granlie Clty
Lockport
Monis

St Louis
Chicago
Yankeetown

Chicago

St Louls
Chicago
McCook
Roxana
Chicago
Carbondale
Edwardsville
Marion
Chicago
Deerfield
Befleville
Wood River
Chicago ,
East Chicago
St Louis

St Louls
Springfield
Alton

University City
Fairview Helghts
Belleville
Litchfield

St Joseph

St. Louis
Chicago

East St. Louls
Decatur

St Louis
Wood River

389 637 1768

Page 4
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Jobsite
Stepan Chemical
Sterding Steel -
Studebakar Corporation
Taxaco Off
Tucktaps
U.S. Dept of Labor
U.8. Sles!
U.S. Steel
Unton Of
Unlon Starch
Union Tank Car
Universsi Match
University of (inois Medical Center
Venice Powerhouse
Washington Schodl *
Wedgé Bank
Westem Elactic
Westinghouse
Wisconsh Steel
Wood River Schaol
Wood River Township Hospital
Zion Nucltear Plant

SWAIN HARTSHORN SCOTT

City
Elwood

.Sauget

South Band

{ awrencevilla

Carbondale
Rofla
Chicago

Gary

LaMont
Granite City
East Alfon
Marion
Chicago
Venice
Danville
Waukegan
Alton ..
East Alt

St Louls

Wodd River
Wood Rlver

FssﬁﬁaﬁﬁasgﬁFinﬁg

303 637 1728 P.6s
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