STATE OF VERMONT
CHITTENDEN COUNTY, SS.

CHITTENDEN SUPERIOR COURT
DOCKET NO. 35 0084-87

THE UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT and
STATE AGRICULTURAIL COLLEGE,

Plaintiffs,
RESPONSE OF U.S. MINERAL
PRODUCTS TO PLAINTIFFS’
THIRD SET OF INTERROGATORIES
TO DEFENDANT

V.

U.S. MINERAL COMPANY,
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Defendant.

PREAMBLE

COMES NOW UNITED STATES MINERAL PRODUCTS COMPANY ("USM"), and
answers the Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories.

Most of these interrogatories pertain to events that occurred
many years ago. - Therefore, in gathering the information to respond
to these interrogatories, USM and its counsel have had to rely on
many documents and the information contained therein. In addition,
USM and -its counsel have relied on the memories of officers and
employees who have been with the company. since the 1950s and 1960s.
USM and its counsel have also acquired ihnformation from discovery
in other cases, and this information may form the basis for a
particular answer. Because the process of document review is
ongoing, and because new and/or additional information about past
events is sometimes acquired, USM reserves its right to supplement
and/or to amend these answers in the event that more or more
accurate information becomes available.

Additionally, this defendant only manufactured and sold
asbestos-contaxnlng products from 1954 through 1972. Unless
otherwise stated in a specific answer to an interrogatory the
answers to these interrogatories shall be 1limited to those
products, that period of time, and to the State of Vermont.

-~

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

List by brand name, manufacturer, and dates of production
every non-asbestos-contalnlng spray or trowel-applied fireproofing
or ceiling product manufactured or distributed by any other company
prior to July 4, 1973, of which you are present aware.



ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad and unduly
burdensome. Moreover, it seeks information irrelevant to the
plaintiff’s claim against U.S. Mineral about products never
manufactured by USM. Furthemore, it seeks information not
in U.S. Mineral’s possession and equally available to
plaintiff from other sources.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

List by brand name and dates of production every non-asbestos-
containing fireproofing product, every non-asbestos-containing
acoustical ceiling product, and every non-asbestos-containing
spray-applied or trowel-applied ceiling product which you have ever
manufactured or distributed. As to each such product, state the
following: :

(a) type of product (e.dq., acoustical plaster, fireproofing,
ete.};

(b) the approximate area (e.g., square feet or linear feet)
which each package of the product would cover;

(c) the suggested retail price for each package of the
product for each year the product was produced;

(d) . the method of application (e.d., spray, trowel, etc.);

(e) its ingredients and exact percentages of each such
ingredient;

(£) a description of its packaging; and
(g) dates of manufacture.

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad and burdensome.
Moreover, it seeks information irrelevant to the plaintiffs
against U.S. Mineral. Without waiving these objections, U.S.
Mineral responds as follows: The CAFCO line of products was
modified during the period 1969-1971 to become asbestos-free.
These same CAFCO products were marketed under the same
tradenames, but were differentiated from the asbestos-
containing products by the insignia "c/f“.



INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

List by brand name and dates of production every asbestos-
containing fireproofing product, every asbestos-containing
acoustical ceiling product, and every asbestos-containing spray-
applied or trowel-applied ceiling product which you have ever
manufactured or distributed. As to each such product, state the
following:

(a) type of product (e.g., acoustical plaster, fireproofing,
etc.); ‘

(b) the approximate area (e.g., square feet or linear feet)
which each package of the product would cover;

(c) the suggested retail price for each package of the
product for each year the product was produced;

(d) the method of application (e.g., spray, trowel,-ztc.);

(e) its ingredients and exact percentages or each such
ingredient;

(f) a description of its packaging; and
(g) dates of manufacture.

ANSWER:
(a,g) Please see Exhibit "“A"%,

(b,c,d,f) Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad and
unduly burdensone. -

(e) Objection. This interrogatory seeks proprietary,
confidential information which is protected from disclosure
by principles of trade secrecy. Furthermore, the

Interrogatory is overly broad and seeks information regarding
products not relevant to plaintiffs’ claim. Without waiving
this objection, U.S. Mineral responds as follows: uU.Ss.
Mineral will provide the formulas for its asbestos-containing
products to plaintiff’s counsel subject to a protective order
guarding against unnecessary disclosure of proprietary
information.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Describe in detail any research, testing, study or analysis
performed by or for you pertaining to the quality and/or
performance of your asbestos-containing fireproofing products or
asbestos-containing spray-applied or trowel-applied ceiling
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products to determine the effect of water damage, mold, rust,
condensation, wind, impact, vandalism, aging, and other forms of
wear, tear and abrasion on the quality or performance and/or field
success or failure of such products.

ANSWER:

See report of Michael Kodaras attached. In addition, U.sS.
Mineral believes that during the years that it manufactured
asbestos-containing products, in-house tests for the purpose
of determining and improving product performance were
regularly performed. Some of these tests may have been
related to factors listed in this interrogatory, but U.s.
Mineral cannot presently provide details about these tests.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Descrlbe in detail any research, testing or studles of any
kind you or anyone on your behalf has ever conducted to determine
whether any of your asbestos-containing fireproofing products or
asbestos-containing spray-applied or trowel-applied ceiling
products posed any hazards or dangers to the health or safety of
those persons, including maintenance men, who would apply such
products in buildings or utilize, inhabit, or otherwise occupy
buildings or structures in which these products had been applied.

ANSWER:

U.S. Mineral did not conduct any medical or scientific
research on the effects of asbestos exposure.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Under what circumstances would you recommend removal,
encapsulation, enclosure, or assessment of your in-place asbestos-
containing materials, or an operations and maintenance plan because
of the existence thereof.

ANSWER:
Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad, vague and
ambiguous; it calls for speculation.  Moreover, it seeks
opinions not relevant to plalntlff’s claim. In addition, the
interrogatory seeks experts’ opinions from a party to this
case.



INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

State the number of requests you have received by or on behalf
of a building owner to abate in-place asbestos-containing materials
which allegedly presented a present or potential hazard by reason
of the asbestos, and the number of occasions you have agreed to
undertake any abatement.

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad , vague and
ambiguous. Furthermore, it seeks information irrelevant to
this claim.

INTERROGATORY NO. 8: —_

Identify each notice, claim, allegation, or statement that you
have ever received that an injury or disease resulted from exposure
to an in-place asbestos~containing product or exposure to or use
of an in-place asbestos-containing product.

ANSWER: -

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad, vague and
ambiguous. Moreover, it seeks information irrelevant to
plaintiff’s claim. Without waiving these objections, U.S.
Mineral responds as follows: the only instance involving such
exposure to a U.S. Mineral product that U.S. Mineral knows of
are the cases of Geraldine Layne and William Ball.

INTERROGATORY NO. 9:

State the following with respect to buildings owned or
occupied by you:

(a) the identity of all facilities where any of your
asbestos-containing fireproofing or asbestos-containing
. ceiling products have been placed since 1954;

(b) the identity of all facilities where any asbestos-
containing construction product has been separately
removed, encapsulated or enclosed, whether or not in
connection with renovation or demolition;

(c) the identity of all facilities where samples of any
asbestos product have been taken for analysis, the
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identity of all documents génerated thereby, and the
identity of the person who has custody of such documents;
and

(d) the identity of all facilities where air samples have
been taken to determine the concentration of airborne
asbestos, the identity of all documents generated
thereby, and the identity of the person who has custody
of such documents. ’

ANSWER:
Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad, unduly
burdensome and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Moreover, it seeks

information irrelevant to the plaintiff’s claim.

~

INTERROGATORY NO. 10:

List and identify each person whom you expect to call as an
expert witness at trial, and with respect to each, the subject
matter on which the expert is expected to testify, the substance
of the facts and opinions to which the expert is expected to
testify, and a summary of the grounds for each opinion.

ANSWER:

Please see Defendant’s Answers to{Plaintiff’s First Set of
Interrogatories, Response to Interrogatory No. 27.

INTERROGATORY NO. 11:

Please specify the type(s) of asbestos (e.g., Chrysotile,
Crocidolite, Amosite, Anthophyllite, Actinolite or Tremolite) that
were contained in the asbestos-containing ceiling products and/or
fireproofing sold by you, and for each, give the reason for the
presence of the type of asbestos (e.g., added, pre-existing
contaminant).

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad and burdensome
and seeks privileged information irrelevant to the plaintiff’s
claim. Without waiving these objections, U.S. Mineral
responds as follows: Chrysotile.



INTERROGATORY NO. 12:

State when you last stopped manufacturing/selling products
that contained asbestos as one of their components or ingredients
in the United States or elsewhere in the world.

ANSWER:

1972.

INTERROGATORY NO. 13:

State all reasons why you stopped manufacturing and selling
- products that contained asbestos, with specific reference to
whether or not the possibility that asbestos was a health hazard
had anything to do with your decision.

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory seeks irrelevant information.
Without waiving its objection, U.S. Mineral responds as
follows: U.S. Mineral stopped manufacturlng asbestos-
containing products due to a decline in demand for asbestos-
contalnlng products, which was cause, at least in part, by
increasing concerns about the exposure to asbestos of workers
handllng or using these products.

INTERROGATORY NO. 14:

Describe any notice received by you prior to 1962 that any
person was'claiming or had claimed injury as a result of exposure
to a material or product containing asbestos mined, manufactured
and/or sold by you, your predecessors or your subsidiaries.
ANSWER:

.Not applicable.



INTERROGATORY NO. 15:

Please state when and from what source you, your predecessor
or subsidiary first acqulred knowledge concerning an association

between:

(a) asbestos exposure and cancer (including, but not limited
to mesothelioma and lung cancer); and

(b) asbestos exposure and asbestosis.

Your answer should be directed to asbestos in general and not
restricted to acoustical plaster or fireproofing.

ANSWER:

U.S. Mineral cannot identify exactly when or how it first
received information that asbestos exposure was being
associated with these specific diseases. - Howeveir; U.S.
Mineral believes that it knew of the disease asbestosis in the
mid-1950’s and that it heard of studies about lung cancer and
mesothelioma in the mid-1960’s.

-

INTERROGATORY NO. 16:

Has U.S. Mineral or any of its subsidiaries or predecessors
ever mined Erionite or an ore that was contaminated with Erionite
in the United States? 1If so, please identify the location where
Erionite was mined, the years of the mining operation as well as
the name of the entity actually performing the mining operation.
ANSWER:

No.

INTERROGATORY NO. 17:

If the answer to the preceding Interrogatory is yes, to whom
was the Erionite or ore identified in the precedlng Interrogatory
sold and for what purpose?

ANSWER:

Not applicable.



INTERROGATORY NO. 18:

Please describe in detail all information you provided to any
architect, contractor, or building owner prior to 1971, informing
the rec:.plent about any potential health hazard from your asbestos-
containing fireproofing or asbestos—containing celllng products,
and state whether or not this information was provided in response
to specific inguiry about the health hazards of asbestos from such
architect, contractor, or building owner.

ANSWER:

During the entire period CAFCO asbestos-containing products
were manufactured, written instructions were supplied to the
company’s licensed applicators. The CAFCO application manual
required that workers in proximity to the spraying be equipped
with dust masks approved by the United States government for
prevention of pneumocon1051s. Also beginning in May, 1962,
the following warning prominently appeared on all asbestos-
containing CAFCO bags: -

“CAUTION"
This product contains asbestos. Inhalation of
asbestos dust over long periods may be harmful. If
employees are exposed to dust during use and
application, those employees should be equipped with
adequate personal protective devices.

In addition, in the late 1960’s, U.S. Mineral provided its
licensed applicators with the SMFMA Recommended Code of
Practices for Application of Sprayed Fireproofing. This
information was not provided in response to any specific
inquiries. Please also see attached letter from John F.
O’Rourke, Vice President of U.S. Mineral Products, to Mr.
Alton Evans, Project Manager at the Cleveland Federal Office
Building, dated June 3, 1966.

INTERROGATORY NO. 19:

Please explain how a contractor or architect reading a U.S.
Mineral invoice during the period 1954-1971 could tell whether the
product reflected on the invoice contained asbestos.

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory calls for speculation and is
vague, ambiguous and misleading. Moreover, it seeks
irrelevant information. Without waiving its objections, U.S.
Mineral responds as follows: By the time an architect
specifying the product or the contractor applying the product
saw a U.S. Mineral invoice, he or she would already know
whether the product contained asbestos.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 20:

Please identify all former employees of U.S. Mineral, any
predecessor or subsidiary who are receiving or in the past have
received disability or retirement benefits from U.S. Mineral, any
subsidiary or predecessor (or insurers therefor) as a result of
disability due to asbestos exposure. For each individual so
identified, give the disease for which benefits were awarded and
the date of first payment.

ANSWER:
Objection. This interrogatory seeks information irrelevant
to the plaintiff’s claim. Without waiving these objections,
U.S. Mineral responds that not one of its former employees is

receiving disability or retirement benefits from U.S. Mineral
~as a result of disability due to asbestos exposure. —

INTERROGATORY NO. 21:

What do you contend is the useful llfe of the following
products in a building?

(a) Cafco Spray;
(b)‘ Cafco Heat Shield;
(c) Cafco Blaze Shield;
(@) Cafco Sound Shield;
(e} Cafco Power Shield; and
(£) cafco Blaze Shield Type D.
ANSWER:
Objeéﬁion. This interrogatory is ambiguous and vague; it
calls for speculation. The term "useful life" is not defined.

Moreover, the interrogatory is overly broad and seeks
irrelevant information.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 22:

Did you ever advise any architect, contractor or building
owner that your asbestos-containing fireproofing products could not
be expected to last the entire life of a building in which it was
installed? If so, please identify all such persons to whom you
communicated this information, the date and substance of the
communication. ‘

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad, vague and
unduly burdensome. Moreover, it seeks information irrelevant
to the plaintiff’s claim and available to the plaintiff from
other sources.

INTERROGATORY NO. 23:

Did you ever advise any architect, contractor or building
owner that your asbestos-containing spray applied or trowel-applied
ceiling products could not be expected to last the entire life of
a building in which it was installed? If so, please identify all
such persons to whom you communicated this information, the date
and substance of the communication.

ANSWER:

See Interrogatory 22.

INTERROGATORY NO. 24:

Identify the first date, if ever, on which any person advised
you that a warning should be placed on a category of products,
including your asbestos-containing fireproofing products, and
asbestos-containing spray-applied or trowel-applied ceiling
products. '

ANSWER:
U.S. Mineral was not advised by some ot:her person to place a

warning on its asbestos-containing products; U.S. Mineral digd
so on its own.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 25:

Please describe what you did with your remaining stocks of
asbestos and asbestos-containing fireproofing products or asbestos-
containing ceiling products on July 4, 1973, the effective date of
the government ban on the spraying of products containing greater
than 1% asbestos.

ANSWER:

Not applicable. U.S. Mineral stopped manufacturing asbestos-
containing products in 1972.

INTERROGATORY NO. 26:

During ~ the time you were selling asbestos-corntaining
acoustical plaster and/or fireproofing products, did you ever
inform any architect or other design or .construction professional
that they should not rely on the statements contained in your
advertising and/or technical 1literature, but should undertake
independently to test your asbestos-containing acoustical plaster
and/or flreproof:mg products to determine the suitability of those
products for use in buildings?

ANSWER: | -

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad, vague and
unduly burdensome. Moreover, it seeks information irrelevant
to the plaintiff’s claim. Without waiving the objection, U.S.

Mineral responds as follows: No. ™

INTERROGATORY NO. 27:

Please identify all depositions and trial testimony of your
past or present employees or officers in asbestos 1litigation,
including asbestos property damage and personal injury litigation.
The identification should include the name of the officer or
employee, -the date of the testimony, the title of the action in
which the testimony was given, the date of such testimony, the name
of the court reporting company who transcribed such testlmony and
whether you have a copy of the transcr:.pt in your possession or
that of your attorneys. .

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad, vague and
unduly burdensome. Moreover, it seeks information irrelevant
to the plaintiff’s claim and available to the plaintiff from
other sources.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 28:

Please answer the preceding Interrogatory for 1litigation
involving asbestos or asbestos products, other than asbestos
personal injury or property damage litigation. Examples of this
type of litigation include, but are not to be limited to, patent
disputes, insurance coverage disputes, import disputes, tariff
disputes.

ANSWER:

See objections to Interrogatory No. 27.

INTERROGATORY NO, 29:

Did you supply to the purchasers of your asbestos-containing
ceiling products and/or asbestos-containing fireproofing products,
any written instructions, including any material safety data
sheets, covering the product(s) possible hazards, content,
application and/or maintenance? If the answer is .yes, please
attach copies of all such instructions and set forth in detail:

(a) the verbatim contents of all such instructions; and

(b) whether such instructions were ever changed, altered or
amended at any time and, if so, specifically all changes,
the date of each change and the specific reason(s) why
such change was made. ‘

ANSWER:

U.S. Mineral incorporates, by reference, its answers to
Interrogatory 19.

In addition, for the entire period during which asbestos-
containing CAFCO products were manufactured, the application
manual supplied to all contractors licensed to apply U.S.
Mineral’s products contained rules, advice, warnings,
directives, instructions and recommendations on the proper
handling and applications of U.S. Mineral’s products,
1nc1ud1ng instruction recommend:.ng the use of dust masks.
U.S. Mineral further instructed its licensed applicators
-regarding ways to prevent and to minimize dust inhalation
during its tra:.m.ng sessions for said .licensed applicators.
Additionally, in 1968, U.S. Mineral began furnishing its
licensed applications with copies of the Sprayed Mineral
Fibers Manufacturers Bulletin, which contained instructions
on the application of asbestos-containing sprayed mineral
fiber products.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 30:

Did you ever put into effect a recall of your asbestos
product(s) already in the stream of commerce or distribution and/or
already in the hands of purchasers and users" If so, please
describe such recall efforts in detail. ’

ANSWER:

Objection. This interrogatory is overly broad and vague.
Moreover, it seeks information irrelevant to the plaintiff’s
claim. Without waiving these objections, U.S. Mineral
responds as follows: No.

INTERROGATORY NO. 313

Please state whether you or anyone acting on your behalf ever
conducted any research, testing or studies of any kind to determine -
whether asbestos posed any hazard or dangers to the health or
safety of those persons who would utilize, inhabit or otherwise
occupy buildings or structures in which asbestos products had been
applied. (Note: This interrogatory is directed to asbestos in
general and is not restricted to acoustical plaster or
fireproofing). If the answer is yes, set forth in detail:

(a) - a full description of all research, testing or studies
undertaken to determine whether sa:.d products were safe
for such persons;

(b) the names, present addresses and employment titles of all
persons who participated in any such research, tests, or
studies;

(c). . the results of conclusions reached as'a result of such
research, tests or studies;

(d) any design changes made in your products as a result of
-such studies; and

(e) please list and attach all writings and reports of any
kind that in any way relate to the conduct of any such
research, testing or studies or the results thereof, and
identify their location(s), and the name(s) of the
person(s) now in possession of such writings.

ANSWER:

Please see the Defendant’s Answers to Plaintiff’s First Set
of Interrogatories, Response to Interrogatory No. 12.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 32:

Have you undertaken to investigate the occurrences alleged in
plaintiffs’ complaint? If so, please state:

(a) the name, address and job title of the person
participating in such investigation;

(b) a list of such written records pertaining to such
investigation and its location and custodian;

(c) whether statements from any witnesses were obtained; and
(d) if so, please list each witness who has given a statement
and the name, address and job title of each person having
custody of any such statement.
ANSWER:
objectlon. This interrogatory seeks information protected by

the work product rule and prepared in anticipation of
litigation.

INTERROGATORY NO. 33

pid bags of Cafco Sound Shield 85 contain any information that
it was "non-asbestos"? If so, please give the date of the first
shipment of Cafco Sound Shield 85 which contained such information.

ANSWER: )

Objection. This interrogatory seeks information irrelevant
to plaintiff’s claim. Without waiving this objection, U.S.
Mineral responds as follows: No.

INTERROGATORY NO. 34:

Please identify all actions brought by building owners
alleging property damage caused by asbestos which U.S. Mineral has
settled, and for each such case give the name of the plaintiff’s
attorney and the amount of the settlement.

ANSWER:

Objection. This Interrogatory seeks information irrelevant
to the plaintiff’s claim. Moreover, it seeks confidential
‘information that is privileged from disclosure. In addition,
to the best of U.S. Mineral’s knowledge, U.S. Mineral is
required not to disclose the amounts of the settlements under
the terms of the settlement agreement.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 35:

Please list all occasions on which defendant, any subsidiary
or division have used %“comparative risk assessment," such as
performed by defendants’ expert Dr. Kenny Crump, in order to decide
whether to remove asbestos from a facility.

ANSWER:

Objection. This Interrogatory is overly broad and unduly
burdensome. Moreover, it seeks information which is
irrelevant to the plaintiff’s claim. Without waiving these
objections, U.S. Mineral responds as follows: Not applicable.

INTERROGATORY NO. 36:

Please describe all tests performed by this defendant Quring
the time it was selling asbestos-containing products in which
asbestos fiber levels were measured during activities 51mn1at1ng
any renovation or disturbance of the material itself or 1n the area
of the material.

ANSWER: -
U.S. Mineral did not perform any such test during the period

that it was manufacturing asbestos-containing products for the
specific purpose of measuring asbestos fiber levels.

INTERROGATORY NO. 37:

Please describe all tests performed by this defendant during
the time it was selling asbestos-containing products in which
asbestos fiber levels were measured during-activities simulating
demolition of a building containing the material.

ANSWER:
Objection. U.S. Mineral knows of no activity that simulates

the demolition of a building and therefore objects to this
.interrogatory as ambiguous, vague, mlsleadxng and confu31ng.‘
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INTERROGATORY NO. 38:

During the period that asbestos-containing products were
manufactured by U.S. Mineral, did U.S. Mineral ever place a warning
of any kind on the product packaging itself?

ANSWER:

Yes.

INTERROGATORY NO. 39:

During the period that asbestos-containing products were
manufactured by U.S. Mineral, did U.S. Mineral ever place a warning
in Sweets Catalog entries that the products contained asbestos or
that asbestos was hazardous? '

————

ANSWER:

The Sweets Catalogue advertisements for asbestos—-containing
products stated that those products contained asbestos; they
did not include a warning about exposure to asbestos.

-

INTERROGATORY NO. 40:

Are you aware of any public health authority, government
official, medical director or industrial hygiene expert who advises
that a person can remove one square foot or more of asbestos-
containing fireproofing and/or ceiling material from the beams
and/or ceilings of an occupied structure without isolating the work
area, disposing of the material in sealed plastic bags and having
the work performed by individuals wearing respirators? If so,
please identify the person or persons.

ANSWER:

Objection. This Interrogatory seeks attorney work product and
privileged communications. Moreover, it seeks irrelevant
information. The interrogatory is argumentative. It is also
ambiguous and vague.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 41:

Does U.S. Mineral deny that its asbestos-containing product
Ccafco Blaze Shield is present in the Harris-Millis Halls at the
University of. Vermont? If U.S. Mineral denies the presence of
cafco Blaze Shield in these facilities, please provide all evidence
upon which you base your denial, as well as the names of any
witnesses supporting your position.

ANSWER:

Objection. This Interrogatory is overly broad and burdensome.

Furthermore, it seeks information prepared in anticipation of

litigation. Without waiving said objections, U.S. Mineral

states that it presently has insufficient information
regarding the buildings allegedly containing its product.

INTERROGATORY NO. 42:

During the period 1954-1971, how much did it cost per bag to
print the information that appeared on the packaging for the
following products? If the price changed over time, please give
the price for each time period:

(a) cafco Spray;

{(b) Cafco Heat Shield;

(c) Cafco Blaze Shieldqd;

. (d) cCafco Sound Shield;

(e) Cafco Power Shield; and

(f) Cafco Blaze Shield Type D.
ANSWER:

U.S. Mineral does not know this information.

-

INTERROGATORY NO._ 43:

Do you have invoices showing the sales of your asbestos-
containing fireproofing or acoustical plaster products to or for
use .in plaintiffs’ buildings? If so, please identify these
ilnvolces.
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ANSWER:

U.S. Mineral’s invoices reflectxng sh:l.pments to the Unlversrty
of Vermont are already in the possession of plalntlff '
counsel.

INTERROGATORY NO. 44:

Does this defendant possess a complete record of all the sales
of its asbestos-containing fireproofing and/or asbestos-containing
ceiling' products? If not, please identify all categories (by
geographical location, company, product type or time) in which this

defendant’s sales records are incomplete.,

ANSWER:

U.S. Mineral believes its invoices for sales of asbestos-
containing products are complete. -

INTERROGATORY NO. 45:

Please identify the first date on which Mr. James Verhalen
personally became aware of any alleged association between exposure
to asbestos, in any amount, and a potential health hazard.

ANSWER:

After numerous years, Mr. Verhalen. cannot recall the date on
which he first became aware of an association between exposure
to asbestos and potential health hazards. However, in the
mid-1950‘s, he was aware that long-term occupational exposures
to high concentrations of airborne asbestos could cause
pulmonary problems.

INTERROGATORY NO. 46:

Please identify the first date on which Mr. Frank Stumpf
personally became aware of any alleged association between exposure
to asbestos, in any amount, and a potential health hazard.

ANSWER:

After numerous years, Mr. Stumpf cannot recall the date on
which he first became aware of an association between exposure
to asbestos and potential health hazards. However, in the
mid-1950‘s, he was aware that long-term occupational exposures
to high concentratlons of airborne asbestos could cause
pulmonary problens.
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VERTFICATION

Paulette A. sKaminski, states that she is Assistant
Secretary for U.S. Mineral Products Company; that she is acquainted
with the facts set forth in the foregoing Answers to Plaintiffs’
Third Set of Interrogaf.ories; that the same are true and correct

to the best of her knowledge, information and belief.

PAULETTE A. ’iaémsm ' .

—

Sworn to and subscribed before ne,

a Notary Public, this /) day of

WO@ ) . 1990.

i d Dabs

Notary Public ™ pagTICiAM. DPOLEY
NOTARY PUBLIC OFNEW JERSEY
My Commission Expires July 28, 1983

AS TO OBJECTIONS:

Brett P. Powell
WILSON, POWELL,
P.0. Box 567
192 College Street
Burlington, VT 05402
(802) 658-4300

& FARIS
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EXHIBIT A%

CAFCO® Spray
(1954-58)

CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD®
(1958-71)

CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD
Type D (1965-72)

CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD Patching
Fiber (1954-71)

CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD Patching
Fiber, Type D (1965-71)

CAFCO Spray Type 1
(1954-58)

CAFCO SOUND-SHIELD®

CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD Type H
(1969-71)

CAFCO HEAT-SHIELD®
(1958-71)

CAFCO POWER-SHIELD®
(1964-71)

J Spray (1964-67)
COMINCOQ®

sometimes called Ace-Tite
Cement or All Purpose

(pre-1958-71)

COMINCO® Mono-ply
(1963-71)

CAFCO HEAT-SHIELD Type 2

CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD Type M

Mark II (1967-72)

CAFCO WEATHER-SHIELD®
(1970-72)

Fireproofing, insulation and
accoustical treatment of buildings

Fireproofing of structural
steel and steel floors

Firepfoofing of structural
steel and steel floors

Same as CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD but
fiber modified so it can be mixed
with water and hand applied.

Same as CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD Type
D but modified so it can be mixed
with water and hand applied.

Fireproofing, insulation—and
acoustical treatment of buildings

Acoustical absorption

Same as CAFCO BLAZE-SHIELD Type
D; generally used for exposed
acoustical areas

Building Insulation

High ﬁemperature power and
process insulation

High temperature power and
process insulation

Insulating cement used for
elbow fittings

Insulating cement used for elbow
fittings

Modification of CAFCO HEAT-SHIELD

Modification of CAFCO BLAZE-
SHIELD; organic binders added

Coating for application over CAFCO
products in areas of extreme
velocity and/or abrasion

Coating for application over CAFCO
products to protect against
unusual exposure to the elements
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I. = INTRODUCTION:
A serieé of experiments have beeri_ conducted to arrive at g

detailed test method that will conform to the requirenents out-
lined in the General Services Administration Interim Guide
Sx;ecification for - :Sprayed Fire Protection consisting of that
poxrtion of the specification relating to "Dusting". The speci-~
fication is {dentified by the number 224-3B (Int) April 1966.

A test apparatus wasg dbuilt and ig describved {n this report. A
number of "shake~down" tests were found -to be required {n oxder
to detem};ne how to eliminate the effect of non-speécimen dust,
and changes in humidity from the test data. These findings are

reported.

A seriés of tests were conducted using two samples selected at
random from six prepared for test purposes. The results of

these tests are also reported.

IT,. . TEST APPARATUS:
The following equipment was used to conduct the last two tests:

A - A'seued room 16' x 18' x 13'. This room is constructed
with a sealed concrete floor ou grade; 8" dense aggregate con-
¢rete block wallg gealed with 3 heavy coats of latex paint; a
6" thick pouréd concrete roof aslab (dense aggregate); & 3" thic:
door equipped with déuble sealing gaskets and a drop seal,

B2 R A REREENR
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Page Two

B ~ Electric motor, centrifugal fam, filters &and duct éyscem

as shown on Pigure 1 of this report consisting of:

| Electric motor - 7% H.P. - 1800 rpm
* Pan - Class II; 7500 cfm; 2700 O.V.; 4" S.P.;
1650 rpm; centrifugal fan

Ductwork containg a filter upstream of the test spécimen
hereafter called the "System Filter" and a filter downstrean
of the tesat specimen hereafter called the "Collection Filter".

Thege filters are as follows:

System Filter - High perforﬁance filter with reinforced non-
. woven treated cotton fabric media having 95% ‘efficiency
1n.f11cering particles of S ﬁicron size ard larger. The
filter has a mean efficiency of 36,.5% on NBS type tests.

Collection Filter and Humidity Control Filter - Black nylon
' ‘fabric having the following characteristics:

Thread Comd Per Inch
Varp 102

Calculated Deq;er
Warp 33.3 (30)
Pilling ' 31.5 (30)
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The.duct system has &n -opening wherein a sample 16" x 48" may
be installed in such & manner that the face of the sample &g
flush or slightly protruding in relationship with the adjacent
walla of the duct. The area of the sample that is exposed to
thé airflow inside the duct is 4.07 square feevb.

C - &4p velocity in the duct was measured by means of a

standard 8 blade vane anemometer.

D - The Collection Filter and Humidity Control Filter were
weighed before and after the test sequences by means of &
Single Graduate Balance having a capacity of 100 gram in each
pan and a sensitivity of 1 milligram.

III. TEST PROCEDURE: |

A, - RéOu AIR PURGE - Before proceeding with the installation
of a test specimen, the test room containing the test-apparatus
wdg sealed and the fan of the test apparatus was operated av
aaximun capacity for a period of at least 3 hours. During this
perioq only the System Filter was in place and the recirculatior
of the.air through the system filter provided an air purge that
substantially reduced the dust contant‘pf thé air 4in the sesled
Toom. The room volume is 3744 cu. reL At mexdmum capacity,
the fan will move about twice th§ room volume each minute. The
three hour air purge has been determined to be adequate to

provide clean air for the test procedure.

7
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B. - SAMPLE PURGE CYCLE - The Dust Collection Filter and

the Humidity Comtrol Filter are both vacuumed and weighed and
then inserted in polyethylene bags for transportation to the
test room. In the test room both filters are installed in
rabbitted wood frames. The Dust Collection Filtexr is inserted
in the duct system downstream of the test sanmple opgning.

The Humidity Control Filter and its frame is euspended i1 the

_test room away from the discharge end of the apparatus but

exposed to air movement,

The test. sample is installed in the test opening. The fan
intake and air by-pass damper located upstream of the System
Filter are adjusted %o provide a start-up air flow of less tha:
8Q6 feet per miﬁute. When the r#n is operating normally the
air b&-pass danper is adjusted tomincreaso the air flow to
approximately 800 feet per minute. Air flow is measured in
the duct., When the required flow is obtained, the flow velocit

and time are noted.

After the test sample purge cycle time is completed (usually
six hours), both the Dust Collection Filter and the Rumidity

“Control Filter are weighed. The Dust Collection Filter differc

in weight is noted. The Humidity Control F{lter is shaken to
dislodge any loose dust before weighing. Any variation of
weight in the Humidity Control Pilter is attributed to a



T 007—11‘—9@ =N ] ,_9235 MELI?K - g W= FORTER ~ 26

-

-..
3 y ¢

Y * v ‘o ¢ .

. -
L]
- * +
.
B

;p.,gm;w H- ogji -

Page Pive

change in relative humidity in the test room and is added
or deducted from the change in weight of the Dust Collection

Filter,

Ce ~ TEST CYCLE ~ The same procedure is followed for the test
cycle (usually 24 hours) as is described sbove for the Sample
Purge Cycle. —

IV. DATA:

The data is submitted in net gain in gfams pef square foot of
test sample ares éexposed to the air flow. The tests conducted
of the two sapples were weighed ég-ghhburs; 6 bours, 24 hours
aqd 48 bours. The data sheets.and a graph showing dﬁsc_collccf
versus time i3 included with ehi;%reporc. A copy of the

uapufacturer's description of the test samples is also enclose
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! PRODUCT: See Below.

“ TESTED FOR: Member Companies of Sprayed Mineral Fiber Manufacturers
= Asgociation.

day TEST NO. EAL-Sories see below,

WM TEST METHOD: The test method used in obtaining the data is described in
our Report No. KAL-433~1-67 dated July 10, 1967 with the following

Decemder 26, 1967

changes: :

. a) The use of a humidity comntrol filter has been omitted, Instead, the
collection filter is placed in an oven atl70°F until a weight equil{driunm
is reached and then weighed immediately. This is done with the clean

i filter as well &s with the loaded filter.

b) The purge period was 6 hours as reported in KAL~433-1-67, However, t

' e —

Test Cycle for the various samples varied and is noted below,

" ¢) The density of the various test specimens is not reported. In oxrder
weigh the specimen, the specimen material is soraped off the gypsuam dboard
This makes the specimen useless for more tests. We have carefully packed:
each specimen and will weigh the material sfter we have been advised by
th:d Assogiation that no additional tests of these samples will need to be

! sonducted, ’

DESCRIPTION OF SPECIMEN: All test specimens consisted of sprayed mineral
iver on 3 pieces of gypsum board., 13" x 45" or 4.07 S.P. or 0.3
‘were exposed to the air flowv. .
RESULTS OF TEST:

‘ a Description of  Duration Dusting in
. Manufacturer Specimen of Test grama/SP (.377 s
iKAL—-Sl&a Agdestospray Untasmped-Coated 24 hra, .008
Asbestospray Same sample 6 hrs. .002
Asbestospray Saﬁe sample 24 hrs, .002
Asbeatospray Satre sample 48 brs. .Q04
! ) Asbestospray Unbtamped-Uncoated 24 hrs. ‘'ne results*
EAT~533 Baldwin-~ :
Ehret-H{11 Nugber 2 24 hrs, .022
‘ KAL-545 Smith and
Kanzler Sample A 24 hrs. Q05
EAL~532 U.S.Mineral ; ‘
Products Untarped Type D 24 hrs. 007
Cafeco Blaze
Shield
! KODARAS ACOUSTICAL LABO RIES

— MYCHAFT. T. ¥Anaota TAN
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o WEX=YY] UNITED STATES: MINERAL PRODUCTS COMPANY

SCT Tare Gononl Oftice and Plant Tel. 347-1200 Ares Code 201
L STANHOPE, NEW JERSEY 07874 Cable; CAFCOINSUL, New York

June 3, 1966

Mr. Alton Evans, Project Hameger

Buber, Bunt & Richols ~ Frapk Briscoe Compeny, Joint?cnturo
Cleveland Federal COffice Bxilding

Bast 9th and Lskssids

Clavelsnd, Qdo

Dear Mr. Bvanss

In reply to the taleptions request of ¥r. Williem Weimer, we are pleased
to comment, on the quastions ruised cooncerming ths poesibility of a health hszard
thought by sowne perscns to result from exposure to the smraying of the mineral
ﬁb@mbdmapmimrm‘ﬁmmoﬁxatmmmmlofﬁmm

. ﬁmehasbmmmmawmemhuﬂxmpocbtothemdme
effects of long exposure to high concentrations of sshestas dust. Although the
studies have boen under wey for years, no final reports or findings have been
rolessed. Apperently, the probebility of 2 hesalth hazord exists only in those
situstions where there is exposure to ssbestos dust over long periods, probebly -
neny yoars, and in places whare there i3 a2 high dust concentratieon and vextilation
is Jacking. Xone of these studies are related specifically to spray minerzl fiber
rroducts, nor to cur CAPCO BLAZE-SEIELID Type D baing used on this Jodb. )

. Ourt CAPCO materials are specially treated during processing with dust
cantrol agents. Dust concentrstion is further minimized by the introduction of
atamized:xster spreys as the fiber lsaves the hosa. The likelihood of any serious
concentration of dust perticles would de only in the immediate vicinmity of the
spray gun. For thet resscn we csution applicators to wear sullable dust xmsks,
since they xxy be working under these conditions over extended perioda of time.

Wo doubt seriously that sny mesi hasard exists for other worionsn on the
sams sits who sre not actually sprayling fiber., We have no knowledge of any sprayer
or workean using CAFCO meterial or of any persan exposed to it ever baving been
afflicted with 2 respirstory silment csused by our fidber or process. Ve have bean
informed by the other members of the Sprayed Mineral Fider Yanufacturers Association,
Inc. that, similirly, they have no knowledge of any case of respiratory illness
baing csused by ths use of their smzy mineral fiber products.

Of courss, if a particulsr workmsn 4s unduly sensitive to dust, he should
als0 woar 3 suitabls protective mesk, Such allergic tandencies would be exhibdted
in ths presence of most any dust, such as fiber apraying, concrete hammering,
plaatcrmxing floor sweeping, snd the liks,

: %hﬁenthiamﬂmqmtimrdsod,:ndwvﬁlbcp&mud
to furniah such other informetion as mey be required.

Yours very truly,
UHIED STA‘I‘ES ‘!IRERII. PRCDUCTS CR{PARY

(4 -,, -—:7?'2{ =L .,/
. John F. OfRourke,
JFO/dso Vice President -

b4 MInEAAL FIBTR AND FORM(D PLAITIC CA00UCTS K38 wiCH 4nD (0w I(uP{RATUAL
NSULANION (IS Sl Mg PICalCong CLOFLIGn DM ar anD TONYW( X 17EwS

CASCO SPRAY(D $18(0 *200UCTS FOR HRIPROOIIAS, IS ATICN .
OF BUHDINGS 3RD [QuIrUEal AND ACOUSTICAL Talale(wt



