
admissible evidence as it relates to Dana. Subject to and without waiving objections, Dana does 
not know whether Smith & Kanzler Company, before 1970, received notice that any individual 
or individuals, other than those Plaintiffs who have filed personal injury actions in Texas State 
Courts is or are claiming or has or have claimed an injury as a result of using asbestos products 
manufactured and/or sold by it before 1970.

INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Were your asbestos products distributed, marketed, packaged, labeled and/or sold by 
companies other than your own? If the answer is affirmative, list the names and addresses of 
each of those companies, and the products in question.

ANSWER:

See Preliminary Statement and General Objections, which are incorporated herein as if 
fully rewritten. Further objecting, the interrogatory is overly broad given the parameters and 
subject matter of this case. Further objecting, the information sought is neither relevant to the 
subject matter of die pending action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence as it relates to Dana. Subject to and without waiving objections, Dana does 
not know whether Smith & Kanzler Company’s asbestos products were distributed, marketed, 
packaged, labeled and/or sold by other companies. Dana does not know the names and 
addresses of those companies, if any, nor the products in question.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

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

(a) The name and address of each such distributor or sales representatives.

(b) The years in which such company or person distributed, marketed, or sold your 
products.

(c) What products were distributed, marketed, or sold and in what years. 

ANSWER:

See Preliminary Statement and General Objections, which are incorporated herein as if 
fully rewritten. Further objecting, the interrogatory is overly broad given the parameters and 
subject matter of this case. Further objecting, the information sought is neither relevant to the
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