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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I do hereby certify, that on this date, a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing Answers to
Plaintiffs’ Second Set of Interrogatories and Request for Production was forwarded via certified
mail, return receipt requestéd to counsel for Plaintiff, Stephen Johnston, Baron & Budd, The
Centrum, 3102 Oak Lawn Ave., Suite 1100, Dallas, Texas 75219, on this the 27th day of July, 2001.

. /Z 7</(MM/&74 /n/li)///‘

Paul E. Hamilton
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GENERAL OBJECTION

Union Carbide objects to Plaintiffs’ entir. et of Interrogatories, Requests for Production and
Requests for Admission to the extent that they call for information about Union Carbide facilities
or premises where the plaintiffs never worked. Over the course of its business, Union Carbide
owned or operated a numerous amount of locations and premises. Ascertaining plant and employee
practices for each Union Carbide facility or premises, even during a specified time frame, would be
unduly burdensome, if possible at all. Moreover, the nature of the processes and work conducted .
at Carbide’s various plants and facilities differed considerably, and information relating to another
plant or facility is not necessarily relevant.

~ OBJECTIONS TO DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 1:

Union Carbide objects to the instructions and definitions supplied by Plaintiffs with regard to these
Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission on the grounds that the
definitions are overly broad, vague and often inconsistent with the normal common usage and
meaning of such words. As a result, these definitions constitute an unreasonable expansion of the
Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission themselves. Union Carbide
has therefore responded to this discovery consistently with the common understanding of the
language used in the Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission.

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 2:

Union Carbide objects to Plaintiffs’ definitions and instructions to the extent those definitions and
instructions request Union Carbide to make any inquiry beyond that which is required by the Texas
Rules of Civil Procedure or to the extent they seek to include documents not within Union Carbide’s

custody or control.
DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 3:

Union Carbide objects to the terms “plant and facility” and “Defendants Premises at Issue” as
defined because it renders these Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission
over broad and not reasonably limited to matters which are relevant to the subject matter of this
lawsuit or to the discovery of matters which are reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Because Union Carbide has operated the Bound Brook and Marietta facilities
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for a number of years, and because the various processes contained in those facilities have been
altered significantly over the years, Union Carbide objects to this entire set of discovery on grounds
that Plaintiffs have failed to provide Union Carbide with a sufficient amount of information
concerning which specific units and buildings at each of the respective facilities that Plaintiff was
allegedly present, the relevant time periods invoived with each facility, and a description of the
various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at the Bound Brook and Marietta facilities. As a result
of Plaintiff’s failure to reasonably limit the scope of this discovery to those matters which are
relevant and reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, Union Carbide
1s called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount of
information to enable it to adequately and thoroughly respond to the full breadth of Plaintiff’s overly

broad discovery.
DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 4:

Union Carbide objects to the term "Time Period at Issue" as defined because it renders these
Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission over broad and not reasonably
limited to matters which are relevant to the subject matter of this lawsuit or to the discovery of
matters which are reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The years
set forth in Plaintiff’s work history are rarely consistent with those years set forth in Plaintiff’s
discovery requests, with the result being that Plaintiffs seek to impose upon Union Carbide, the
overwhelmingly burdensome task of discovering information from time periods which are irrelevant
to this lawsuit, beyond the scope of discovery, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. Therefore, where possible, in light of the significant burden imposed by
Plaintiff’s overly broad discovery requests, Union Carbide will attempt to provide Plaintiffs with
general, plant specific information concerning the Marietta and Bound Brook facilities, but objects
to providing information, where such information on the face of Plaintiff’s discovery responses, does
not appear to be reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF’S SECOND SET OF
INTERROGATORIES, REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION AND REQUESTS FOR
ADMISSION

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 1

Union Carbide states that trial preparation and factual investigation are ongoing. Union Carbide’s
answers to Plaintiff’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production are based on information known
to Union Carbide at this time. Union Carbide reserves the right, however to make reference at trial
or at any hearing in this action to facts and documents not identified in these responses, the existence
or relevance of which is later discovered by it or its counsel. By this reservation, Union Carbide
does not in any way assume a continuing responsibility to update its responses to these
Interrogatories and Requests for Production, and specifically objects to each of these interrogatories
and requests to the extent that they seek to impose any such continuing obligation upon Union

Carbide.

GENERAL OBJECTION NO.2

Union Carbide objects to Plaintiff’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production in their entirety on
the grounds that they are not reasonably framed in terms of the facts and subject matter of the present
action, with the result that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what information relevant
to the present case, if any, may be deemed to fall within the scope of the interrogatories and requests

as phrased.

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 3:
Union Carbide also objects to all Interrogatories and Requests for Production insofar as they would
require the disclosure of information protected by the attorney client privilege/work product

doctrines.

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 4:

Union Carbide objects to any request to provide information about any asbestos or
asbestos-containing product that it manufactured, mined or sold other than the Bakelite products.
The non-Bakelite products which may have included asbestos fiber as a component include the
following: a tree sprout inhibitor used primarily to inhibit growth on telephone poles; Prestone
radiator products; acetylene cylinder liners; a scarfer machine used to remove blemishes and
imperfections from steel; and Calidria, a raw chrysotile fiber, with unique physical and chemical
features and properties, sold in pelletized or fibrous forms to producers or manufacturers for use in
their products, or production processes. Union Carbide no longer manufactures, mines or sells any
of those products. Plaintiffs have raised no allegations of exposure to those products or to situations
where exposure to those products would be expected. Fiber in the asbestos-containing products was
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completely encapsulated and thus, not respirable. Calidria, due to its unique properties and
characteristics, could not cause the hazards posed by other asbestos, and could not be used for
insulation. Thus, information about those products is wholly irrelevant to this case.

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 5:

Union Carbide also objects to any request to provide information about any Bakelite product other
than Bakelite Phenolic Resin. Those products include the following:

Epoxy resins and hardeners

Phenoxy resins and solutions

Polyethylene and Polypropylene

Polystyrene and copolymers

Polysuflone ’

Polyvinyl acetate, polyvinyl chloride and copolymers

Plaintiffs have raised no allegations of exposure to those products or to situations where exposure
to those products would be expected. UDEL Polysulfone was manufactured and marketed for the
limited use of Polaroid cases; fiber in the Polysulfone was fully encapsulated and thus, not
respirable. Some polystyrene products may have included asbestos for experimental trail runs only.
Union Carbide no longer manufacturer or sells those produzts. None of the other products ever
included any asbestos content. Thus, information about any of the products listed above is wholly
irrelevant to this case.

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 6:

Union Carbide objects to this entire set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production to the extent
that it calls for information about Union Carbide employees or premises, or policies pertaining to
Union Carbide employees or premises. Inasmuch as the plaintiffs do not allege that they or their
decedents were ever employed by Union Carbide or worked at any job site controlled by Union
Carbide, such information is irrelevant and immaterial to matters at issue in this case. Any
information or knowledge which such information could be said to reflect could be asked for
directly, without requesting irrelevant employment information.

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS
TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 6



RESPONSES

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the use
of the terms “ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured,” on grounds that said terms are
unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to
whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately
respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Subject thereto, denied that Union Carbide
manufactured one version of phenolic molding compound; admitted that some formulations of Union
Carbide’s phenolic molding compounds contained asbestos as a filler until 1974.

The Bakelite name has been widely used to refer to a variety of plastic or plastic-related
products. Many of those products, or their antecedents, may have originally been manufactured by
the Bakelite corporation. Union Carbide utilized Bakelite as a trade name to denote a variety of

materials. Those materials included the following:

Epoxy resins and hardeners,

Phenolic Molding Compounds,

Phenoxy resins and solutions,

Polyethylene and Polypropylene,

Polystyrene and copolymers,

Polysulfone, and

Polyvinyl acetate, polyvinyl chloride, and copolymers.
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Only the phenolic molding compounds, in some brands only, were manufactured with
asbestos. Most brands of Bakelite phenolic molding compounds never contained asbestos. In
addition, UDEL Polysulfone, manufactured for a limited use for Polaroid camera cases, and some
experimental polyethylene and polystyrene products, never put into full production, also contained

quantities of asbestos fiber.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carﬁide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any deéree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 1, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
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unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.
Without waiving these objections Union Carbide attaches Exhibit A in support of its partial denial
of Request for Admission No. 1. Other responsive documents may be reviewed at Union Carbide’s
asbestos related document repository maintained at Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP.

Union Carbide maintains a Repository of asbestos-related documents and other material. The
Repository includes a myriad of documents and other material from Union Carbide’s former Calidria
business; from other former businesses which manufactured products which contained some
asbestos, and from Union Carbide facilities which used and removed asbestos insulation and other
asbestos products in accordance with the most advanced state-of-the-art industrial practices. The
repository encompasses documents and material generated and received by Union Carbide
empioyees or.officials, as well as published articles collected by Carbide employees and officials.
Subjects which the documents and material discuss or pertain to include, but are not limited to, the
following: Union Carbide’s former Calidria business; the unique physical and chemical properties
of the Calidria fiber, which engender the fiber’s innocuous nature; information about asbestos
containing products manufactured by Uruon Carbide or other producers; and information about other
asbestos generally, including health officials of the other asbestos. The repository should include
any of the material requested by this request to the extent that it remains in Union Carbide’s
possession. Upon plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make its Repository, except privileged
material, available to plaintiff for review and replication at a suitable time and place.
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Union Carbide manufactured and sold its Bakelite phenolic molding compound from 1939 to 1975.
Many, if not most business documents pertaining to Bakelite were probably destroyed pursuant to
normal record retention guidelines. Union Carbide’s document repository does, however include
many Bakelite related documents not destroyed, which will be indefinitely maintained. Those
documents include the following: drafts for product labels; product formulations; manufacturing
instructions and procedures; product and brand lists and descriptions; purchase records for asbestos

fiber; and general business correspondence.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has ﬁot been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the use
of the terms “ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured,” on grounds that said terms are
unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to
whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately

respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Subject thereto, see Union Carbide’s answer

to Request for Admission No. 1.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:
If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: See Union Carbide’s answer ' - Request for Production No. 1, including all objections

asserted therein.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3:

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of Bakelite manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey.

RESPONSE:A Un_ion Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that 1t is vague and undeniably
overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carb'ide further objects to this Request on
grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union
Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount
of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that
Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a
description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to enable it to
adequately respond to this unintell;gible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has
made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to
enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. The
Bound Brook, NJ facility included numerous buildings throughout the years, all but 2 or 3 of which
had no involvement in the production of phenolic molding compounds. See Union Carbide’s
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responses to Request for Admission No. 1.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:
If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
respénsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No.3, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.
Without waiving objections, Union Carbide maintains a Repository of asbestos-related
documents and other material. The Repository includes a myriad of documents and other material
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from Union Carbide’s former Calidria business, from other former businesses which manufactured
products which contained some asbestos, and from Union Carbide facilities which used and removed
asbestos insulation and other asbestos products in accordance with the most advanced state-of-the-art
industrial practices. The repository encompasses documents and material generated and received
by Union Carbide employees or officials, as well as published articles collected by Carbide
employees and qfﬁcials. Subjects which the documents and material discuss or pertain to include,
but are not limited to, the following: Union Carbide’s former Calidria business; the unique physical
and chemical properties of the Calidria fiber, which engender the fiber’s innocuous nature;
information about asbestos containing products manufactured by Union Carbide or other producers;
and information about other asbestos generally, including health officials of the other asbestos. The
repository should include any of the material requested by this request to the extent that it remains
in Union Carbide’s possession. Upon plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make its Repository,
except privileged material, available to plaintiff for review and replication at a suitable time and
place.

Union Carbide manufactured and sold its Bakelite phenolic molding compound from 1939 to 1975.
Many, if not most business documents pertaining to Bakelite were probably destroyed pursuant to
normal record retention guidelines. Union Carbide’s document repository does, however include
many Bakelite related documents not destroyed, which will be indefinitely maintained. Those
documents include the following: drafts for product labels; product formulations; manufacturing
instructions and procedures; product and brand lists and descriptions; purchase records for asbestos
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fiber; and general business correspondence.

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of Bakelite manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey during
the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following:

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used
b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber
c. The fiber type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc.

RESPONSE:. Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive
and harassing nature of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining
to the use of asbestos involved in the production of Bakelite at the Bound Brook f~cility, without the
existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative value of the
information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide responds as
follows:

All asbestos used by Union Carbide in phenolic resin consisted of short fiber chrysotile,
except for long fiber (African blue) used in one brand of High Impact resin discontinued in the
mid-1960’s. Union Carbide purchased the short-fiber asbestos from the Carey-Canada Company.

Union Carbide maintains a Repository of asbestos-related documents and other material. The
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Repository includes a myriad of documents and other material from Union Carbide’s former Calidria
business, from other former businesses which manufactured products which contained some
asbestos, and from Union Carbide facilities which used and removed asbestos insulation and other
asbestos products in accordance with the most advanced state-of-the-art industrial practices. The
repository encompasses documents and material generated and received by Union Carbide
employees or of.ﬁcials, as well as published articles collected by Carbide employees and officials.
Subjects which the documents and material discuss or pertain to include, but are not limited to, the
following: Union Carbide’s former Calidria business; the unique physical and chemical properties
of the Calidria fiber, which engender the fiber’s innocuous nature; information about asbestos
containing products manufactured by Union Carbide or other producers; and information about other
asbestos generally, including health officials of the other asbestos. The repository should include
any 6f the material requested by this request to the extent that it remains in Union Carbide’s
possession. Upon plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make its Repository, except privileged
material, available to plaintiff for review and replication at a suitable timé and place.

Union Carbide manufactured and sold its Bakelite phenolic molding compound from 1939 to 1975.
Many, if not most business documents pertaining to Bakelite were probably destroyed pursuant to
normal record retention guidelines. Union Carbide’s document repository does, however include
many Bakelite related documents not destroyed, which will be indefinitely maintained. Those
documents include the following: drafts for product labels; product formulations; manufacturing
instructions and procedures; product and brand lists and descriptions; purchase records for asbestos
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fiber; and general business correspondence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of such
raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of Bakelite manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility
in Bound Brook, New Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but not limited to invoices,

price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or shipping
documents of similar nature.

RESPONSE: See Union Carbide’s response to Interrogatory No. 1, including all objections asserted

therein.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this
Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been
provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this

uniﬂtelligible Request' for Admission. Ur;ion Carbid;:“states that it has made a reasonabl; 1nqu1ry, ‘

but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit

or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting
your denial.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as aresult,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 4, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969.
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RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the use
of the terms “ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone,” on grounds that said terms are unclear and
undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not
it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to
this unintelligib_le Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable
inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide

to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: _Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered-i:: a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
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response to a Request for Admission No. S, on grounds that Union Carbidé’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concemning Alexander Mc™ 1ald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.
REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6:

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New

Jersey.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably
overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on
grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union
Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount
of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that
Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a
description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to enable it to
adequately respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has
made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to
enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Rec'~st to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
'consist;:nt with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admigsion No. 6, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plainﬁff s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discevery scught be allowed.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 2:

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’ s facility in Bound Brook, New
Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following:

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber

c. The fiber type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc.
RESPONSE:

Union Carbide objects to this Interrogatory on the basis that this Interrogatory is overly broad and
vague and constitutes and impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d
429, 430 (Tex. 1996).

.Union Carbide further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that Plaintiff has not alleged that
he was exposed to asbestos-containing products manufactured by Union Carbide during the relevant

time period and as such this Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or-acquisition of such
raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s
facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but not limited to
invoices, price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or
shipping documents of similar nature. :

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
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impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive
and harassing nature of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining
to the use of asbestos involved in the production of UDEL Polysulfone at the Bound Brook facility,
without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative
value of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide
responds as follows:

Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the full breadth of this
overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the repository.
Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially the same for the requesting party as for
the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff’s request, Union Carbide will make
its repository available to Plain;iff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspection and

duplication at Plaintiff’s expense.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7:

- Admit that raw asbestes fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polys:lfone- manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Marnetta, Ohio.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this
Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been
provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this
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unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry,
but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit

or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
conéistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 7, on grounds that Unicn Carbide’s objection and -
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Marietta, Ohio during the years 1951 to 1970.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the use
of the terms “ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone,” on grounds that said terms are unclear and
undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not
it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to
this unin.telligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable
inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide

to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your
denial.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope;and.as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
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Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 8, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9:

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Marietta, Ohio.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably
overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on

grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union

ke New e -

Carbide ivs called upon to speculate as to whether or'r;;t it haé been provided wifh a; sufficient aﬁlount
of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Marietta facility that Plaintiff
was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a description of the
various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Marietta to enable it to adequately respond to this
unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry,
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but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit

or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your
denial.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermiséiblé fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 9, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plainiif‘f s fallure to provide Union Carbide with enoﬁéﬁ
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.
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INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’ s facility in Marietta, Ohio during
the years 1951 to 1970. Please include in vour response the following:

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber

c. The fiber type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc.
RESPONSE:

Union Carbide objects to this Interrogatory on the basis that this Interrogatory is overly broad and
vague and constitutes and impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d
429, 430 (Tex. 1996).

Union Carbide further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that Plaintiff has not alleged that
he was exposed to asbestos-containing products manufactured by Union Carbide during the relevant

time period and as such this Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of such
raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s
facility in Marietta, Ohio during the years 1951 to 1970, including but not limited to invoices, price

quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or shipping
documents of similar nature.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has noE been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive
and harassing natute of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining
to the use of asbestos involved in the production of UDEL Polysulfone at the Marietta facility,
without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative
value of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide
responds as follows:

Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the full breadth of this
overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the repository.
Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially the same for the requesting party as for
the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff’s request, Union Carbide will make
its repository available to Plaintiff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspection and

duplication at Plaintiff’s expense.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in Polyethlene products manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this
Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been
provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this
unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry,
but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit

or deny this Request with specificity.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing
- asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to
lead to thé discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene
compounds would have involved very small amounts of 'asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS
TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 29



RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with t’he meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 10, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
Ainrformation _conceming Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

See also Request for Admission No. 10, including all objections set forth therein.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in Polyethylene products manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this
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Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been
provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this
unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry,
but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit
or deny this Request with specificity.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing
asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene
compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.

REQUEST FQR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

If you deny the foret;0ing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
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responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 11, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

See also Request for Admission No. 11, including all objections set forth therein,

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12:

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of Polyethylene produces{sic] manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook,
New Jersey.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably
overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on
grounds that, a5 drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union
Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount
of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that
Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a
description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to enable it to
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adequately respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has
made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to
enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing
asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene
compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your demial.
RESPONSE:_ Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
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response to a Request for Admission No. 12, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

See Request for Admission No. 12, including all objections set forth therein.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of Polyethylene products manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New
Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following:

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber
c. The type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc.
RESPONSE:

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing

asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to

lead t~ *the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene. -

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of such
raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of Polyethylene products manufactured at Union
Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Tersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but not
limited to invoices, price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other
purchasing and/or shipping documents of similar nature.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive
and harassing nature of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining
to the use of asbestos involved in the production of Polyethylene at the Bound Brook facility,
without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative
value of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide
responds as follows:

Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the full breadth of this

overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the repository.

. Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially the same for the requesting party .as-for - - .

the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff’s request, Union Carbide will make
its repository available to Plaintiff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspection and
duplication at Plaintiff’s expense.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing
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asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene
compounds would have involved very small amnunts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Polystyrene manufactured at
Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook New Jersey.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this
Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been
provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this
unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry,
but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit

or deny this Request with specificity.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing

asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene
compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 13, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

See also, Request for admission No. 13, including all objections set forth therein.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14:

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Polystyrene manufactured at
Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969.
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RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad,
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this
Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been
provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this
unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry,
but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit

or deny this Request with specificity.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing
asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene
compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18:

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
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consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 14, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concermning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

See Also Request for Admission No. 14, including all objections set forth therein.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15:

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of Polystyrene manufactured at Union Carbide’s faciiity in Bound Brook, New Jersey.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably

overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to

- A P

lead to the discovery "of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to thls Réquest >on
grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union
Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount
of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that
Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a
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description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to enable it to
adequately respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has
made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to
enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale
containing asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and
Polystyrene compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to

Alexander McDorald would have been diminimous.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19:

If yoﬁ deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial.
RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of
reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner
consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result,
Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be
responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects
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to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in
response to a Request for Admission No. 15, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.

See also, Request for Production No. 15, including objections set forth therein.

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the
production of Polystyrene manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey
during the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following:

a The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used
b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber
C. The type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc.

RESPONSE: Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale
containing asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and

Polystyrene compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to

Alexander McDonald would have been diminimous.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20:

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of such
raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of Polystyrene manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility
in Bound Brook, New Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but not limited to invoices,

price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or shipping
documents of a similar nature.

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad
in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an
impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union
Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive
and harassing nature of the burden entailed in identifying each and eveiy sales document pertaining
to the use of asbestos involved in the production of Polyethylene at the Bound Brook facility,
without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative
valué of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide
responds as follows:
Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the
full breadth of this overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the
repository. Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially-the same for the requesting
party as for the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff’s request, Union Carbide
will make its repository available to Plaintiff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspection
and duplication at Plaintiff’s expense.

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing
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asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene

compounds would have involved very sr--'l amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander

McDonald would have been diminimous.
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PAKELITE HORIZONS

THE STORY OF MODERN PLASTICS

1§, in the manner of he populas radie
quizzes, you agkad any qroup of peo-
ple to “name five articles made of
Bakelito plasticx,” ihe averaqe man or
woman would 1% rebahly iaceive 3
porfoct sonrs. They would mention
items that are visthle lo the eye, itoras
of averyday use¢, auch a9 the lele-
phone handsat, the bese of an elac-
triu toaster, the closure uz & bottle,
an autamalic pencii, a calucful
bracelet.

We sre so accustomer! tu such ar-
ticles that the resl contributon of
these plastics tn wmodem lving s

saldom recognized. Back ol these
familiar articlexs and devices are thou-
saads of plastic Iplicahm that you
nover seu. [n modern communtestion
—tho radio, the telunbone; in modem
trausportation ~— the Automolile snd
the airplane; iu the qenoration, rans-
mission and nse of elechic power
from the central ctation to thu switch-
box in your huuie, these plastics mest

Copyelyia 1339, Balalile Marparaion

a cottntlass aumber of vilal necde that
would lake volwnes to desciibe, And
5o rapidly acw plastica tinding a place
in our daily lives thal a Lisl of gmront
uses would be out of dare dxe day it
camo off the press,” -

If, howerer, you were aguin to re-
sume a quizzing rdie and ask your
group, “Wha! are theso plastcs that
have become s0 Impurtant ¢ our




comlort and well-being?" you might
have difficulty 1 ohtaining an accu-
rate desrription. The purpass of thiz
booklet, therefore, is to provide an
answer 1o that question, not in the
. language af e chemist or the en-
yineer, but in simple (erms that can
be vndersicod by everyone,

WEHAT ARZ PLASTICS?

Tn e ordinary zense “plastic” meanx
“capahlu of being molded vr mod

cled, as clay,” and, no doubt, the
sarliest plactic material was the prizai.
Yvo potter’s clay. Broadly speaking,
tubber, clay, glass, Partland cement,
and other materiale may be classified
13 plastics. However, the term “Mod-
w Plestics” is gemarally applied to
a grouip of synthetic organic materials
which sre mads plastic by the use of
heat and are capable uf heing molded
or prussed inte finished parts and
products.

EERE . T »

WHAT 15 “BAKELITE"?

What manaex of maternial ia it that an
one hand rivals precious gems in
denth of beauty and colur for cos-

tumg jewelry, and on the other has
the toughnesy and ctength nuces-
ruy for hoavy-duty besrings in steol
mills; thal is almost as hard and Ldns-
parenl ac glass iu one forme, and soft
and pliable as ruhber iu another?
How can 1t suive deop in the ewth's
intericr as an ofl well bomb case.
hecause it shattars sa definitely, and

yot bo smpluyed for protectiva hel-

metz to safequard workers on sky-
scrapwrs from falling rivels becauso
it wall ant xhatter at all?

That zoeming patadox is anewered
by thu fact that Balelitm plastics are
not one malutial, bui many. “Bake-
lite” is a trade-mark {duutifying pho-
nolic, weea, cellulose scetats, polysty-
rens, and athar plastics, developed
by lie Bakelite Research Laboratories
to maat the varied needs of omr mod-
om industrial warld, The trademsrk
“Bakalits” was derived from the name
of Dr. L. H. Daekeland, noted for his
discovery of phenol resinoid and sub-
saqueat farrcaching develupmenis
that have lald the groundwork for
the ropid dovelapment of the modern
plastics fudustry,

IN WHAT FORMS ARE PALELITE
MATERIALS AVAILABLE?

Bakelito Corparatlon produces basir,
or primary, matenals whick in moe:
{natances ete converted it finisheu
pruducts by other munufacturers ar
fabricarars. Theae matertaly axe sup-
plied in several forma suitable fux
fabrication by varous preceemng
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wethods, cuch ax alding, laminat-
ing, ax! caating.

Theen ars Bakelite molding ma.
teriala in powdsér, heet aud qranule
farm. Bakulite heatroactive varuishes
for be productiun of laminsted plas.
tic moteriala. Transperaut cast rezin-
oids. Oilsaluble resina for painis and
varpishes. Plywuod-bending mate-
tials, ia film and liquid torwa. Flexible
reginoids fur waterproofing cloth. And
many other types of rocincids for
specific industnal naads,

THE QRIGIN OF PLASTICR

Liko everything alsy, plastics can be
traced back to the threa
of nature—animal, vegetable and
mineral. The raw materials from the
mine, forest apd farm are trans-
formed by the magic of chermustry
into uceful matarials of industry.
Huwever, you will not recoguize
Dature's malorials ip tho finished plas-
tic products. In the cuurss of their
trip theough the Bakelite factory they
sze convarted into lotelly new forms
that arc more untform. more stable,
and mase useful to our modern world,
A listing of the paturel scurces ¢f the
chemicals and othar materials that
eater iulo the production of Bakelite
praducts would take us on a journey
that would ancompass the globe.
From coal we obtain phe-
nol, carban

dioxide for urcas, banzo! far dyes, a8
well as 2 bast of other matarials whoss:
uames aro yecoqniad only by the
chemist, but whoce propertias are
utifizad by you wvery day.

The quarrice turnish asbestos, used
{or fllars iu the manufacture of heat-
Tosistant plastice. .

Tixber providas weodflnur used as
a filler in genwal-purpose Bakelita
nelding materials. T alsg is the
source ul pulp for paper used in
laminaled materials,

Cottom ie the basix fur celluloae-
acotate plastics. It also furnishes
tillers for phenulic ond urea ma.
teriala,

Natwzd gas pravides 2 soura of
¢lhylana, the basis for polyvinyl plaa-
lics,

From the farm and the ranch fow
numerous other producls: agimal bis
from live atock, a source of glycwrine
uded in the mauulacture of alicyd rex.
ins that tormn the hase for
and wouamels , . . linsesd ofl. dudved
from flaysrad, and chinawood ail ob-
tainad from tung rraes. bolh of which.
farw the vebidos for durable, quick-
drying Bakalite tvain finishes . ., the
say bean, now an importaat domes-
tic erop. which provides fillara for
molding materials aud alao scrves as
the baxis for epecial typus of syn
thetic resins . . . sugar cans and bect
sugar whicl pravide s seures af atbvl
aloohel uced ax a
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solvent in the manufacture ot Baka.
litw resin solutions.

AN ECONOMIC PARTNERIND®

Thus, the farmer, the minec, the
tancher, and thy lumbermap have
cluse ties with the plastics inductry.
They increase their income by ssll-
ing their prodncis lo Bakelite Plastics
¢ Bradgquartera. In retumn, iey spend
a portion af that income tfor tha fin-
jshed plastic products that make
thefr homes more Lvable. their
livoz more anjoyable, In this cycle
you have the. perfact wzample of
the modern pertncrehip of indus
iry apd sddence op one haad.
awl those who maks Uwir living
through the cultivation of the thiee
kingdama of natue on the ether,
tha results of which benefit nol only
the partnors. but wveryone in overy
walle uf life.
‘This ever-widecing economic part
necship did not happen aver oight. It
. i the continuwus story of the warld
demanding vew and better things, It
18 the 53qa of the chemiat, the jnven-
tor, the enginger—men aul women
whosa vision and initiative provided
a meang of meating thuse
increasiny demenda.
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The fizet phenolir resin that Dector
Bagkaland produced m 1307 pos
seacod cerwain properties that made
it immediatoly deeirable to the in-
dustrial wurld. It very sucomss In
meoling those needs reveeled other *
ueeds that in i Jed to the crvation
of newer matesinls with widely vary-
ing charactenstick. Thus, teday, there
are mouge then 2,000 distinet matweials
available ar Bakelite Plastics Read-
quarters.

SIRVING VIRTUALLY EVERY
BRANCII OF INDUSTRY

Bacause of the cxtremsly broad range
of plastice available, and the amaz.
ing versatility of each al theae ma-
tarials. it is impossible to st all the
countless thousaads of Baleclite uses.
Huwever, the applicatims Jdescribed
in the following paragraphs serve lo
amphasize (wo important facts. Figst,
the unique combination of use
tul proparties that arc in-
herent in Makelite
plaslics, and
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second, the ex-
" . tent to which thesc
Ce*™”  plastice have "hecome

%2 i dizpensable W modera living.

For uxample, plagtics, heuause of
their chemical inertnese and resist
unce to solvents, ae widely em-




ployed in the chemical and textile
precacsing tndusties.

TLe exceptional Insulating qualitiec
of Bakalitw materiale have made them
bighly euccessful in zailway sigoal
equipment where hnman lives de-
pend upmn unfailing eervice.

Their fine appwarance, beautiful
colors, and rich lustre have added
greatly 1o Impioved product styilng,

Modem dosigners have found 1in

Bakalita plastics & medium fue
combining funclionsl, as
wull as esthetic,
designs in

products. They are
making the world easte:

"

séwhlook:tuweuutolivom.
3" As houds for sbrasive malerinls

they have enablud manufacturers to
operate grinding whealy al increasod
zpeqds, wilh greater safety to the
operalor.

Bakelite Plybond waod «dhesives
are revolutionidng the plywood and
venesring industries, tretsformung

*Tpljwoods te & rior syathetic

umber. Heat, humidity, water, ver-
min, and fungi —nons of these caoe-
mies of ordiuay wet glued vencers
can impair the lasling qualities of
Bakelil: resinoid-bonded plywood.

Spocial Leabtresistant propertes
have led to the widespread adoption
of plastics for handles on cooking
utensils and electrical appliances,

Probobly there ix 00 place |
m industty In which I
equipmont recwivey
hardes service

Wit dsilling. Bakelite

o impacr-resislaal plasticc

viwd in the valve aszembly
and ac ahoe quides of such oqui
maat withstand pressuras of 172,000
pounds—sirength groater than yuu
would expect from voncrete.

Laninated materials are widely ax-
ployed far wall paneling, table. crum-
ter and bar tops. radiv insulation,
sflent gears ynd pinions, and ay tem-
perature insulativu strips around the
duors of mechanical rafkiigeraton, to
meantion fust a few usedq.

In punts and varnishea, Bakslitn
syuthetic rezine have provided longer
decorsitva and protective lifs for fin-
ishes by estahlshiug new cstandards
of dursbility in an irdustty where
bagic methady had not chug:i radi-
cally aince the days of the aohs.
They have speeded up tha diying
time of ajrdry finishes and have
answered some of the problems in
gurface twaling that have plagued
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apnufactur-
ers for conturias.

Flexiblo Bakalite resin-
o0ids are nuw employed in tbe
waterpuooling of fabrics, Among the
outztanding uses for this new prad.
net are draperies, and upholstery,
ovening wraps, sbhowar qurtains,
beock wear and sports woar.

A Rakelite matrix material used for
the forming of rubber printing plates
has Lrought about important ecos-
omae in lalter-prece printing.

Sll another form of plactics. cast
reginolds, provide beautiful transpar-
ent end translncent materials which
rival nature’a own jewels in depth of
color and brilliance.

Plastics play wntal riles in the
world of sciemce, as durabls housings
for scientific instrumeunts, for Xeay
tube shields. as handies on physi
dans’ instruments. As part of ths
dentist's aquipment, even for modern
dental platce, they aid the scientist
in bis dally efforts to roake life mere
- wucth living, | | o

Whete yuu seok recreativu and dn-
terlainment, you will find Bakelity
plastics raady to cerve you. Fishing
1e0ls, gun stocks, aports glasses, hil-
liard halls, ave made of plastica. And,
if you like cards. you will find plastic

Moldadh Fisting Raal

cribbags Loards, duplicate boardas.
poker chips and racks and other an-
cosgorias, big aide in enjoylag your
favodte pastima.

REETARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

I Little more than « quartor cepinry
the words “Bakelite Plasticy” have be-
come househnld terms, so rapidly
have these madern maturials become
& parl of our daily existonce. The kre-
meadous atrides that have boen made
in this relatively short span of yeare
is a tribufe to the lupottance of Sclen-
tific Rescarch. At Bloombeld, Naw
Terzey, therm arq acversl acres of
bulldings devoted salely to Bakelite
Reacarch and Development. Here
man wxpericaced in evary bronch af
scicnce sre mapning the Bakelito
hotizans for new uses of plastes,
They ara devoling themselyes o the
development of new applications as
yet undicamed of by the layman.
Thees ars the men who will make
onr lives five or ton yewn f1om pow
more cornforiable, our hnaies mere
heauliful. These arw the men who
may bring iodustty and the three
ngloms of mature st} closer -
gathet In the common ewdeavor to

_ Cluate new entarprisea that will piv-

vide mnte work for mom people.
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The mqtatersd Gsde-mazid shown abave distiayuish malerials manu.
facwced by Beleelite Crwparalicn. Undw the capital “B” ta the fumwie
o) wign fer bnllafry o wplindied quastity. T symdoilsee the lakinlte
aumber M pragsut soud future ules of Lk Corpassilon’s preducts,
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