PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS :
CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIO —_—

IN RE: ALL BARON & BUDD CASESIN  : ASBESTOS MASTER CAS
. WHICH DAIMLERCHRYSLER . NUMBER 073958
CORPORATION IS NAMED :
AS A DEFENDANT . (JUDGE HARRY A. HANNA)
Plaintiffs, '
-Vs-

A-BEST PRODUCTS COMPANY, ET AL,

Defendants.

DEFENDANT DAIMLERCHRYSLER’S ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFES’
MASTER SET OF INTERROGATORIES

NOW COMES DaimlerChrysler Corporation formerly known as Chrysler
Corporation, one of the Defendants in the above-styled and numbered cause (hereinafter
“Chrysler” or “Defendant”), and makes the following Objections and Responses to Plaintiffs’
Master Set of Interrogatories to DaimlerChrysler Corporation in accordance with the Ohio
Rules of Civil Procedure.

L
OBJECTIONS
" These responses are based upon facts known or believed by Chrysler at the time of
answering these interrogatories. Much of the information requested dates back many years and
is difficult or impossible to reconstruct or retrieve. These discovery responses are made
pursuant to a reasonable and duly diligent investigation and search for the information
requested. Chrysler reserves the right to amend these responses if new or additional
information becomes available to it.
Chrysler further objects to the definitions and instructions prepared by Plaintiffs’
counsel in that they are overly broad, vague, ambiguous, and are ﬂot reasonably limited in

scope or time. Plaintiffs’ definitions and instructions are overly burdensome, overreaching, and




sought merely for purposes of harassment and, as such, Chrysler objects to all those definitions
contained within Plaintiffs’ discovery to the extent they and Plaintiffs’ instructions are
inconsistent with the normal and customary usage of words pursuant to the Ohio Civil Rules.
Chrysler further objects to Plaintiffs’ definitions and instructions to the extent they seek to
expand the duty to object and seek intrusion into the attorney-client privilege, work product
privilege, witness statement privilege, other federal and state law privileges, party
communications privilege and consulting expert privilege contained in Ohio Civil Rules.
Materials to be produced will be produced according to the provisions of the Ohio Civil Rules,
and Chrysler objects to Plaintiffs’ instructions to the contrary. Chrysler further objects to
Plaintiffs’ instructions with regard to claimed objections since these instructions are not required
by, nor are consistent with, the Ohio Civil Rules and Chrysler will comply with the Ohio Civil
Rules with regard to its objections and supplementation.

IL:

Chrysler further objects to Plaintiffs’ interrogatories as a whole to the extent that
there is no definition for the term “asbestos.” Plaintiffs’ counsel apparently seeks to utilize the
generic term rather than specify the actual substance complained about with regard to
Chrysler. Chrysler’s vehicles at times utilized a specific type of asbestos, chrysolite, in its
friction products and to the extent that the interrogatories are directed to a generic use of the
term “asbestos,” Chrysler objects to that term as being intentionally non-specific/global, overly
broad, vague and ambiguous. Such information using this generic term is otherwise irrelevant,
overly broad, vague and ambiguous as well as being outside the scope of permissible discovery
and seeking information privileged from discovery under the attorney work product and
attorney-client privilege. To the extent the responses are made with regard to these
interrogatories, Chrysler will respond with regard to the term “asbestos” referring to the

chrysolite material utilized by Chrysler.
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These objections set forth herein are hereby applied to all responses set forth in each specific
interrogatory as if fully set forth in each particular interrogatory and request for production.
Iv.

To the extent that discoverable items are produced to Plaintiffs, any production for copying
and inspection of such items will be made at a mutually convenient location at a mutually
agreeable time between the parties pursuant to the Ohio Civil Rules.

i V.

Chrysler objects to the number of interrogatories contained within the interrogatories set
forth herein. Pursuant to the Ohio Civil Rules, Plaintiffs’ interrogatories require responses well
in excess of the interrogatories provided for under the Ohio Civil Rules. Discovery is ongoing

and Chrysler will supplement as appropriate.
VL
These answers to intérrogatories do not apply to American Motors Corporation.

Subject to those objections set forth and without waiving same, Chrysler responds as
follows:

1. For each Interrogatory below, please state the name and last known address of
each person answering it, including whether he/she is employed by Defendant and if employed
by Defendant include job title, length of time employed by Defendant and year by year list of all
other positions, titles, or jobs held when working for Defendant.

ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad and unduly
burdensome in that the information contained herein has been gathered by numerous
employees, agents, representatives and attorneys for Chrysler over a number of years and it is
outside the scope of permissible discovery. Subject to said objections, and without waiving
same, the responses to these interrogatories are corporate responses, prepared with the

assistance of counsel and based on a variety of sources, including documents and personal




recollections. The person signing these responses on behalf of Chrysler is a person authorized
by the corporation to subscribe to the responses on its behalf.

1.1 Please identify all documents used, related to, or referred to in connection with
the preparation of or answers to these Interrogatories and state the number of the Interrogatory
and its subpart to each such document.

ANSWER:
Chrysler’s responses to these interrogatories have come from a number of
sources and to the extent that they came from documents, said documents will be produced at a
mutually agreeable time and place.
2. Please state whether or not Defendant is a corporation. If so, please state:
Your correct corporate name;
The state of your incorporation;
The address of your principal place of business;
Your registered agent for service in the state of Ohio;
(e) For each Defendant claiming that this Court lacks personal
jurisdiction, list

year, by year, the total amount of income received by the Defendant

from

entities in Ohio, any and all years that Defendant has been licensed to
do,

business in Ohio, and any real property located in Ohio owned, at any
time,

by Defendant or its present or past subsidiaries.
ANSWER:
(a) DaimlerChrysler Corporation, 1000 Chrysler Drive, Auburn Hills, Michigan.
(b) Chrysler is incorporated in Delaware.
(c) C.T. Corporation, 1300 9' Street, Cleveland, Ohio 44114.
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(d) Chrysler does not contest jurisdiction in Ohio.

State Defendant's complete corporate or business history, including dates of

incorporation, mergers, consolidations, reincorporations and the like. Also provide historical

information regarding all predecessors, prior names, asset purchases, acquisitions or spin-offs.

In addition:
(@)

by

(©)

(2)

ANSWER:

If Defendant or any of its predecessors or subsidiaries at any time purchased,
assumed, or in any other manner acquired any of the assets and/or liabilities of
any corporation or entity at any prior time engaged in any aspect of the
placing of asbestos containing products into the stream of commerce or the
insuring of asbestos related risks, then please state the following as to each
acquisition:

(b) The name or description of each corporation, entity or assets acquired

_ Defendant, that entity's state of incorporation and principal place of business,
its date of incorporation, and the name of Defendant at the time of acquisition;
The manner by which each such corporation, entiiy or interest therein, was
acquired (e.g., merger, consolidation, change of name, stock sale, transfer or
purchase of assets or product line);

(d) The date of each such acquisition;

(e) The state in which each such acquisition was effected;

® The state law governing each such acquisition if specified by contract;
Whether Defendant became legally responsible for the past torts of each such
corporation or entity;

(h) Identify each document reflecting or related to the history and/or

transaction(s) set forth in answer to this Interrogatory.

Chrysler Corporation was incorporated under the laws of the State of




Delaware on March 9, 1986, as part of a corporate reorganization of the Chrysler group of
companies in which Chrysler Motor Corporation (formerly Chrysler Corporation, incorporated
in Delaware in 1925) became a wholly owned, indirect subsidiary of Chrysler Corporation
(formerly Chrysler Holding Corporation). The corporate reorganization was consummated on
June 1, 1986. Effective December 31, 1989, Chrysler Motor Corporation merged into
Chrysler Corporation. On November 17, 1998, Chrysler Corporation merged with Daimler
Benz A.G. to become DaimlerChrysler A.G. DaimlerChrysler Corporation (a Delaware
Corporation) _is an indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of DaimlerChrysler A.G.

4. Please state whether or not the Defendant has purchased, assumed, or
in any other manner acquired any of the assets and/or liabilities of any corporation or entity
(such corporations or entities being limited to those engaged in the mining, selling,
manufacturing, marketing or distribution of asbestos-containing products.) If so, please state the
following:

(@ The name or description of each corporation, entity or assets acquired
by
Defendant, its state of incorporation and principal place of business, its date
of incorporation, and the name of Defendant at the time of acquisition;

(b)  The manner by which each such corporation, entity, or interest therein, was
acquired (e.g. merger, consolidation, change of name, stock sale, transfer or
purchase of assets or product line);

(c) The date of each such acquisition;

(d) The state in which each such acquisition was effected;

(e The state law governing each such acquisition if specified by contract:

(f) Whether Defendant became legally responsible for the past torts of each
such corporation or entity;
(g) Whether the acquisition concerned asbestos-containing products.

ANSWER:




Chrysler has not purchased, reorganized, or merged into any company involved
in the manufacture of raw asbestos or insulation products. However, Chrysler purchased
Briggs Manufacturing Company in the 1950s. Furthermore, through stock transactions,
Chrysler has had a controlling interest in Lambarghini and Maserati. In the 1980s, Chrysler
acquired American Motors Corporation. Further, through various transactions at times during
the period from 1930 to 1985, Chrysler has had an interest in foreign auto makers, whose
vehicles also may have been equipped with asbestos containing automotive brake and/or clutch
parts. Some of the vehicles made by foreign makers in which Chrysler had an interest may
have been placed in the stream of commerce in the United States.

Chrysler purchased an interest in the Rootes Group of Great Britain in the early
1960s, which increased to 83% by the time Chrysler sold its holdings in 1978 (Rootes was at
that time known as Chrysler United Kingdom). Some Rootes cars were imported by Chrysler
into the United States and sold throughout Chrysler dealers, including the Sunbeam Tiger and
the Plymouth Cricket.

Chrysler purchased a 25% interest in Simca of France in 1958, obtained
controlling interest (69%) by 1964, which increased to 77% by the time Chrysler sold all its
Simca holdings in 1978 (Simca was at that time known as Chrysler France). Some Simca cars
were imported by Chrysler into the United States beginning in 1958 and sold through Chrysler
dealers at that time.

Chrysler acquired a 15% interest in Mitsubishi of Japan in 1971, with further
acquisitions of 10% in 1972 and another 10% in 1973. Chrysler sold its Mitsubishi holdings in
1991. During the period through 1985, some Mitsubishi vehicles were imported by Chrysler
into the United States and sold through Chrysler dealers, including Dodge and Plymouth Colt
and Colt Vista models, Plymouth Arrow, Plymouth Conquest, and Dodge Ram 50 compact
pickup trucks.

In 1998, Chrysler merged with Daimler Benz A.G.

4.1 For each corporation, other than the answering Defendant ("the entity™),




that has, at any time in the past, been involved in the placing of asbestos containing products
into the stream of commerce for which officers of the answering Defendant's corporation have
also served as officers, directors or served in any managerial position while employed by the
answering Defendant, state:
(a) The name of the entity involved in the placing of asbestos products into the
stream of commerce;
(b) The manner in which the entity was involved in the placing of asbestos
_ containing products into the stream of commerce (i.e., mining, milling,
manufacturing, distributing, installing, rebranding, etc.);
(c) The specific products placed into the stream of commerce by the entity, year
by year, and by brand or trade name;
(d) The name, positions and a brief description of the responsibilities of the
person or persons serving the answering defendant and the entity
simultaneously including the positions held with the entity and with the'
answering defendant.
ANSWER:

This interrogatory is overly burdensome as it would be impossible for Chrysler
to identify every officer or director of Chrysler since 1925 and then identify if they were an
officer or director of an other corporation that placed asbestos-containing products into the
stream of commerce. Further answering, it has been Chrysler’s practice not to allow its officers
or directors to serve as board members of its suppliers.

5. Has Defendant ever engaged in the mining, manufacturing, selling,
marketing,
installation or distribution of asbestos-containing products (including equipment of any kind
containing asbestos in any form)? If so, please state the following:

(a) The name of the company engaged in the activity (whether it is Defendant,

Defendant's predecessor, or Defendant's subsidiary);




(b) As to each product mined, manufactured, sold, marketed, installed or
distributed, please state the following:

€3] The trade or brand name;

2 Its identification number (model, serial number, etc.);

3) The time period it was manufactured, mined, marketed, distributed or

sold;

“@) Its physical description including color, general composition, and

form;

(5) A detailed description of its intended use and purpose;

(6) A detailed description of the type package in which it was sold, listing
the dates of each type of package used, a physical description of the
package, and a description of any printed material or trademarks that
appeared thereon;

™ The percent of asbestos which it contained;
t)) The percent of asbestos which it contained by asbestos type (amosite,
crocidolite, tremolite, anthophyllite);
©) The time period during which each of these products were on the market;
(d) The material components/ingredients of each such product, giving specific or
approximate percentage both by weight and by volume of each material component/ingredient
(this interrogatory is not limited to the asbestos component of the product but seeks

information as to the nature, weight and volume of non-asbestos ingredients, as well) of each

such product;
(e) How each of these asbestos-containing product‘can be
distinguished from those of competitors; and
® A description of the physical appearance of such product.
() A detailed description of the intended uses.
ANSWER:



Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege they were exposed to asbestos from
automotive friction products, and Chrysler's response to this interrogatory is limited to those
products. Chrysler objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome seeks information irrelevant to this litigation and seeks information not likely to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence to the extent it seeks information about products other
than automotive friction materials.

Chrysler manufactured automobiles and light trucks that have included
asbestos-cont_aining products including brake linings, clutch plates and transmission bands.
Original equipment parts were distributed in new Chrysler, Plymouth, DeSoto and Dodge
automobiles. '

Chrysler sold and distributed asbestos-containing automotive brake and clutch
replacement parts under the Mopar, CycleWeld and/or CycleBond trade names to independent
warehouse distributors and authorized dealers.

__From the time Chrysler began making automobiles in 1925, brakes contained
some asbestos. Brake linings were manufactured at the Trenton Chemical Plant for use in its
automobiles beginning in 1959 and ending in 1988.

Chrysler never mined, milled, manufactured, imported, processed or marketed
raw asbestos fiber or insulating materials. No documents have been located reflecting that
Chrysler ever sold raw asbestos. Chrysler purchased chrysotile asbestos fiber from Asbestos
Corporation, Limited, 830 Mooney Street, Bentford Mines, Quebec, Canada G665 1; Carey
Canadian, P.O. Box 190, East Braughton Station PQ Canada GONIHO; Johns-Manville,

P.O. Box 5 108, Ken Caryl Ranch, Denver, Colorado 80217, Lake Asbestos, International
Fibers, Union Carbide Materials Division, A.T. Callas, Alma Products and Boehle Chemical,
Inc.

Brake linings are arc-shaped rock-hard material that press against a turning

drum to slow or stop an automobile. They are thin, approximately .25 inches. Linings are rigid

because they are made of a hard-baked phenolic resin, which is a plastic that remains solid and
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rigid even when subjected to extreme temperatures such as those generated inside a wheel
drum during the braking process. In the manufacturing process, the phenolic resin has a thick
dough-like consistency. A number of ingredients, including about 50% chrysotile asbestos are
mixed into that dough-like matrix. The mix goes into molds which are baked at high
temperatures to form a product hard enough to withstand the friction and temperature extremes
generated when stopping a car. Those forces destroy or change the form of the chrysotile
asbestos as the lining is consumed over thousands of miles of usage. With respect to physical
appearance, brake linings were solid tan or gray slate. Chrysler placed indented identification
marks on its brake linings. Each brake lining was marked on its edge with a letter designation
indicating the name of the manufacturer of the lining, the chemical composition of the lining
(indicated by a combination of letters: "FE" or "EE"), followed by numbers indicating the friction
level of the lining when normal and when hot, and four digits indicating calendaring for date of
manufacture. As a new product, the finished materials are date coded and identified by
manufacturer._After the product is used, it eventually becomes worn and therefore
indistinguishable from other manufacturer’s products. The Chrysler logo or emblem was
stamped on the brake shoes and brake support plate produced by Chrysler. For identification
purposes, color indentation appeared on the lining perpendicular to the friction surface.
Chrysler has not located documentation sufficient to allow it to describe markings on parts
obtained from outside suppliers.

Chrysler stopped using asbestos in the brake linings manufactured at Trenton in
1988. For all times pertinent to this litigation, aside from the brake products made at Trenton
Chemical, Chrysler purchased brake products from suppliers. Chrysler does not have specific
information regarding the specific composition of the asbestos-containing friction products
purchased from outside suppliers. Chrysler objects to the relevance of sales after the years that
plaintiffs allegedly worked with or around these products as such inquiry is overly broad.
Without waiving these objections, presently Chrysler does not manufacture any vehicles that

contain asbestos containing friction products.
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Chrysler has purchased asbestos-containing brakes from Abex Corp.
(American Brake Block), Bendix Corp. (Allied Signal), Friction Material Division, Raybestos,
Raybestos-Manhattan, Johns-Manville, Nuturn, Delphi, Galfer, Valeo Friction Development
Products, Kelsey Hayes, Marshall, Delco-Moraine and Ferodo. Brake parts have been sold
by Chrysler under the trade names Mopar, CycleWeld, and CycleBond.

With respect to the intended uses of the named products, brake linings are one
component of a vehicle's brake system intended to safely slow or stop vehicles. In general,
chrysotile asbestos was utilized in friction parts because it provided suitable friction, strength,
binding, stability, heat resistance and other characteristics required to obtain proper
performance of a vehicle's braking system. Federal regulations, such as the Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standards, require a certain level of brake performance.

Chrysler has sold motor vehicles identified as "Chrysler," "Plymouth," "DeSoto"
and "Dodge" with asbestos-containing original equipment like automotive transmission and
clutch parts. Chrysler service parts, including transmission and clutch parts, have been sold
under the trade name Mopar.

Chrysler has never manufactured asbestos-containing clutches. However,
Chrysler did obtain these parts from outside suppliers. At least since 1966, the suppliers of
asbestos-containing automotive clutch parts for Chrysler motor vehicles were the following:
Luk, Fichtel & Sachs, Borg & Beck Division of Borg Warner, Long Co., Lipe-Rollway, and
Spicer Division of Dana Corp. Replacement parts Chrysler obtained from these suppliers were
sold under the Mopar brand name through authorized dealerships.

Chrysler did not manufacture asbestos-containing automotive transmission and
clutch parts, but obtained these parts from outside suppliers. Chrysler does not have
information regarding the specific compositions of the asbestos-containing automotive
transmission and clutch parts purchased from outside suppliers. Chrysler has not located
documentation sufficient to allow it to describe markings on parts obtained from outside

suppliers.
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At least since 1966, the suppliers of asbestos-containing automotive clutch
parts for Chrysler motor vehicles were the following: Bands for automatic transmissions for cars
and trucks: Borg-Warner, Crawsfordsville, Indiana. Clutch assemblies for passenger cars: Luk
(since circa , 1980), Germany. Clutch assemblies for light and medium trucks: Borg & Beck
Division of Borg-Warner, Sterling Heights, Michigan, and Elgin, Illinois. Clutch assemblies for
medium trucks: Long Co., Wisconsin. Clutch assemblies for heavy duty trucks: Lipe-Rollway,
Syracuse, New York, and Spicer Division of Dana Corporation, Auburn, Indiana.;

Replacement parts (Clutch Disc Assemblies, Clutch Bands and Clutch Disc Sets) from these
suppliers were sold under the Mopar brand names through authorized. dealerships.

Chrysler has sold automobiles with friction materials containing asbestos
already installed in the vehicles. Vehicles are generally not shipped in packages. Replacement
parts sold by Chrysler that contained friction materials containing asbestos were shipped in
cardboard cartons of various sizes. Chrysler does not now have available to it all of the
information requested for all packaging it used through the years. However, by way of
example, according to a service parts processing and packaging specification, dated August 8,
1995, the size of a cardboard container for brake lining shoe and {ront wheel disc was 5.25" x
1.5" x 7.75". In addition to warnings set forth below, the packaging would have contained the
Chrysler’s logo which is a five pointed star (known as the “Pentastar’). At times, parts were
sold under the trade names of Mopar, CycleWeld, and CycleBond.

6. Does Defendant or any of its subsidiary companies claim that any

patent would cover any product listed in answer to Interrogatory No. 5? If so, please state the

following:
| (a) The date of each patent;
(b) The date same was issued;
(©) The number of each patent application that"is pending.
ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that plaintiffs allege injury due to exposure to asbestos-
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containing friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s response to this interrogatory is limited to
those products. Chrysler is aware of no patents responsive to this interrogatory.

7. Have any of the products listed in answer to Interrogatory No. 5 been
altered in chemical composition since first being marketed? If so, please state the following:

(a) The trade name of each such product;

(b) The date each such product was altered;

(c) The nature of the alteration;

(@) The reason for the alteration.
ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege& exposure to asbestos contained in
automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to
those products. The asbestos content of some brakes have changed as scientific knowledge
and governmental regulations have developed. Chrysler stopped manufacturing asbestos
containing brake linings in 1988. At no time did Chrysler manufacture asbestos containing
clutch parts.

Chrysler does not have specific information regarding the specific composition
of the asbestos-containing friction products purchased from outside suppliers. Chrysler is
aware that its suppliers have removed asbestos from most of its brake linings except for ones in
which performance and safety specifications cannot reasonably be met without the use of
asbestos. See also response and objections to interrogatory No. 5.

8.  Have any of the asbestos-containing products listed in response to
Interrogatory No. 5 ever been marketed, distributed, packaged, labeled, and/or sold by any
other company or business? If so, please state the following:

(a) The name and address of each such company;

(b) The names and addresses of Defendant's distributors in Ohio, West Virginia,
Pennsylvania and Kentucky since 1940;

(©) The date of each sale;
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(d) The name of the person at each location with whom you primarily dealt;
(e) A list of all asbestos-containing products that you sold to each
location from 1945 to 1980;
® The amount of each asbestos product sold to each location during this period;
(2 Please identify all documents relating to this distributor for the particular
location.
ANSWER:

i Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or
scope, and is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Chrysler further objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not
been identified by Plaintiffs, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity
to, Plaintiffs and to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require
Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not
relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the interrogatory is objectionable as being
overly broad. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler states as follows:
Chrysler generally sold new automobiles and replacement parts through authorized dealerships.

Prior to 1981, Chrysler distributed asbestos containing automotive brake and
clutch replacement parts under the Mopar, Cycleweld and/or Cyclebond trade names through
authorized, independent warehouse distributors.

8.01 Has Defendant ever purchased asbestos-containing products from any
other defendant?
ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatory No. 5.
8.02 If the answer to the preceding Interrogatory is yes, please state the

following:
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(a) name each defendant from whom this Defendant purchased any asbestos-
containing product;
(b) list each product purchased from each co-Defendant;
(c) list the dates of each purchase of asbestos-containing products from each

co-Defendant.

ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatory No. 5.
_ 8.03 Has Defendant ever sold asbestos-containing products to any other
Defendant?
ANSWER:
See response and objections to Interrogatory No. 8.
8.04 If the answer to the preceding Interrogatory is yes, please state the
following:
(a) name each Defendant to whom this Defendant sold any asbestos
containing product; |
(b) list each product sold to each co-Defendant;
(c) list the dates of each sale of asbestos-containing products to each co-
Defendant.
ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 8.

8.05 Has Defendant engaged in the manufacture and/or sale and/or
distribution and/or marketing and/or supply and/or purchase and/or use of
non-asbestos-containing products for use in connection with temperatures above 1250
Fahrenheit since 1930. If so, please state:

(a) the date such activity began;

(b) the years during which such activity took place;

(c) the date when such activity was terminated;
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(d) if such activity was terminated, the reason(s) why;
(e) the geographical area into which you claim the product(s) were sold,
purchased, or used;
(f) identify the organizational unit of Defendant so engaged;
(g) the site(s) at which each such product was manufactured;
(h) the material components of each such product, giving specific or
approximate percentage both by weight and by volume of each material
_ component of each such product;
(i) the temperature ranges for which each product(s) was intended to be used;
(3) the product's generic name;
(k) the product's trade or brand name;
() the container in which the product was shipped (i.e., paper bags,
cardboard boxes) including the size and amount of the container;

(m) _ adescription of any logos, writing impressions or identifying markings which
appeared on the product, as well as a description of the package used, the
dates that type of package was used, and any logos, product names,
trademarks, etc. which appeared on the package;

(n) whether the words "non-asbestos" or "asbestos-free" were used on the
package;
(o) adetailed description of the intended method of preparation and
application of the product;
(p) adescription of the physical appearance of the product, including size,
shape, color and texture.
ANSWER:
Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is

neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
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Chrysler further objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not been
identified by Plaintiffs, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity to,
Plaintiffs and to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require
Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not
relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Chrysler further objects on the basis that the Plaintiffs allege injury due to
exposure to asbestos containing products. The information requested in the foregoing
interrogatory is irrelevant, and is objectionable as being overly broad. Additionally, the
requested information is either proprietary or a trade secret in nature. Subject to and without
waiving these objections, products that do not contain asbestos have different performance
characteristics than asbestos containing products and specific products are designed to match
those characteristics.

Chrysler is aware that its suppliers of brake linings and other friction products
developed products to replace their asbestos-containing products. An asbestos-free product
was first available in the market in the late 1970s or early 1980s. Chrysler, with its suppliers,
examined alternatives to asbestos lined brakes in the 1980s. This program investigated a wide
variety of alternatives to identify those that satisfied the safety and performance requirements of
each model vehicle sold by Chrysler. At all times, Chrysler has complied with government
safety and performance regulations in developing its brake specifications. Beginning in the mid-
1980s, and continuing to today, Chrysler did sell automobiles that contained brakes without
asbestos brake linings when those linings satisfied the applicable performance requirements.

8.06 Did Defendant ever market or distribute any asbestos-containing
product manufactured in whole or in part by someone else? If so, please state the following for
each such product:

(a) the name and address of the manufacturer;
(b) the product's trade and brand name;

(c) the organizational unit of Defendant which did so;
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(d) date(s) beginning, ending and during which the marketing or distributing
took place;

(e) whether the product was distributed through the same channels as those
used for products manufactured by Defendant, and if not, please explain the
exact channels of distribution;

® identify all documents relating the marketing or distribution.
ANSWER:

i See response and objections to interrogatory No. 5.

8.1 Were any of the asbestos-containing products listed in response to
Interrogatory Nos. 5, used at any of the sites listed on Exhibit A, attached hereto. If your
answer is "yes", please state:

(a) The basis of your answer;

(b) Which of Defendant's asbestos-containing products listed in

Interrogatory No. 5 were used at each job site listed on Exhibit A.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. See response and objections to interrogatory No. 8.

8.2 For each company or business that Defendant knows may have marketed,
distributed, installed, and/or sold, those products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5,
please state the following as to each job site listed on Exhibit A.

(a) The name and address of each such company;

(b) The date of each sale from Defendant to such other company;

(c) The name of the person at each other company with whom Defendant
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primarily dealt;
(d) Names and quantities of the asbestos-containing products that you
marketed, distributed, installed, and/or sold to each such company from
1950 to 1974;
(e) Identify all documents relating to the sales to each such company;
ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatories Nos. 8 and 8.1.

] 8.3  If you do not know any business that may have marketed, distributed,
installed, and/or sold the products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5 to any of the job ‘
sites listed on Exhibit A, please state the names and last known addresses of those companies
which marketed, distributed, installed and/or sold said asbestos-containing products in Ohio
from 1950 to 1974. For each of those companies, please state the following:

(a) Name and address of each such company;
_(b)  The dates of each sale from Defendant to such other company;
(c) The name of the person at each other company with whom Defendant
primarily dealt;
(d) The names of the asbestos-contaiﬂing products that Defendant
marketed,
distributed, and/or sold to each such company from 1950 to 1974.
ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatory No. 8. It is not possible for
Chrysler to identify every different dealership and distributor that has existed in Ohio between
1950 and 1971.
8.4 Does Defendant have records and/or any knowledge that reflects sales of its
asbestos-containing products to any of the sites listed on Exhibit A, attached hereto? If so,
please state the following as to each job site listed on Exhibit A:

The names and last known addresses of those people with such knowledge;
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The location of such records.
ANSWER:

Historically, Chrysler has maintained documents in various departments in both
hard copy and computer record, depending on the department, year and document. Further
answering, Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this interrogatory.

9.  Did Defendant or any of Defendant's distributors, as listed in response to
Interrogatory Nos. 8.1, 8.2, and/or 8.3 have sales representatives who specifically called on the
sites listed on Exhibit A, attached hereto, from 1945 to 19757 If your response is yes, as to
each site listed on Exhibit A, please state the following:

(a) The name and last known address of each such representative and whether
they are still employed by Defendant;

(b)  The period of time they acted as your representative;

Their general responsibility as to each facility;

Whether that person is still alive; and

Any documents relating, referring or pertaining thereto.

ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or sc;)pe, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. See response and objections to interrogatories Nos. 8 and 8.1.

9.1 Identify all managers and sales personnel responsible for your sales or
installation of any asbestos-containing products in Ohio from 1930 to the present and state
their position, last known address and the local or regional office through which they were
employed.

ANSWER:
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Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler does not have, and
has not had, an employee responsible for the sale of its asbestos-containing products in Ohio.
Chrysler has employed a number of employees in its sales divisions since 1925, and it would be
impossible to identify each employee who was involved in sales of asbestos-containing products
in Ohio. Further answering, Paul Kelly, Aftermarket Sales, Advertising and Distribution
employee, is knowledgeable regarding the distribution of replacement parts. See response and
objections to interrogatories Nos. 8 and 8.3.

10.  Did Defendant ever have any division or subsidiary engaged in the
contract business of applying or removing asbestos-containing products? If so, please state:

(a) The name of each subdivision,

(b) The full address of the home office and the date such subdivision or

subsidiary was engaged in this contracting business; and

(©) Whether said division or subsidiary conducted such business at any of
the

sites listed on Exhibit A from 1940 to 19757 If so, please state the
following as to each job site listed on Exhibit A:
(1) The dates of such contracts;
(2) The specific asbestos-containing products that were used or removed in
each contract.
ANSWER:
No.

11.  Did Defendant ever have any division or subsidiary engaged in the
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contract
business of applying or removing asbestos-containing refractory? If so, please give the name of
each subdivision, the full address of the home office and the date such subdivision or subsidiary
was engaged in this contracting business.
ANSWER:

No.

12. Please identify by location and product produced, each plant in which products
listed in answer to Interrogatory No. 5 have been manufactured and/or assembled and the
dates said plants have been in operation.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Chrysler further objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not been
identified by Plaintiffs, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity to,
Plaintiffs and to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require
Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not
relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler manufactured a
portion of the brake linings utilized in Chrysler automobiles, from 1959 to 1988 at Trenton
Chemical Plant in Michigan. Asbestos was not used in the manufacture of brake linings after
1988 at this facility. All other friction materials sold by Chrysler in its automobiles or as
replacement parts were manufactured by the various suppliers previously identified.

Over the years, Chrysler assembled its friction products at its Toledo
Machining Plant, Detroit Forge and Axle Plant and Kokomo Transmission Plant. Chrysler’s
Mopar Division would have packaged replacement friction products at its Warren, Michigan,

Marysville, Michigan or Centerline, Michigan facilities.
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13. Has Defendant, at any time, entered into a "rebranding" agreement with any
other company, either as a buyer or a seller, concerning any asbestos-containing products
and/or materials? If so, please state:

(a) The name of the company manufacturing the asbestos products under such
agreement;

(b) The trade name affixed to such products;

(c) The periods of time covered by each such agreement;

(d) The volume (in dollars amounts) of each such transaction;

(e) The purchaser of such products;

( Does Defendant currently have in its possession any of the writings or

contracts concerning such rebranding agreement?
ANSWER:

_Chrysler objects to the term “re-branded” to the extent that it is vague,
ambiguous and confusing. Subject to and without waiving this objection, Chrysler has not
located any agreements regarding rebranding of asbestos-containing automotive brake and/or
clutch parts manufactured, sold, supplied or distributed by others. Chrysler states that it
purchased from its suppliers brake and clutch parts, some of which were incorporated into
Chrysler vehicles as original equipment and some of which were sold as replacement parts for
Chrysler vehicles.

13.1 Has you ever owned or operated a business or portion thereof which engaged
in construction, erection or tear-out of furnaces, pipes, boilers, turbines, lehrs, ovens, kilns,
etc.? If so, please state:

(a) the name of said business;

(b) the date of commencing business and cessation of business, if applicable;

(c) type of construction or tear-out performed;

(d) state whether said business installed or supplied asbestos-containing
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products on the furnaces, pipes, boilers, turbines, lehrs, etc., i.e., gaskets,
pipecovering, block, cement, rope, cloth, clothes, etc., containing asbestos,
asbestos pipe, board, etc.;

(e) state the trade name and/or manufacturer of any asbestos-containing

product which you installed or supplied to any site on Exhibit A;
(f) provide the dates for the applicable construction, installation or tear-out
project.
ANSWER:

No.

13.2 Do you have within your custody, possession, or control any packages that
presently or formerly packaged asbestos-containing products or were produced for the
purpose of packaging asbestos-containing products contemporaneous with your manufacture,
sale or distribution of such asbestos-containing products? If so, provide the following:

(a) __a description of each such package;

(b) the present location and custodian of each such package;

(c) the date or approximate date on which each such package was produced.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler has sold automobiles
with friction materials containing asbestos already installed in the vehicles. Vehicles are
generally not shipped in packages.

Replacement parts sold by Chrysler that contained friction materials containing

asbestos were shipped in cardboard cartons of various sizes. Chrysler does not now have
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available to it all of the information requested, or exemplar, for all packaging it used through the
years. However, by way of example, according to a service parts processing and packaging
specification, dated August 8, 1995, the size of a cardboard container for brake lining shoe and
front wheel disc was 5.25" x 1.5" x 7.75". In addition to warnings set forth previously, the
packaging would have contained the Chrysler’s logo which is a five pointed star (known as the
‘“Pentastar”). At times, parts were sold under the trade names of Mopar, CycleWeld, and
CycleBond.

14 What is the name, address and job title of each individual who
participated in the design and preparation of manufacturing specifications for each product
listed in answer to Interrogatory No. 57
ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in
automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to
those products. Chrysler has been manufacturing automobiles and light trucks since 1925, and
it would be impossible to identify each individual involved in the “design and preparation” of
these products.

15.  Asto each product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5, please
describe how each product was to be cut, shaped, scribed, mixed and/or applied on the job.

In answering this question, give particular reference as to whether or not the materials were to
be sawed or cut on the job, blown into confined areas, mixed with water in a cement or paste.
ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in
automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to
those products. Friction products wear out and it is expected that they would be replaced
when worn, but not “cut,” “shaped,” “scribed,” or “mixed” on the-job.

16. Based upon the material contents of the asbestos-containing products,

the method of manufacturing, and the method of application, please state which products listed
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in Interrogatory Nos. 5 could be applied by a worker without creating dust.
ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in
automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to
those products. Generally brakes and clutches can be applied without releasing any significant
amount of asbestos fibers.

17. Do any documents, including but not limited to, written memoranda,
specifications, recommendations, blueprints or other written materials of any kind or character
now exist relating to the design and preparation of the products listed in answer to Interrogatory
No. 57 If so, please:

(a) List each such written material or document;

(b) Identify the person or persons presently in possession of each such

document;

(c) _State where each such document is located.
ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 5.

18.  Prior to releasing the products listed in Interrogatory No. 5 for sale and
usage, were any tests (either animal or human) conducted on said products to determine
potential health hazards involved in the use of, or exposure to, the materials and/or products? If
so, please state:

(a) The name of the products tested and the date of each test;

(b) The name, address, and job classification of each individual who

conducted such tests;
(¢) The results of such tests.
ANSWER:
Chrysler objects to the use of the phrase “potential health hazards™ as it is

vague, undefined and overly broad. Subject to and without waiving these objections,
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formulations are developed for each brake design for each car or truck by either Chrysler’s
suppliers, or for certain models at certain times, by Chrysler. It is unduly burdensome to
provide information as to each and every formulation of the numerous models or vehicles
manufactured since the 1920s.

Chrysler understands this interrogatory to pertain to the use and installation of
replacement asbestos-containing friction products identified in its answer to interrogatory No. 5.
Except for the brake linings manufactured by Chrysler for the period of time set forth above,
Chrysler purchased the friction products used in its automobiles, including brake linings, from
suppliers. Chrysler has no specific information regarding any such tests its suppliers may have
performed as they would contain information proprietary to the suppliers.

Chrysler has performed air sampling around brake mechanics during brake
repairs. Each study identified that mechanics properly handling friction products are not
exposed to asbestos dust in excess of the acceptable limits. Chrysler has determined at the
time these responses were prepared that the following air sampling was conducted. The
Industrial Hygiene Department of Chrysler Corporation, first sample air levels in 1972 and then
again in 1975. The 1972 sampling was done at Chrysler's brake shoe plant testing garage.

Two samples of mechanics working on brake drums were taken. The results were 0.25 fibers
per cubic centimeter of air when the mechanic used a brush and 0.0 fibers per cubic centimeter
when compressed air was used. In 1975, tests were conducted at Dodge Truck. Any asbestos
fiber levels were below the limits of detection. Although data from same exists, no formal report
was prepared.

In 1971, the Chrysler Industrial Hygiene Department conducted air sampling at
the Chelsea Proving Grounds while mechanics worked on brakes. The results were less than
.1 fiber per cubic centimeter for an eight hour time-weighed average. In 1983, that department
did air sampling at the Windsor Assembly Plant while two mechanics performed brake
replacements on the tractor portion of a tractor trailer. The results were less than .1 fiber per

cubic centimeter. The Chrysler Industrial Hygiene department also conducted air sampling at
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the Chelsea Proving Grounds while mechanics performed brake build-up and inspection
operations. The results were less than .1 fiber per cubic centimeter. On two occasions in 1989,
the Chrysler Industrial Hygiene Department, sampled air levels at the Chelsea Proving Grounds
in the vehicle test department. The results of both samples were less than.03 fibers per cubic
centimeter.

All of the documents presently available to Chrysler that contain information
responsive to this interrogatory will be made available for inspection and copying at a mutually
convenient time at the offices of Clark Hill PLC in Detroit, Michigan.

18.1 Prior to releasing any products for sale and usage (Whether asbestos-containing
or not), were any tests (either animal or human) conducted on said products to determine
potential health hazards involved in the use of, or exposure to, the materials and/or products? If
S0, please state:

(a) The name of the products tested and the date of each test;

(b) _The name, address, and job classification of each individual who

conducted such tests;

(c) The results of such tests.
ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 18.

19. Does Defendant have or control any documents, including but not limited to,
written memoranda, specifications, recommendations, blueprints or other written materials of
any kind or character relating to the testing of the products listed in Interrogatory No. 5
hereinabove? If so,

(a) Identify each such written material or document;

(b) Identify each person who presently has possession or control of each such

document;

(c) State where each such document is located.

ANSWER:
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See response and objections to interrogatory No. 18.

20. Were any design changes or modifications made as a result of such tests listed
in answer to Interrogatory No. 18? If so, please state:

(a) The trade name of the product changed or modified;

(b) The nature of the change made and the date of such changes or

modifications;
(c) The name, address, and job classification of each person in charge of
making a change.

ANSWER:

Asbestos content of some brakes has changed as scientific knowledge and
governmental regulations have developed. However, because the tests referenced in
interrogatory No. 18 did not show that mechanics properly handling friction products were
exposed to asbestos dust in excess of the acceptable limits, no design changes or modifications
were made to brake linings or friction products manufactured by Chrysler. With regard to
friction products purchased from suppliers, design changes, if any, would have resulted from
decisions made by those suppliers.

21.  After releasing for sale, distribution or marketing the products listed in
answer to Interrogatory No. 5, did Defendant conduct any tests (either on animals or
humans) to determine potential health hazards involved in the use of said materials and/or
products? If so, please state:

(a) The names of the products tested and the dates of said tests;

(b) The name, address, and job classification of each person and/or agency

conducting said tests;

(©) The results of said tests;

(d) Whether, as a result of any tests conducted, any products were
removed

from the market;
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(e) The names of all products removed from the market as a result of said
_ tests.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects that this interrogatory because it is vague, misleading,
irrelevant, and vague as to what Plaintiffs mean by "materials, such as asbestos." Subject to
and without waiving these objections, Chrysler periodically performed air sampling tests from
1972 through 1989 as set forth in response to interrogatory No. 18. The results of these air
sampling tests showed that the mechanics were not exposed to excessive levels of asbestos
dust or an increased risk of disease from asbestos in the proper handling of Chrysler's friction
products.

22. Has Defendant ever conducted or caused to be conducted any studies
concerning the effects of the inhalation of asbestos dust and/or fibers on workers or other
persons applying, using and/or working around any of the asbestos products manufactured,
sold, distributed and/or relabeled for distribution by you or your predecessor? If so, please
state:

(a) The dates and nature of such studies;

(b) The names and addresses of persons conducting such studies;

(c) The purpose of such studies;

(d) Identify and list those persons to whom such reports were given and the
date of such dissemination,;

(e) State any publication or other written dissemination of the results of such
studies;

(f) State the nature of any action to eliminate or minimize the inhalation of
asbestos dust fibers; and

(g) Attach a copy of reports based upon such studies. -

ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in
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automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to
those products. Other than the studies identified in interrogatory No. 18, no.

23. Before placing in the market the asbestos-containing products that
Defendant, mined, manufactured, sold, marketed, installed or distributed on the market, did
Defendant make or cause to be made, any studies to determine whether their
asbestos-containing products would be hazardous to people? If so, please state:

(a) The date of said studies;

(b) i What studies were done; and

(c) The titles of each study.

ANSWER:

Chrysler objects that this interrogatory because it is irrelevant as it sets forth a
test which is not the best for product safety under any legal standard. Objecting further, the
term “hazardous” is vague, ambiguous and misleading. Subject to and without waiving these
objections, every product or material can have some risk or hazard associated with its use.

The air sampling tests conducted by Chrysler, as identified in interrogatory
No. 18, showed that mechanics who properly handled automotive friction products were not
exposed to excessive asbestos fibers or an increased risk of asbestos related disease. During
the braking process, brake products are subject to substantial change because of extreme
temperatures, abrasion and shearing forces. The asbestos in an automobile friction product is
transferred into an inert, non-pathogenic mineral, forsterite.

24. Please state whether or not Defendant ever conducted or caused to be
conducted any tests in the field (where asbestos-containing products were applied, removed or
utilized) to determine the nature and extent of asbestos dust and/or fiber exposure to insulators,
applicators, fellow employees, or other workers removing and/or tearing out
asbestos-containing products, and/or other workers in the vicinity thereof? If so, please identify:

(a) The date, place and nature of each and every test;

(b) The particular asbestos-containing products to which each test applied;

32



(c) The results of each test with particular reference to the number of asbestos
fibers per cubic centimeter of air found at each site; and
(d) The persons to whom the results said tests were given and the date of such
dissemination.
ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatory No. 18.
25.  Please state whether or not Defendant ever obtained any knowledge
concerning th_e likelihood of asbestos being hazardous to human health. If so, please state:
(a) When Defendant first became aware of the hazardous potential of asbestos
dust and asbestos fibers;
(b) The manner in which the Defendant, Defendant's predecessor, or
Defendant's subsidiary companies first obtained this knowledge and
became aware of said hazards and from what source this information was
__ obtained;
(c) What information was disseminated within Defendant's company, or its
subsidiary or predecessor regarding such adverse consequences or effects;
(d) Whether any such information is still maintained by Defendant or its
subsidiary or predecessor in any written form;

(e) The name, address and job classification of the custodian of such

information.
ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatory No. 26.
26.  Please state when Defendant first became aware of the possible
association

between inhalation of asbestos dust and/or fibers and the contraction of asbestosis and cancers
including, but not limited to gastrointestinal cancer, laryngeal cancer, renal cancer, lymphoma,

lung cancer and mesothelioma. As to each disease or condition, please state the source of that
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information, including a description of all tests conducted relative to the possibility of such a
relationship.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome and vague. Chrysler defers to the reasoned judgment and opinions of its medical
expert witnesses and the credible medical literature on all such questions of human diseases,
their causes, and diagnoses. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler offers
the following_:

The scientific and medical body of knowledge which relates to the answer to
this interrogatory has undergone continual evolution from the early part of this century until the
present day. One common fact which resonates throughout this evolutionary period is that
asbestos diseases or conditions of all types are dose-response conditions, meaning the higher
the dose of asbestos breathed into the lungs, the greater chance of the development of disease.
Another common characteristic of asbestos-related conditions or diseases is the long latency
between exposure and the manifestation of the condition or disease. It is impossible to explain
or understand the occurrence of asbestos-related conditions or diseases in human beings
without a thorough understanding of both dose-response and latency. Again, Chrysler defers to
the reasoned judgment and opinions of its medical and scientific expert witnesses on all such
questions of human diseases, their causes, and diagnoses.

The specifics of exactly how Chrysler personnel acquired such knowledge or
awareness is not reasonably ascertainable, but it is probable that it came from reading
government publications or other public documents, reports, studies or journals. Chrysler
obtained this level of knowledge based upon what was published or reasonably available at that
time.

By keeping abreast of the governmental, medical and scientific bodies of
knowledge through the years, Chrysler generally became aware that exposures to high levels of

asbestos dust in its pure or almost pure forms in manufacturing factories in England, day-in and
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day-out for a working lifetime, could cause a condition known as asbestosis. The primary
study which signaled the general awareness of asbestosis in American workers was the 1938
study by Dr. Dreessen, U.S. Public Health Bulletin No. 241, which reported some asbestosis in
asbestos textile factory workers and concluded that if asbestos dust concentrations in the air
breathed are kept below 5 million particles per cubic foot, new cases of asbestosis would not
appear.

End product users, such as insulators and/or pipe coverers, were not felt to be
at risk of asbgstos-related conditions as reported by major studies until the early to mid-1960s.
From 1946 until approximately the early 1970s, the American Conference of Governmental
Industrial Hygienists published the Threshold Limit Value ("TLV") for exposure to asbestos
dust at 5 million particles per cubic foot. This level of exposure was adopted by the United
States Department of Labor under the Walsh-Healey Public Contracts Act of 1952. It was not
until the mid to later 1970s that there were sufficient studies to illustrate that job site
"bystanders" were also at risk for various asbestos-related diseases or conditions.

Chrysler learned that mere exposure to asbestos, without more, does not cause
asbestosis. Chrysler has generally learned that inhalation of certain types and quantities of
asbestos fibers over certain periods of time is associated with an increased risk of asbestosis for
some people. The specifics of exactly how or when Chrysler personnel acquired such
knowledge is not certain, but it is believed to have been by the 1940s.

Chrysler disagrees with the premise of this interrogatory because whether lung
cancer can be caused by the inhalation of asbestos is a complicated medical question that
depends on such factors as level of exposure, fiber type, smoking history, individual risk factors
and more. Cigarette smoking is far and away the leading known cause of lung cancer in the
world. Without properly accounting for the role of cigarette smoking in any individual's case, it
is impossible to assess the lung cancer risk from other exposures. - Such is the case with
asbestos. Chrysler believes, through the expertise of its medical and scientific consultants, that

the credible governmental, medical and scientific literature to date confirms that lung cancer
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cannot be attributed to asbestos exposure in the absence of underlying asbestosis. Again, the
TLV of 5 million particles per cubic foot of air which was the standard from the 1940s through
the 1960s was designed to prevent asbestos disease; therefore, lung cancer was not expected

to occur from asbestos exposure if these guidelines were followed. Further, those persons
believed to be at risk in the sequence of asbestosis and lung cancer were those in the textile and
mining industries, not end product users, until sometime in the mid to late 1960s. Through its
expert medical and scientific consultants, Chrysler has become aware of a study by Sir Richard
Doll, publish?d in or around 1955 which found an elevated incidence of lung cancer in workers
who were certified by the British government with asbestosis. As this study was disseminated
and as it became accepted as authoritative, it became known to stand for the proposition that
asbestos exposure contributed to cause lung cancer only in cases where individuals also
developed underlying asbestosis. Chrysler likely would have leamed of this study at or around
the time it was published in the medical literature.

__The pleural reactions to asbestos can be divided into pleural plaques, pleural
effusion and diffuse pleural thickening. Chrysler believes, through the expertise of its medical
and scientific consultants, that pleural plaques do not cause symptoms, such as reduced lung
function. The only pleural reaction (excluding mesothelioma), which causes symptoms is, in
certain instances, diffuse pleural thickening. It was not until the late 1940s before references in
the literature clearly linked asbestos exposure to pleural plaques and pleural thickening.
Chrysler would have become aware of the results of these studies at or around the time they
were published in the medical literature.

The evidence at the present time suggests to Chrysler that isolated pleural
plaques in the absence of asbestosis or diffuse pleural thickening are not associated with
clinically detectable restrictive impairment. Pleural reactions as described herein are not
believed to be a precursor to any other conditions, such as lung cancer or mesothelioma.

The specifics of how or when Chrysler personnel learned of the link between

exposure to certain types of asbestos and mesothelioma is uncertain, but would have probably
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been at or around the time the Wagner, et al. study was published in the medical literature. The
disease mesothelioma was first linked to asbestos exposure in 1960 in a group of case reports
published by Dr. J. C. Wagner, et al. This study involved individuals with suspected exposure
to a particular fiber-type of asbestos, crocidolite, which was mined and processed in the
Northwestern Cape Province of South Africa. The ability of other types of asbestos, such as
chrysotile, to cause mesothelioma has been the subject of much debate, and reported
associations between mesothelioma and exposures to amosite asbestos did not come until years
after Dr. Wagner's study. There is presently a significant body of medical literature and expert
medical opinion which supports the conclusion that chrysotile asbestos does not cause
mesothelioma.

Chrysler is aware, through its medical experts and scientific consultants, that
some treatment courses have been successful in “curing” certain individual cases of
mesothelioma under the circumstances of those cases. Chrysler is also aware, through its
medical experts and scientific consultants, that research is ongoing regarding the efficacy of
certain drug, chemical, radiation and surgical treatment courses which may have worked to cure
mesothelioma in individual cases and may prove valuable as more inhan palliative treatments for
the disease. Of course, Chrysler defers to the reasoned judgment and opinions of its medical
expert witnesses on all such questions of human disease, their causes, diagnosis and treatment.

With regard to the Plaintiffs in this litigation, proper handling of automotive
friction materials does not create an increased level of mesothelioma. The air sampling tests
performed by Chrysler, as set forth in response to interrogatory No. 18, showed that proper
handling of Chrysler’s friction products were not exposed to excessive levels of asbestos dust
or an increased risk of disease from asbestos among automotive workers.

27.  Please identify all physicians, industrial hygienists, and other employees
(including their names and addresses) who were employed, retained or otherwise engaged by
Defendant for research, investigation or study concerning asbestos or asbestos-related

diseases.
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ANSWER:

Chrysler has no documents or summaries that identify all the individuals that
worked for Chrysler throughout its history specifically responsive to this request. Based on
available information, Chrysler has been able to identify the following managers and directors of
its medical and hygiene areas: Dr. Martin Bruten - deceased (former Medical Director);

Dr. Marian Josz - deceased (former Medical Director); Dr. Robert Mclntosh - deceased

(former Medical Director); Dr. Orlo Robinson (former Medical Director); Dr. Robert Brandt
(former Medi_cal Director and Director of Occupational Health & Safety); Dr. Robert Morris
(present Lead Physician); J.E. Thomas (present Director of Occupational Health & Safety);
Neil McCallum (former Director of Occupational Health & Safety); Gerald Sattelmeier (former
Manager of Industrial Hygiene); William Watt (present Manager of Industrial Hygiene).

28.  Asto each person who acted in a medical advisory capacity (as it
related in any way to asbestos) to Defendant, please list their name, the date individual acted in
this capacity, and that person's current address and job title.

ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 27.

29.  Please state if any medical officer, industrial hygienist or medical
consultant ever made, at any time, any recommendations and/or suggestions to Defendant
pertaining to the risks or hazards to persons involved in the manufacture or use of asbestos
products and, if so, please state when, by whom or to whom such recommendations and/or
suggestions were made and the substance of each recommendation.

ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs alleged exposure is to asbestos contained in
automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited
to those products. Chrysler has had and does have books and other written material that
relate to asbestos. Chrysler cannot provide the information requested for every book, report,

pamphlet, memorandum or other document it has ever had regarding asbestos. Chrysler has
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numerous facilities throughout the United States and it is not possible to retrieve and identify
every document related to this subject. Chrysler does not have a centralized library or library
system that would contain documents responsive to this request.

30.  Please state the scientific and/or medical periodicals to which
Defendant, its
medical department, research department, industrial hygiene divisions, engineering department
or consulting physicians subscribed between 1945 and 1975.

ANSWER:

Chrysler has had and does have books and other written material that relate to
asbestos. Chrysler cannot provide the information requested for every book, report, pamphlet
or other document it has ever had regarding asbestos. Chrysler has numerous facilities
throughout the United States and it is not possible to retrieve and identify every document
related to this subject. Chrysler does not have a centralized library or library system that would
contain documents responsive to this request. Chrysler was generally aware of and received
documents available to the professional community, including its industrial hygiene professionals,
regarding asbestos and the potential hazards associated with excessive exposure to asbestos.

30.1 Please state whether Defendant, its medical officer or industrial
hygienist or medical consultant or physicians were ever involved in testing or received literature
or correspondence from the Mellon Institute.

ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 30.

30.2 Has Defendant, or any engineer, industrial hygienist or physician in
Defendant’s employ, been a member of any professional group, trade group or any of the
following groups:

American Ceramics Society
Asbestos Textile Institute

National Insulation Manufacturers Association
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Thermal Insulation Manufacturers Association
Quebec Asbestos Mining Association
Asbestos Information Association

Industrial Health Foundation

Industrial Hygiene Foundation

Iron and Steel Institute

National Safety Counsel

Refractories Institute

Air Hygiene Foundation of America, Inc.
Sprayed Mineral Fiber Association '

American Society of Mechanical Engineers

If the answer is yes, state the following:

ANSWER:

_ (@ The name of the group or groups in which the individual(s) were

members;
(b) The name and position individual(s) within the Defendant, as defined,
who were members;
The years Defendant or individual(s) were members of the groups;
(d) Whether Defendant paid the individual(s) dues or membership fees or

reimbursed the individual(s) for dues or membership fees in the group.

Chrysler or its employees, or both, have throughout the years had memberships

in a variety of organizations and at a variety of times. It would be impossible to identify each

organization or group. However, the following is a list of some of the organizations or groups

responsive to this request: the American Industrial Hygienists Association (AIHS); the Friction

Material Standard Institute; the Industrial Hygiene Foundation; the Industrial Health

Foundation; the American Academy of Industrial Hygienists; the Michigan Industrial Hygiene
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Society; National Safety Council; the Motor Vehicles Manufacturers Association; the Battery
Council International; the Society of Automotive Engineers; the Engineering Society of Detroit;
the Adhesive and Sealant Council; American Society for Testing Materials; American College
of Toxicology, Michigan section of the Society of Toxicology Board of Certified Safety
Professionals; and the American Chemical Society. Generally, Chrysler or its employees may

have received documents disseminated from these groups and organizations.

31, Statein detail what test, if any, Defendant ever made with regard to the
quantity, quality or threshold limit values of asbestos dust, fibers or particles to which workers
were exposed while using, working with and/or around, installing and/or applying your
asbestos-containing products.

ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 18.

32. _For each test described in answer to Interrogatory No. 31, please give the
name of the person conducting the test, the date of the test, and attach copies of any
documents, including but not limited to, reports, findings or memoranda concerning such tests or
studies.

ANSWER:

See response and objections to Interrogatory No. 18.

33. Please state the year that Defendant was first advised of either threshold limit
values or maximum allowable concentrations of both asbestos dust and total dust by the
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists and state the name of the
employee/official of Defendant receiving such advice.

ANSWER:
Chrysler understands that the American Conference of Governmental and

Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) defines threshold limit value-time weighted average

(TLV-TWA) as the eight hour time weighted average concentration of a substance to which
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nearly all workers may be repeatedly exposed (day after day) without adverse effect. Chrysler
was aware of published threshold limit values, or their equivalent, which would have been
published at various times by the ACGIH or by OSHA. Chrysler is unable to state the name of
any single employee who received such information, or when such information was received.
33.1 State whether Defendant at any time conducted, caused to be conducted, or
had conducted on any job site, or at any of Defendant’s plants or buildings, any air sampling,
dust counts, dust observations, dust sampling tests or other activities to determine air quality or
worker safety_. If your answer is in the affirmative, please indicate:
(a) the date of any such air samples, tests, or activities;
(b) by whom such activities were performed;
(c) where such activities were performed;
(d) the results of any such activities.
ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatory No. 18.
34. Does Defendant maintain a library dealing with industrial hygiene, medicine,
safety and engineering and/or research? If so, state:
The date such library was established;
The location of each library;
The name(s) of the librarian(s) since 1930;
List all journals subscribed to concerning asbestos, industrial hygiene,
medicine, safety, and/or engineering;
List all books and articles dealing with asbestos and asbestos-related
diseases and the date acquired.
ANSWER:
Chrysler has had and does have books and other written material that relate to
asbestos. Chrysler cannot provide the information requested for every book, report, pamphlet

or other document it has ever had regarding asbestos. Chrysler has numerous facilities
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throughout the United States and it is not possible to retrieve and identify every document

related to this subject. Chrysler does not have a centralized library or library system that would
contain documents responsive to this request. Chrysler was generally aware of and received
documents available to the professional community, including its industrial hygiene professionals,
regarding asbestos and the potential hazards associated with excessive exposure to asbestos.

35.  Did Defendant in the 1920's or 1930's commission, or participate in the
arrangements with Metropolitan Life Insurance Company for studies at the Trudeau Foundation
at Saranac La.ke, New York, concerning the effect of inhalation or ingestion of asbestos fibers
upon human and/or animal bodies.

ANSWER:

Chrysler has had and does have books and other written material that relate to
asbestos. Chrysler cannot provide the information requested for every book, report, pamphlet
or other document it has ever had regarding asbestos. Chrysler has numerous facilities
throughout the United States and it is not possible to retrieve and identify every document
related to this subject. Chrysler does not have a centralized library or library system that would
contain documents responsive to this request. Chrysler was generally aware of and received
documents available to the professional community, including its industrial hygiene professionals,
regarding asbestos and the potential hazards associated with excessive exposure to asbestos.
Further answering, Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this interrogatory.

36. When was Defendant first aware of reports of studies of the Trudeau
Foundation at Saranac Lake, New York, entitled "Effects of the Inhalation of Asbestos Dust in
the Lungs of Asbestos Workers" by A. J. Lanza, Assistant Medical Director published in the J.
Public Health Report, Vol. 50, No. 1, dated January 4, 1935 ("Lanza Report")?

ANSWER:

Chrysler has had and does have books and other written material that relate to

asbestos. Chrysler cannot provide the information requested for every book, report, pamphlet

or other document it has ever had regarding asbestos. Chrysler has numerous facilities
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throughout the United States and it is not possible to retrieve and identify every document

related to this subject. Chrysler does not have a centralized library or library system that would
contain documents responsive to this request. Chrysler was generally aware of and received
documents available to the professional community, including its industrial hygiene professionals,
regarding asbestos and the potential hazards associated with excessive exposure to asbestos.
Further answering, Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this interrogatory.

36.1 Did Defendant ever contract with Saranac Laboratories to study the hazards of
any dust prod_ucing product manufactured by you (whether asbestos containing or not)? If so,
identify by date and author all documents concerning or in any way related to such study.

ANSWER:

Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this interrogatory.

36.2 Did Defendant ever contract with Saranac Laboratories to analyze dust
or products? If so, identify by date and author all documents concerning or in any way related
to such analysis.

ANSWER:

Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this interrogatory.

37. Please state whether Defendant at any time has been a member of any "trade
organization" or "trade association" composed of other manufacturers, miners, distributors,
and/or sellers of asbestos-containing products and, if so, please identify the name and address
of each such association or organization, the dates of membership, and the names of any
publications issued or written by such association or organization.

ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 30.2.

38.  With respect to each trade organization or association listed in answer
to
Interrogatory No. 37, please state whether the minutes of the group's meetings and any

correspondence between the members of such groups concerning the hazards of asbestos
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exposure are available.
ANSWER:
See response and objections to interrogatory No. 30.2.

39. Please identify by name the technical and trade association periodicals to which
Defendant subscribed, and state whether Defendant had knowledge of any articles being
printed, or withheld from printing, in said periodicals pertaining to the potential hazards of
asbestos. If so, please state the following:

(a) _ The title of each such article;

(b) The periodical in which each such article was published;

(c) The date each such article was published;

(d) A detailed explanation of the reason for withholding any such article for

printing;

(e) Produce documentation which refers, alludes or mentions articles which
were withheld for publication.

ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 30.

40. Please state whether, prior to 1975, Defendant sponsored, or attended
any
meeting, seminar, conference, convention or legislative hearing where the subject of
occupational health and exposure to asbestos was discussed and, if so, please state the date
and place of such meeting and the name and address of any speakers or participants.
ANSWER:

Chrysler, its employees, or both, have attended a number of meetings,
seminars, conferences and conventions over the years. It would be impossible for Chrysler to
identify every meeting, seminar, conference or convention that has been attended as Chrysler
does not have a centralized library that would contain this information. Further answering,

Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this interrogatory.
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41. As to each product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5, please state
whether Defendant, at any time, published and/or distributed any printed materials, including but
not limited to brochures, pamphlets, catalogs, packagings or other written materials of any kind
or character that contain any warnings, cautions, caveats or directions concerning the possible
health effects of the products on a person. If so, please state as to each product:

(@) The name of each relevant product;

(b) The wording of each such waming;

© A description of each such printed material;

(d) The method used to distribute the warning to persons who were likely
to use the products;

(e) The date each such warning was issued;

(f) Whether any warning accompanied any of your asbestos-
containing products' sales literature, handout or pamphlets;

(g) ._Please attach a copy of the warning and the date said warning was issued;

(h) The name, address, and job classification of each person who presently has
possession of the above-described documents;

(1) The name or names and addresses of the company who provided,

produced, or manufactured the boxes or containers on which the warning
appeared and dates these boxes with the warnings appeared.
ANSWER:

Chrysler states that automotive brake and clutch parts have been accompanied
by cautionary language. The first Chrysler service manual containing such language concerning
brake parts was printed in 1973, as follows:

CAUTION: When resurfacing or refacing brake shoes follow manufacturer
recommendations for proper use of their equipment. Whatever equipment is used, ensure that

proper ventilation is provided to remove asbestos dust, which can be detrimental to health.

The following language first appeared in Chrysler’s 1984 service manuals regarding
brake
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service:

CAUTION: When servicing brake assemblies or components, do not create dust by sanding,
grinding or by cleaning brake parts with a dry brush or with compressed air. A water
dampened cloth should be used. Many brake components contain asbestos fibers which can
become airborne if dust is created during service operations. Breathing dust which contains
asbestos fibers can cause serious bodily harm.

The following language appeared in Chrysler’s 1984 service manual regarding clutch

assemblies:

CAUTION: When servicing clutch assemblies or components do NOT create dust by sanding
or by cleaning clutch parts with a dry brush or with compressed air. (A water dampened cloth
should be used.) The dust is created during service operations. Breathing dust containing
“Asbestos Fibers”may cause serious bodily harm.

Such language has generally appeared in service manuals since 1984.

Based upon the best information available, from 1973 to the present, the
cartons for

Chrysler’s asbestos containing replacement parts sold through its Mopar Division contained

one of the following:

. DANGER
CONTAINS ASBESTOS FIBERS
AVOID CREATING DUST
CANCER AND LUNG DISEASE HAZARD

CAUTION
THIS PRODUCT CONTAINS ASBESTOS.
AVOID CREATING DUST.
BREATHING ASBESTOS MAY RESULT IN SERIOUS BODILY HARM.

CAUTION
AVOID CREATING OR
BREATHING DUST.
CONTAINS HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCES WHICH
MAY CAUSE LUNG INJURY

Caution: Contains asbestos fibers. Avoid
creating dust. Breathing asbestos dust may
cause serious bodily harm.

When servicing this brake lining or any component related to it or located near it,
prevent asbestos dust from becoming airborne by vacuuming the assembly with an industrial
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type vacuum cleaner equipped with a high efficiency filter system and by washing the assembly
with an appropriate brake parts washer if necessary. Never remove dust or dirt from this
assembly by blowing with compressed air.

42.  Has sales material been prepared by Defendant or its agents for
purposes of
marketing or advertising the asbestos products listed in answer to Interrogatory No. 5? If so,
please state:

(a) The name and address of each person or entity who prepared same;

" (b) The name, address and job title of each person who presently has
possession of same;

(c) The date same was prepared;

(d) The media used to disseminate the sales material;

ANSWER:

For the period from 1930 through 1985, Chrysler created sales materials for
the replacemeﬁt parts referenced previously. Chrysler is in possession of some printed
materials promoting Chrysler’s Cyclebond brake linings, from the 1950s, and Mopar
performance parts from the 1980s and 1990s.

43.  Has any written material of any kind or character been prepared by
Defendant, Defendant's predecessor or any of Defendant's subsidiary companies or their agents
indicating how the products listed in answer to Interrogatory No. 5 should be used or
maintained by the ultimate user or those working in facilities or at job sites where the product
was used, installed or removed, including, but not limited to, those sites listed on the job site list
attached as Exhibit A? If so, please state the following:

(a) The name, address and job classification of each person who prepared
same;

(b)  The name, address and job classification of each person who presently has

possession of same;
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(©) The dates and manner in which said material was distributed to
purchasers of the products identified in answer to Interrogatory No. 5.
ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory No. 41.

44. Was any written material of any kind been prepared by Defendant and
distributed to those individuals listed in response to Interrogatory No. 97 If so, please state the
following:

) (a) Identify the written material by content and date;

(b)  To whom was it delivered.

ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to interrogatory No. 44 on the basis that the information is
proprietary or a trade secret in nature and is therefor undiscoverable. Subject to said
objections and without waiving same, see response and objections to interrogatories nos. 9 and
41. .

45. Does Defendant contend that asbestos-containing products can be
manufactured so as to eliminate all potential health hazards to persons working with or around,
installing or applying same? If so, please state the following:

(a) The date that Defendant first determined that another produbt could be

used in place of asbestos;

(b) The chemical of the substitute;

(c) Whether the substitute is suitable for the purpose for which they are to be

used;

(d) Whether Defendant used the substitute for asbestos prior to 1971;

(e) Whether Defendant ever used the substitute for asbestos for high or low

heat insulation.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to the use of the phrase “potential health hazards” as it is
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vague, undefined and over broad. Every product or material can have some risk or hazard
associated with its use. The air sampling tests conducted by Chrysler, as identified in
interrogatory no. 18, showed that mechanics who properly handled automotive friction
products were not exposed to excessive asbestos fibers or an increased risk of asbestos related
disease. Brake linings are arc-shaped rock-hard material that press against a turning drum to
slow or stop an automobile. They are thin, approximately .25 inches. Linings are rigid because
they are made of a hard-baked phenolic resin, which is a plastic that remains solid and rigid
even when su_bjected to extreme temperatures such as those generated inside a wheel drum
during the braking process. In the manufacturing process, the phenolic resin has a thick dough-
like consistency. A number of ingredients, including about 50% chrysotile asbestos are mixed
into that dough-like matrix. The mix goes into molds which are baked at high temperatures to
form a product hard enough to withstand the friction and temperature extremes generated when
stopping a car. Those forces destroy or change the form of the chrysotile asbestos as the lining
is consumed over thousands of miles of usage. The asbestos in an automobile friction product
is transferred into an inert, non-pathogenic mineral, forsterite. Products that do not contain
asbestos have different performance characteristics than asbestos containing products and
specific products are designed to match those characteristics. Therefore, non-asbestos
containing products are not true “substitutes.”

Further, Chrysler is aware that its suppliers of brake linings and other friction
products déveloped products to replace their asbestos-containing products. An asbestos-free
product was first available in the market in the late 1970s or early 1980s. Chrysler, with its
suppliers, examined alternatives to asbestos lined brakes in the 1980s. This program
investigated a wide variety of alternatives to identify those that satisfied the safety and
performance requirements of each model vehicle sold by Chrysler. At all times, Chrysler has
complied with government safety and performance regulations in developing its brake
specifications. Presently, Chrysler does not manufacture vehicles that contain asbestos-

containing friction products.
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46. Did Defendant give any warnings to any individuals at the sites listed on Exhibit
A, including any individuals who owned, operated, or managed the facilities at the sites listed on
Exhibit A, regarding the potential health hazards of any product listed in response to
Interrogatory No. 5. If yes, please state:

(a) Name of person most knowledgeable about this communication;

(b) Name of person at the sites listed on Exhibit A, attached hereto most

knowledgeable about this communication;

(c) ) Dates of each communication;

(d) Contents of each communication.
ANSWER:

See response and objections to interrogatory no. 41.

47.  Did any person prior to 1970, file a claim against any Workers'
Compensation carrier covering Defendant alleging that he or she contracted a disease as a
result of exposure to asbestos? If so, please state the following:

(a) A list of each such claim by claimant's name, date filed, the caption and

jurisdiction involved;

(b)  The disease alleged in each such claim;

(©) A brief summary of the disposition of each such claim; and

) The name, address and job classification of the person or persons
having

custody of the records pertaining to each such claim.
ANSWER:

The information sought in this interrogatory is irrelevant and immaterial for the
reasons that whether or not workers’ compensation claims have been filed has no relevance to
the end user of Chrysler’s product. Further, Chrysler does not organize workers’
compensation claims by injuries claimed. Therefore, it would be extremely burdensome,

onerous and harassing to compel Chrysler to review every single workers’ compensation claim
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ever filed. Workers’ compensation records are available at various facilities maintained by the
Chrysler.

47.1 Please identify all documents concerning or in any way related to any
decisions made by you to cease manufacturing asbestos-containing products.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope and neither
relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Chrysler
funher objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not been identified by
Plaintiff, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity to, Plaintiff and to
identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require Chrysler to search
out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant or
material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Subject
to said and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to
this interrogatory.

47.2 Has any person or company from which you purchased asbestos
containing products ever issued a recall of their products or taken any action to take those
products off the market after said products were in your possession? If so, provide:

(a) the date of said recall;

(b) the name of the company which issued the recall;

(c) a copy of the recall.

ANSWER:

Chrysler has not recalled any of its products from the market as a result of
asbestos-related health concerns.

47.3  State what action, if any, Defendant has taken since 1930 to minimize
or

eliminate any risk of occupational disease or pneumoconiosis to those at any time engaged in
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the manufacture or production of asbestos-containing products.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or
scope and is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Chrysler further objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not
been identified by Plaintiff, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity
to, Plaintiff apd to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require
Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not
relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome.

47.4 State what action, if any, you have ever taken since 1930 to minimize or
eliminate any risk of occupational disease or pneumoconiosis to those at any time engaged in
the use, as distinguished from the manufacture, or exposed to the use of asbestos-containing or
industrial insulation products or who were otherwise exposed to asbestos-containing or
industrial insulation products. .

(a) describe such action;

(b) state when such action was taken;
(c) state what written material exists related to such action;
(d) state the names, job titles and last known address of the individuals who
undertook such actions.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or
scope and is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Chrysler further objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not

been identified by Plaintiff, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity
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to, Plaintiff and to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require
Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not
relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving these objections, see response and objections to
interrogatory no. 45.

48. Did Defendant receive notice, prior to 1968 that any person was claiming injury
or had sustained an abnormal x-ray reading as a result of using asbestos products
manufactureq, sold, installed, and/or distributed by Defendant? If so, please state:

(@) The name and address of each claimant;

(b) The date of notice of each claim;

(c) A description of the claim;

(d) The type of injuries allegedly sustained;

(e) The name and address of each attorney representing the individuals making
_ such claims;
(f) The style and court number of each such claim;
(g) The resolution of each claim.
ANSWER:

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or scope and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Chrysler further objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not been
identified by Plaintiff, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity to,
Plaintiff and to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require
Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not
relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Subject to and without waiving these objections, the information sought in this

interrogatory is irrelevant and immaterial for the reasons that whether or not claims have been
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filed has no relevance to the end user of Chrysler’s product. This interrogatory is further
objectionable as being burdensome, and is sought merely for purposes of harassment. Chrysler
does not organize claims by injuries claimed. Therefore, it would be extremely burdensome,
onerous and harassing to compel Chrysler to review every single claim ever filed.

48.1 Describe the method by which you have maintained records concerning the
manufacture, sale, supply, distribution, use, advertising, delivery and/or installation or tear-out
of each of asbestos-containing products. For each description provide the following:

(a) i each present and former company or corporate department,
division or subdivision responsible for maintaining such records;

(b) the manner in which the records are kept (e.g., boxes, computer tape,

microfilm, etc.);
(c) the inclusive dates of any such manufacturer, sale, supply, distribution,
use, advertising, delivery, and/or installation or tear-out which such record
__ keeping system covers;
(d) the present location at which all such records are maintained;
(e) the identity of each person employed by you at any time from 1930 to
the
present who is or was responsible for the collection and maintenance of such
records.
ANSWER:
Historically, Chrysler has maintained documents in various departments in both hard

copy and computer record, depending on the department, year and document.

48.2 State whether any records concerning the manufacture, sale, supply,
distribution, advertising, delivery, use or installation or tear-out of asbestos-containing products
have been destroyed or discarded and if so, indicate:

(a) the date and location of such destruction or discard;
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(b) the custodian and location of such records prior to their destruction
or discard and the identity of each employee, representative, official or
agent who ordered, authorized or supervised such destruction or discard.
ANSWER:
Chrysler has been manufacturing automobiles and light trucks since 1925, and it
would have disposed of some records over the years.
48.3  For all documents, other than invoices, work orders and/or purchase
orders, which relate to matters relevant to all the preceding interrogatories:
(a) Is there any kind of index for the documents?
(b) How many pages is the index of documents?
(c) How many documents are referred to in the index?
(d)  Isthe index maintained in electronic format (i.e., database, word
processing or other computerized format)?
(e) _ What manner of electronic format is used?
ANSWER:
Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs alleged exposure is to asbestos contained in
automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to

those products. Subject to and without waiving these objections:

(@ No.
(b) No.
(©) No.
(d No.

(e) Not applicable.

48.4 For all invoices, work orders and/or purchase orders, which relate to

matters
relevant to all the preceding interrogatories:

(a) Is there any kind of index for the documents?
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(b)
(©)
(d)

How many pages is the index of documents?
How many documents are referred to in the index?

Is the index maintained in electronic format (i.e. database, word

processing or other computerized format)?

(e)
ANSWER:

What manner of electronic format is used?

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs alleged exposure is to asbestos contained in

automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to

those products. Subject to and without waiving these objections:

(a)
(b)
©)
(d
O
49.

Plaintiffs?

If so please:

(@

ANSWER:
No.
50.

No.
No.
No.
No.
Not applicable.

Has Defendant obtained statements from any witnesses including

list each witness who has given a statement and the name, address, and

job title of each person having custody of any such statement.

Do you contend that the Plaintiff/Decedent improperly used those

products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5? If so, please set forth in detail in what

respect the product was improperly used.

ANSWER:

Chrysler is without sufficient knowledge, information or belief to answer this

interrogatory. Chrysler reserves the right to supplement this answer after discovery has been
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propounded and answered by the Plaintiffs.

51. As to the sites listed on Exhibit A, and as to each Plaintiff/Decedent, please
state whether Defendant contends that there was any substance other than asbestos which
contributed or caused Plaintiff/Decedent's injuries. If your answer is yes, please state the
following:

(a) The facts upon which you rely;

(b) The identity of the sources upon which you rely which substantiate these

facts.
ANSWER:

Chrysler is without sufficient knowledge, information or belief to answer this
interrogatory. Chrysler reserves the right to supplement this answer after discovery has been
propounded and answered by the Plaintiffs.

52.  Would any respirator, mask or other breathing devices prevent
inhalation of the asbestos dust and fibers contained in products listed in answer to Interrogatory
No. 5?

If so, state:

When the respirator was sold;

A detailed description of such respirator or other breathing devices,
including name of manufacturer and model number;

©) The basis of your claim that such respirators or other breathing devices

will prevent the inhalation of such dust and fibers;

(d)  Identify any tests performed regarding the efficaciousness of such
respirators and other breathing devices in preventing the inhalation of
asbestos dust and fibers including date, title, author and number;

(e) List all documents which mention, allude or refer to tests performed on

breathing devices which prevented the inhalation of asbestos dust and/or

fibers.
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ANSWER:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs alleged exposure is to asbestos contained in
automotive friction products, and therefore, Chrysler’s answer to this interrogatory is limited to
those products. Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this interrogatory.

53.  Does Defendant expect to call expert witnesses at the trial of this case?
If so,
please state the following:

(a) ) Their identity and last known address;
(b) The subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify;
(c) The expert's specific conclusion and specific opinions and the specific
basis therefore;
(d) The expert's qualifications to render the opinions set forth above;
() Whether any person identified in sub-paragraph (a) above has provided a
_ report or other documentation to you, and if so, identify such document or
report;
® Identify all documents that you have provided to each person identified in
response to sub-paragraph (a) above; and

(2) Describe in detail the education and work history of, and identify any

books, treaties, articles, published and unpublished reports, studies or
other scholarly works authored by any individual identified in response to
sub-paragraph (a) above. Alternatively, in lieu of said response, attach a
copy of a resume or curriculum vitae and a list of publications to your

answer.

ANSWER:

George Traylor

5034 County Road 15
Wadley, Alabama 36276
256/395-4837
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Contact through undersigned counsel only.

 George Traylor may testify about general practices relating to brake servicing and
repair.

Paul Kelley

DaimlerChrysler Corporation

1000 Chrysler Drive

Auburn Mills, Michigan 48326
Contact through undersigned counsel.

Paul Kelly, a sales and marketing manager for DaimlerChrysler, may testify about the
sale of Chrysler friction products.

James Knoll
- DaimlerChrysler Corporation
1000 Chrysler Drive
Auburn Hills, MI 48326
Contact through undersigned counsel.

James Knoll, a former brake engineer for DaimlerChrysler, may testify about brake
design, brake specifications, and brake manufacturing, including, but not limited to, the
composition and asbestos content of brake linings, and the availability or lack of substitutes for
asbestos in friction materials.

Donald Kvarnberg
__ DaimlerChrysler Corporation
1000 Chrysler Drive
Auburn Hills, Michigan 48326
Contact through undersigned counsel.

Donald Kvarnberg, a brake engineer for DaimlerChrysler, may testify about brake
design, brake specifications, and brake manufacturing, including, but not limited to, the
composition and asbestos content of brake linings, and the availability or lack of substitutes for
asbestos in friction materials.

Robert Tormey

DaimlerChrysler Corporation

1000 Chrysler Drive

Auburn Hills, Michigan 48326
Contact through undersigned counsel.

Robert Torney, a packaging engineer for DaimlerChrysler, may testify about warnings
on Chrysler friction products.

Gerald Sattelmeier

c/o DaimlerChrysler Corporation
Auburn Hills, Michigan

Contact through undersigned counsel.

Gerald Sattelmeier is expected to testify regarding DaimlerChrysler Corporation’s
industrial hygiene practices from 1968 through 1991.
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Edward Gaensler, M.D.

Boston University Medical Center
80 East Concord Street

Boston, Massachusetts 02118
617/638-4077

Gerald Kerby, M.D.

University of Kansas Medical Center
3901 Rainbow

Kansas City, Kansas 66160-7381
913/588-5000

Dorsett Smith, M.D.

4301 Colby, Suite 201
Everett Washington 92203
206/259-5171

John Bass, M.D.

2451 Fillingham Street
Tenth Floor, Suite H
Mobile, Alabama 36617
334/471-7888

John R. Holcomb, M.D.

4410 Medical Drive, Suite 440
San Antonio, Texas 78229-3755
210/692-9400

Hans Weill, M.D.

Tulane University

School of Medicine

1700 Perdido Street, Second Floor
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112
504/588-5265

John F. Craighead, M.D.
1845 Four Winds Road

" Ferrisburgh, Vermont 05456
802/425-3480

Philip T. Cagle, M.D.

Pathology Department, Room 220-B
Baylor College of Medicine

One Baylor Plaza

Houston, Texas 77030-3411
713/798-3671
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Drs. Gaensler, Kerby, Smith, Bass, Holcomb, Weill, Craighead and Cagle if called to
testify, are expected to provide testimony concerning the anatomy and function of the
respiratory and circulatory systems; examinations conducted and opinions regarding tissue
samples of decedents; the symptomatology, disease process and diagnosis of asbestosis and
cancer of the respiratory system, peritoneum and peritoneal cavity; the nature and extent of
medical and scientific knowledge regarding any association of pulmonary disease with asbestos
fiber and the effect of exposure to substances other than asbestos in the development and
manifestation of diseases of the respiratory system; the methods of diagnosis and means of
establishing the differential diagnosis of asbestos-related diseases with non-asbestos related
diseases; the incidence of lung cancer in the general population and those individuals exposed to
asbestos; cigarette smoking and its effects on the lungs; the difference between impairment and
disability; the effect of asbestosis on disability and life expectancy; the lack of relationship
between pleural plaques and development of any cancer; the history, evolution and knowledge
of asbestos-related diseases; and the evolution of the medical communities’ awareness of the
increased risks for an asbestos-related disease in the cases of prolonged exposure.

Dr. Craighead, if called to testify, may testify regarding his review of Plaintiff’s and/or
Decedent’s medical records and diagnosis of the physical condition and relationship, if any,
between Plaintiff and/or Decedent’s exposure to asbestos as well as asbestos exposure through
brake or clutch servicing. Dr. Craighead may testify in the area of medical and scientific
aspects of exposure to dust as produced by brake or clutch products and the development of
asbestos-related disease generally.

Francis W. Weir, Ph.D.

17350 Tomall Patkway

Suite 330, Willowbrook Place III
._ Houston, Texas 77064

713/893-4003

Defendant expects to call Francis W. Weir, Ph.D. as an expert witness at the trial of
this matter. Dr. Weir's Curriculum Vitae has been previously provided to counsel.

The subjects of Dr. Weir's expected testimony include the fields of pharmacology,
toxicology and industrial hygiene, generally, and particularly as they relate to asbestos fiber
exposure in various work places. He is expected to testify concerning the types and
characteristics of asbestos, as well as the recognized pathogenic potential from exposure to
fibers of these substances. If asked, his testimony will include a discussion of the way asbestos
containing materials were used generally within industry. He will also be prepared to discuss
laws and regulations and relevant standards relating to asbestos exposure, the characteristics
and epidemiology of asbestos-related or associated diseases and relevant medical and scientific
literature on these subjects. Additionally, he is expected to discuss the evolution of the role of
industrial hygiene professionals in the management of industrial health concerns within the U.S.
industry. Dr. Weir may also discuss and describe the effects of chemicals, especially those
contained in cigarettes, on human physiology.

It is expected that Dr. Weir will offer the opinion that, based on the description of work
activities of concern in this matter, and assuming those descriptions are correct, there is no
scientific basis or affirmative evidence to conclude that plaintiffs’ exposures ever regularly
exceeded the concurrently acceptable time weighted average values for this material.

Dr. Weir may also testify regarding the knowledge of the toxicology and appreciation

for the hazards relating to the use of asbestos containing materials at various intervals
throughout the twentieth century.
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Dr. Weir's opinions will be based upon his education, experience and professional

t r a i n i n g ,
h i s
review of relevant medical, epidemiological, scientific and technical literature, and, his review

and analysis of the case specific materials provided to him concerning this matter.

Dr. Weir may also be asked to respond to the testimony of certain witnesses offered at
the time of trial including, but not limited to, testimony offered by plaintiffs regarding tests of
defendants’ products. He, therefore, reserves the right to supplement, amend or otherwise
modify the opinions to be offered accordingly. He will continue to review material, which may
come to hisattention regarding this matter and may utilize this material to develop additional
opinions and conclusions or modify his opinions and conclusions, if warranted.

Dr. Weir may testify regarding the ability of friction products, including brakes, to
release respirable asbestos during their intended uses. He may testify regarding the general
scientific literature, or lack of if, regarding fiber release from friction products or adverse health
effects associated with them. He may testify about tests he has done on, grinding, changing and
otherwise manipulating friction products and that such activities do not release harmful levels of
respirable asbestos fibers.

Dr. Michael Goodman, M.D.M.P.H.

1800 Diagonal Road, Suite 355
Alexandria, VA 22314
571-431-7210

Dr. Goodman received his M.D. from the Kaunas Medical Academy in Lithuania in
1984; his M.A. in Public Health from Johns Hopkins in 1985 and he is licensed to practice in
the State of Maryland. Dr. Goodman is Board Certified in Preventative Medicine which
includes the field of epidemiology. In 1999 he was the principal author of “Cancer In Asbestos
Exposed Occupational Cohorts a Meta-Analysis.” In researching for this article, he reviewed
and will testify about the scientific literature related to mesothelioma in general, the different
types of asbestos, the health aspects of asbestos in general and the association and lack thereof
between asbestos and cancer in various circumstances. He also reviewed and will testify about
the literature on the transformation of asbestos into a harmless dust known as forsterite during
the friction process. Dr. Goodman will testify that there is no epidemiological evidence
indicating an increased risk of mesothelioma for garage mechanics. He will also testify that
there are six epidemiological studies involving mesothelioma and garage mechanics, all of which
conclude that there is no increased risk of mesothelioma among garage mechanics.

Dr. Mark Robert Wick

301 Peacock Drive
Charlottesville, VA 22903-9716
(804) 245-9613

(804) 245-9643

Dr. Wick is a pathologist. He may testify, live or by deposition, concerning his review
of the medical records, pathology and/or work history of Plaintiff and Plaintiff's medical
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condition, and the cause of Plaintiff's medical condition. His testimony may also include
discussion of asbestos and its effect on human health generally and Plaintiff's specifically, and
the effect that other substances have on human health generally and Plaintiff's condition
specifically. Dr. Wick may also testify regarding the medical conditions of Plaintiff based on
review of medical records, x-rays, Plaintiff's experts' reports and supplemental reports and his
training, experience and other special expertise. Further, Dr. Wick may testify concerning the
increased risk, if any, of cancer faced by asbestos exposed workers and the prognosis of such
individuals.

In addition, if called to testify, either live or by deposition, Dr. Wick is expected to
provide testimony regarding the areas stated below:

(1) the anatomy and function of the respiratory and circulatory systems, including
the protective systems of the body with regards to the inhalation and retention of
dust, and the diagnosis and treatment of disease affecting such systems;

2) the nature of asbestos and asbestos-related diseases;

3) the symptomatology, disease process and diagnosis of asbestosis and cancer
associated with the respiratory system, peritoneum and peritoneal cavity;

“4) the nature and extent of medical and scientific knowledge regarding any

association of obstructive pulmonary disease with asbestos fiber exposure;

(5) the effect of exposure to substances other than asbestos on the development
and manifestation of obstructive and restrictive conditions and diseases of the
respiratory system and other causes of obstructive and restrictive disease or
defects of the respiratory system;

(6)  methods of diagnosis of various diseases, especially the means of establishing
the differential diagnosis of alleged asbestos-related diseases with other
non-asbestos-related diseases;

@) incidence of lung cancer among individuals with asbestosis or asbestos
exposure as compared to non-asbestotic asbestos workers, non-asbestos exposed
workers and to the general population;

8) cigarette smoking and its effects on the lungs and other organs;

) the relationship of cigarette smoking to cancer of the lung and cancers of other
body parts with reference to epidemiology studies and physiologic effect;

(10) the difference between impairment and disability;

(11)  the effect of asbestosis or other asbestos-related disease, or asbestos exposure
without asbestosis or other asbestos-related disease, on disability and life
expectancy;

(12) the lack of relationship between the presence of pleural plaques and a later
development of any form of cancer;

(13)  the history of evolution and knowledge of asbestos related diseases;
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(14) the import of any exhibit introduced as evidence, or any items prepared for use
or used for demonstrative purposed by any witness;

(15) cancer incidence in the general population and among asbestos workers and its
potential causes;

(16) the incidence of mesothelioma among various kinds of workers exposed to
asbestos, and the relative importance of various fiber types and the cause of

mesothelioma; and

(17)  to the extent not covered above, asbestos medicine in general.

Victor L. Roggli, M.D.

Duke University Medical Center
= Department of Pathology

Box 3712

Durham, North Carolina 27710

919/286-0411

Dr. Roggli is a pathologist. He may testify, live or by deposition, including, but not
limited to, the deposition taken in Edith B. King, Executrix of the Estate of William B. King,
Deceased v. Allied Signal, Inc., et al., At Law No. 24242C-03, In the Circuit Court for the
City of Newport News, Virginia, on January 18, 2001, concerning his review of the medical
records, pathology and/or work history of Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s medical condition, and the
cause of Plaintiff’s medical condition. His testimony may also include discussion of asbestos
and its effect on human health generally and Plaintiff’s specifically, and the effect that other
substances have on human health generally and Plaintiff’s condition specifically. Dr. Roggli may
also testify regarding the medical conditions of Plaintiff based on review of medical records, x-
rays, Plaintiff’s experts’ reports and supplemental reports and his training, experience and other
special expertise. Further, Dr. Roggli may testify concerning the increased risk, if any, of
cancer faced by asbestos exposed workers and the prognosis of such individuals.

Dr. Roggli, if called to testify, may testify regarding his review of Plaintiff’s and/or
Decedent’s medical records and diagnosis of the physical condition and relationship, if any,
between Plaintiff and/or Decedent’s exposure to asbestos as well as asbestos exposure through
brake or clutch servicing. Dr. Roggli may testify in the area of medical and scientific aspects of
exposure to dust as produced by brake or clutch products and the development of asbestos-
related disease generally.

In addition, if called to testify, either live or by deposition, Dr. Roggli is expected to
provide testimony regarding the areas stated below:

¢)) the anatomy and function of the respiratory and circulatory systems, including
the protective systems of the body with regards to the inhalation and retention
of dust, and the diagnosis and treatment of disease affecting such systems;

) the nature of asbestos and asbestos-related diseases;

3) the symptomatology, disease process and diagnosis of asbestosis and cancer
associated with the respiratory system, peritoneum and peritoneal cavity;

“) the nature and extent of medical and scientific knowledge regarding any
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association of obstructive pulmonary disease with asbestos fiber exposure;

the effect of exposure to substances other than asbestos on the development
and manifestation of obstructive and restrictive conditions and diseases of the
respiratory system and other causes of obstructive and restrictive disease or
defects of the respiratory system;

methods of diagnosis of various diseases, especially the means of establishing
the differential diagnosis of alleged asbestos-related diseases with other non-
asbestos-related diseases;

incidence of lung cancer among individuals with asbestosis or asbestos
exposure as compared to non-asbestotic asbestos workers, non-asbestos
exposed workers and to the general population;

cigarette smoking and its effects on the lungs and other organs;

the relationship of cigarette smoking to cancer of the lung and cancers of other
body parts with reference to epidemiology studies and physiologic effect;

the difference between impairment and disability;

the effect of asbestosis or other asbestos-related disease, or asbestos exposure
without asbestosis or other asbestos-related disease, on disability and life
expectancy;

the lack of relationship between the presence of pleural plaques and a later
development of any form of cancer;

the history of evolution and knowledge of asbestos related diseases;

the import of any exhibit introduced as evidence, or any items prepared for use
or used for demonstrative purposed by any witness;

cancer incidence in the general population and among asbestos workers and its
potential causes;

the incidence of mesothelioma among various kinds of workers exposed to
asbestos, and the relative importance of various fiber types and the cause of
mesothelioma; and

diagnosis of the physical condition and relationship, if any, between Plaintiff
and/or Decedent’s exposure to asbestos as well as asbestos exposure through
brake or clutch servicing.

may testify in the area of the medical and scientific aspects of exposure to dust
as produced by brake or clutch products and the development of asbestos-
related disease generally.

the difference in fiber composition, fiber durability, the human body’s ability to
clear certain fibers and the fibers relation to types cancer, if any.

to the extent not covered above, asbestos medicine in general.
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Dr. John Ritter

Division of Surgical Pathology

Suite 300, Peters Building

Washington University Medical Center
One Banes Hospital Plaza

St. Louis, Missouri 63110

(314) 362-0101

Dr. Ritter is a pathologist. He may testify, live or by deposition, concerning his review
of the medical records, pathology and/or work history of Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ medical
condition, and the cause of Plaintiffs’ medical condition. His testimony may also include
discussion of asbestos and its effect on human health generally and Plaintiffs’ specifically, and
the effect that other substances have on human health generally and Plaintiffs’ condition
specifically. Dr. Ritter may also testify regarding the medical conditions of each Plaintiff based
on review of medical records, x-rays, Plaintiffs’ experts’ reports and supplemental reports and
his training, experience and other special expertise. Further, Dr. Ritter may testify concerning
the increased risk, if any, of cancer faced by asbestos exposed workers and the prognosis of
such individuals.

In addition, if called to testify, either live or by deposition, Dr. Ritter is expected to
provide testimony regarding the areas stated below:

(1) the anatomy and function of the respiratory and circulatory systems, including
the protective systems of the body with regards to the inhalation and retention
of dust, and the diagnosis and treatment of disease affecting such systems;

(2)  the nature of asbestos and asbestos-related diseases;

(3)  the symptomatology, disease process and diagnosis of asbestosis and cancer
associated with the respiratory system, peritoneum and peritoneal cavity;

4) the nature and extent of medical and scientific knowledge regarding any
association of obstructive pulmonary disease with asbestos fiber exposure;

(5)  the effect of exposure to substances other than asbestos on the development
and manifestation of obstructive and restrictive conditions and diseases of the
respiratory system and other causes of obstructive and restrictive disease or
defects of the respiratory system;

(6)  methods of diagnosis of various diseases, especially the means of establishing
the differential diagnosis of alleged asbestos-related diseases with other non-
asbestos-related diseases;

(7 incidence of lung cancer among individuals with asbestosis or asbestos
exposure as compared to non-asbestotic asbestos workers, non-asbestos
exposed workers and to the general population;

8) cigarette smoking and its effects on the lungs and other organs;

© the relationship of cigarette smoking to cancer of the lung and cancers of other

body parts with reference to epidemiology studies and physiologic effect;
(10) the difference between impairment and disability;
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(11) the effect of asbestosis or other asbestos-related disease, or asbestos exposure
without asbestosis or other asbestos-related disease, on disability and life

expectancy;

(12) the lack of relationship between the presence of pleural plaques and a later
development of any form of cancer;

(13) the history of evolution and knowledge of asbestos related diseases;

(14) the import of any exhibit introduced as evidence, or any items prepared for use
or used for demonstrative purposed by any witness;

(15) cancer incidence in the general population and among asbestos workers and its
potential causes;

(16)- the incidence of mesothelioma among various kinds of workers exposed to
asbestos, and the relative importance of various fiber types and the cause of
mesothelioma; and

(17) to the extent not covered above, asbestos medicine in general.

J. LeRoy Balzer, Ph.D.
1052 Wickham Drive
Moraga, California 94556

Dr. Balzer has personal knowledge of relevant facts, but is also an expert based upon
his specialized knowledge, skill and training. Dr. Balzer may testify, either live or by deposition,
about his tests of friction products some of which have been outlined in his published articles.
He may also evaluate the testing methods employed by Plaintiff's witnesses, and any
conclusions reached. Dr. Balzer may testify about the size, construction, layout and working
environment of facilities similar to those where the Plaintiff worked. As an industrial hygienist,
Dr. Balzer may testify about the nature of the working environment in such locations. He may
also testify about his knowledge of the composition and asbestos content, if any, of the
products involved in this case, as well as other asbestos-containing products and may testify
concerning the ability of such products to emit asbestos fibers under certain conditions. He may
testify about his studies, published and unpublished, of work around, and ability of asbestos-
containing products, to release asbestos fibers. He may testify about the characteristics and
health effects, if any, associated with the various forms of asbestos fibers. Balzer may also
testify about the history and use of threshold limit values. He may also testify as to any matter
raised by experts called by Plaintiffs or any co-Defendants.

Gregory D. Foster, M.D.

and/or Custodian of Records
Pulmonary Medicine Consultants, P.A.
375 Municipal Drive, Suite 218
Richardson, Texas 75080

(972) 680-0666
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Scott R. Donaldson, M.D.

and/or Custodian of Records
Pulmonary Medicine Consultants, P.A.
375 Municipal Drive, Suite 218
Richardson, Texas 75080
972/680-0666

Kathryn A. Hale, M.D.

Baylor College of Medicine
Department of Internal Medicine
6550 Fannin, Suite Tower #1236
Houston, Texas 77030
713/790-2076

Robert M. Ross, M.D.

- and/or Custodian of Records
17030 Nanes, Suite 214
Houston, Texas 77090
(713) 440-8851

George Delclos, M.D.

6550 Fannin Street, Suite 2403
Houston, Texas 77030
713/790-6250

David Weill, M.D.

and/or Custodian of Records
Medical City Hospital
Dallas, Texas

972/566-4866

Gail Diane Stockman, M.D., Ph.D.
815 N. 4th

Longview, Texas 75601
903/753-0787

Drs. Foster, Donaldson, Ross, Delclos, Hale, Weill and Stockman may testify
concerning the examination and diagnosis of the physical condition of Plaintiffs and concerning
the overall condition and relationship of that condition, if any, to Plaintiffs’ alleged exposure to
asbestos. Each doctor may also testify concerning the anatomy and function of the respiratory
and circulatory system, the nature of asbestos, the disease process and diagnosis of asbestos
and cancer associated with the respiratory system, the nature and extent of medical and
scientific knowledge regarding the association of pulmonary disease with asbestos fiber
exposure, the effect of exposure to substances other than asbestos on the development or
manifestation of obstructive and restrictive conditions and diseases particularly in means of
establishing the differential diagnosis of alleged asbestos diseases with other government
warnings, smoking and other areas of the state-of-the-art, incidents of lung cancer among
individuals with asbestosis compared with non-asbestos exposed workers and with the general
population, and cigarette smoking and its effects on the lungs.
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Sam H. Cade, Jr., M.D.
Radiology Department

Baylor University Medical Center
3500 Gaston Avenue

Dallas, Texas 75242
214/820-3219

Dr. Cade is a B reader and may testify regarding the radiographs of Plaintiffs.

James Robert Shepherd, III, M.D.
University of Texas Health Center at Tyler
Department of Radiology

Post Office Box 2003

Tyler, Texas 75710-2003

903/877-7108

Dr. Shepherd is a B reader and may testify regarding the radiographs of Plaintiffs.

Robert Lampert, M.D.

Baylor College of Medicine

Department of Internal Medicine/Pulmonary Section
6550 Fannin, Suite 1220

Houston, Texas 77030

713/793-8988

Dr. Lampert may testify regarding his examination of Plaintiffs and/or Decedents.
" Dr. Andrew Churg

Department of Pathology
University of British Columbia
2211 Wesbrook Mall
Vancouver, BC V6T BS Canada
604/732-0186

Dr. Churg is Board Certified in Anatomic Pathology by the American Board of
Pathology. Dr. Churg may provide testimony regarding his examination of plaintiffs’ medical
records and pathology material. Dr. Churg may also testify regarding the biological effects of
asbestos and the evidence of the relationship between the inhalation of various forms of
asbestos fibers and asbestos-associated disease and the factors that go into evaluating whether
there is any medical risk from asbestos-containing products. Dr. Churg may further testify
regarding the physical and chemical changes that brake linings undergo during the braking
process. Dr. Churg may further provide testimony based on biostatistics and his review and
analysis of the epidemiological data and literature that brake mechanics and others are not at an
increased risk to develop asbestos-related diseases as a result of their work on or around
brakes and brake linings. Dr. Churg may also provide testimony regarding animal research
concerning asbestos-related disease, the biological effects of asbestos and various other dusts,
cancer research, the practices and protocols regarding publication of scientific research and the
history of research into such matters in the United states and elsewhere including state of the
art. Dr. Churg may also be asked to respond to the testimony from plaintiffs’ experts regarding
the alleged hazards of exposure to friction materials and their alleged propensity to release
fibers.
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The observations and opinions offered by Dr. Churg in this matter will be based on his
review of the materials provided: a continuing review of the available scientific literature relating
to the health effects of materials of interest in this matter and Dr. Churg’s education and
professional experience.

As Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiffs’ experts,
this witness may testify regarding his opinions of the additional facts or in response to the
opinions of plaintiffs’ experts.

Dr. Morton Corn
The Johns Hopkins University
Department of Environmental Health Sciences
Division of Environmental Health Engineering
615 North Wolfe Street, Room 6010
Baltimore, Maryland 21205

" (410) 955-3602

Dr. Corn may testify, either live or by deposition, about the size, construction, layout
and working environment of facilities such as where Plaintiff worked. Dr. Corn may testify
about the nature of the working environment and the control and use of substances in such
locations. He may testify about his knowledge of the composition and asbestos content, if any,
of the products attributable to DaimlerChrysler by Plaintiffs, the ability of such products to emit
asbestos fibers under certain conditions and the likelihood that Plaintiffs inhaled these fibers.
He may testify regarding testimony given by Plaintiffs’ experts regarding any industrial hygiene
issue, including the OSHA regulations enforcement and practices. He may testify about
industrial hygiene publications and literature from the 1940's to the present. He may also testify
generally about the concept of dose-response, the evolution and use of threshold limit values
and the knowledge that Plaintiffs' employers or other corporations, including DaimlerChrysler,
had available to it during certain time periods. He may also testify regarding relative risk and
OSHA risk models. He may testify as to any matter raised by experts called by Plaintiffs or
any co-Defendants.

Dr. I. Allan Feingold

Chief, Division of Pulmonary Medicine
South Miami Hospital

6200 Southwest 73" Street

Miami, FL 33143

(305) 668-5229

Dr. Feingold may testify, in general, concerning asbestos-related diseases and the
effects of exposure to asbestos upon persons in occupational settings, including the
epidemiology of asbestos-related diseases and the criteria for the diagnosis of such diseases.
He may also testify based upon his review of Plaintiff’’s records, radiology and pathology,
regarding the existence or non-existence of any asbestos-related disease or abnormality in the
plaintiffs including, but not limited to pleural changes, asbestosis, lung cancer and mesothelioma.
Dr. Feingold may testify on whether any asbestos-related disease allegedly suffered by plaintiffs
was medically or proximately caused by exposure to asbestos-containing products, including
floor tiles. He may also testify on the existence of a dose response relationship between
exposure to asbestos and asbestos-related disease. He may also testify on increased risk of
cancer issues and whether a particular plaintiff has a reasonable fear of cancer due to exposure
to asbestos. Dr. Feingold may also testify on the health consequences of smoking in individuals
who are, or who are not, exposed to asbestos. With respect to particular plaintiffs, Dr.
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Feingold may testify as to his review and interpretation of x-ray films, pathology slides,
pulmonary function test results and the determination of impairment and/or disability. Dr.
Feingold may testify whether any disese or disabiltiy is progressive and whether other non-
asbestos associated diseases or conditions are present in plaintiffs. Dr. Feingold’’s testimony
will be based on his training, experience, education and his long-term, on-going review and
interpretation of the medical literature concerning asbestos-related disease. Dr. Feingold may
offer testimony on any other matter addressed at his deposition in this case.

Otto Wong, Sc.D.
P.O. Box 2078
San Mateo, CA 94401

Otto Wong may testify in the areas of epidemiology, industrial hygiene and toxicology,
both generally and particularly as those areas relate to asbestos exposure and exposure to
asbestos-containing friction products. Their opinions and the grounds for same include the
following miatters: (1) the types, characteristics and chemical properties of asbestos and their
respective pathogenic potential; (b) the types, composition and manufacture of friction

“materials; (c) the history of friction materials, the use of asbestos in friction materials and the
lack of availability or feasibility of suitable substitute materials for such use at relevant times; (d)
decomposition of asbestos in friction materials during the wear process; (e) the composition of
residual materials after wear does not include significant asbestos; (f) the effects of wear and
other aspects of the occupational environment of workers in which these products are used; (g)
federal laws and regulations governing asbestos exposure; (h) threshold limit values and time-
weighted averages; (i) characteristics and epidemiology of asbestos-related diseases; (j)
relevant medical and scientific literature on these subjects; (k) the concepts of toxicity and
hazard, including discussion of matters relating to nature, effect and significance of the human
body’s natural defense system; (1) dose response relationships; (m) potential for asbestos
exposure.in occupational settings; and (n) types, characteristics and uses of various types of
asbestos. He may also be called to testify concerning certain (i) other details relating to aspects
of and bases for these areas of opinions relating to this action or (ii) other matters of fact which
because of technical nature may contain some opinions.

Peter Barrett, M.D.

300 Boylston Street, Suite 714
Boston, Massachusetts 02116-3923
(617) 426-2110

Dr. Barrett is a radiologist and certified “B” Reader. He will testify to areas in science
and medicine, which include but are not limited to radiology as a diagnostic aid in
asbestos-related disease. He will further testify about his review and opinions of the
radiographic findings and the correlation of those findings with the plaintiff’s medical records,
work history, and other diagnostic studies.

Dr. Barrett will further provide testimony based on his review of the medical and
scientific literature that brake mechanics and others are not at an increased risk to develop
asbestos-related disease as a result of their work around brakes and brake linings.

As Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiff’s experts,
Dr. Barrett will testify as to the opinions suggested by the additional facts or in response to the
opinions of plaintiff’s experts.

Bruce W. Case, M.D.
Department of Pathology
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McGill University

3775 University Street, Room 203
Montreal, Canada 143A2B4
(514) 398-7192 ext. 7466

Dr. Case may provide testimony regarding his examination of plaintiff’s medical
records, work history and pathology material. Dr. Case may also testify regarding the
biological effects of asbestos and the evidence of the relationship between the inhalation of
various forms of asbestos fibers and asbestos-associated disease and the factors that go into
evaluating whether there is any medical risk from asbestos-containing products. Dr. Case may
further testify regarding the physical and chemical changes that brake linings undergo during the
braking process. Dr. Case may further provide testimony based on biostatistics and his review
and analysis of the epidemiological data and literature that brake mechanics and others are not
at an increased risk to develop asbestos-related diseases as a result of their work on or around
brakes and brake linings. Therefore, it would not be necessary to warn of such risks. Dr. Case
may also provide testimony regarding animal research concerning asbestos-related disease, the
biological effects of asbestos and various other dusts, cancer research and the history of

- protocols regarding publication of scientific research and the history of research into such
matters in the United States and elsewhere including, state of the art. Dr. Case may also be
asked to respond to the testimony of certain witnesses offered at the time of trial including, but
not limited to, testimony from plaintiff’s experts regarding the alleged hazards of exposure to
friction materials and their alleged propensity to release fibers.

The observations and opinions offered by Dr. Case in this matter will be based on his review of
the materials provided; a continuing review of the available scientific literature relating to the
health effects of materials of interest in this matter and Dr. Case’s education and professional
experience.

As Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiff’s experts, Dr. Case
will testify as to the opinions suggested by the additional facts or in response_to the opinions of
plaintiff’s experts.

Alexander Walker, M.D.
Harvard School of Public Health
Department of Epidemiology
Kresge Building, Room 908
Boston, Massachusetts 02115
(617) 432-4565

Dr. Walker received his undergraduate degree in biochemistry from Harvard College in
1970 and went on to obtain a medical degree from Harvard Medical School in 1974. He
received his Ph.D. in epidemiology from Harvard School of Public Health in 1981. Since that
time, Dr. Walker has been extensively involved in the field of epidemiology as a researcher,
academician and director and/or fellow of numerous associations affiliated with epidemiological
research. Dr. Walker has published extensively in the field of epidemiology.

Dr. Walker is an expert in epidemiology and cancer epidemiology. His testimony will
be based on his training, experience, education, and review of the medical literature concerning
asbestos related disease. He may testify regarding the existence or non-existence of any
asbestos-related illness or disease in the plaintiffs, including but not limited to, pleural changes,
asbestosis, lung cancer, mesothelioma, colon cancer, esophageal cancer and other cancers.

Dr. Walker may testify concerning his analysis of the data on asbestos exposure and

the illnesses that may result, cigarette smoking and exposure to environmental tobacco smoke
and the illnesses that may result, incidence of cancer in the general population including the
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effects of age on the incidence of cancer, incidence of cancer among brake or friction product
workers, and heredity as a factor in the development of cancer.

Dr. Walker may testify concerning the principles employed in determining the causes
and contributing factors of individual cancers and other diseases. Dr. Walker will apply these
principles to Plaintiffs’ medical conditions. He may discuss the epidemiology of asbestos-
related disease and other diseases which the plaintiff may have suffered from, including but not
limited to analysis of plaintiff’s alleged exposure to asbestos and other potential agents,
discussion of the latency of exposure to asbestos and other potential agents, discussion of the
latency of asbestos and other diseases, discussion of the contribution of this defendant’s dust, if
any, to the illness of the plaintiff, discussion of various models of risk versus time, duration, and
extent of exposure, and other related topics.

Dr. Walker will testify that epidemiologic studies demonstrate that automotive or brake
mechanics are not at increased risk of asbestos-related diseases as a result of their work on or
near brakesor other friction products. Dr. Walker will further testify that there is no scientific
data to support a causal relationship between exposure to friction products and

" asbestos-related diseases. Dr. Walker may also be asked to respond to the testimony of
certain witnesses offered at the time of trial including, but not limited to, testimony from
plaintiffs’ experts regarding the alleged hazards of exposure to friction materials and their
alleged propensity to release fibers. Risk assessments may be discussed.

Dr. Walker may testify concerning the science of epidemiology, the appropriate use of
epidemiology in addressing causal issues, the types of studies used in epidemiology to address
causal issues, biostatistical aspects of epidemiologic investigations and the criteria used to
interpret epidemiological data.

-_.  Dr. Walker may testify in depth about the epidemiologic studies addressing the causal.
association between cigarette smoking, second-hand exposure to cigarette smoking, and the
increased risk of lung cancer. Dr. Walker may testify about the relationship between smoking,
asbestos and cancer. His testimony may include a medical presentation of lung diseases
including but not limited to those caused by tobacco abuse, other inhaled agents, heredity, or
environment.

Dr. Walker’s testimony will be based on his extensive training, experience, education, review
of the relevant medical and scientific literature, a review of medical records and deposition
transcripts. In addition, Dr. Walker may testify about issues relevant to a Daubert/
Havner/Robinson Analysis.

As Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiff’s experts, Dr.
Walker will testify as to the opinions suggested by the additional facts or in response to the
opinions of plaintiff’s experts.

Meir J. Stamfer, M.D.

Channing Laboratory Department of Medicine,

Brigham and Women’s Hospital/Harvard Medical School
181 Longwood Avenue

Boston, Massachusetts 02115

(617) 525-2270

Dr. Stampfer obtained his college degree from Columbia University in 1973,

and went on to obtain his medical degree from New York University School of Medicine in
1977. He obtained a Masters in epidemiology from the Harvard School of Public Health in
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1980 and obtained his Doctorate in epidemiology from the Harvard School of Public Health in
1985. He has served an extensive career as a professor of epidemiology while affiliated with
the Harvard Medical School system. Over his career he has served on numerous national and
international committees regarding epidemiological research and is extensively published in the
field of epidemiology.

Dr. Stampfer’s testimony will be based on his training, experience, education, and
review of the medical literature concerning asbestos related disease. He is expected to testify
about the principles of epidemiology and what is involved in an epidemiologic study. Dr.
Stampfer may testify regarding the existence or non-existence of any asbestos-related illness or
disease in the plaintiffs, including but not limited to, pleural changes, asbestosis, lung cancer,
mesothelioma, colon cancer, esophageal cancer and other cancers.

Dr. Stampfer is expected to testify that studies of particular groups or occupations of
people are not necessarily applicable to other groups or occupations. Dr. Stampfer is expected
to testify asto the information necessary to determine the risks for a group of people or persons
contracting an asbestos-related disease, and if it is scientifically possible to attribute a disease to
" a particular exposure. Dr. Stampfer is expected to discuss epidemiological analysis of asbestos
and how such analysis may be applied to the facts of a specific individual.

Dr. Stampfer’s testimony will generally respond to the pathologic, scientific and
epidemiologic testimony which may be offered by plaintiffs? experts. He may discuss other
diseases which the plaintiff may have suffered from, including but not limited to analysis of
plaintiff’s exposure to asbestos and other potential agents, discussion of the latency of exposure
to asbestos and other potential agents, discussion of the latency of asbestos and other diseases,
discussion of the contribution of this defendant’s dust, if any, to the illness of the plaintiff,
discussion of various models of risk versus time, duration, and extent of exposure, and other
related topics. His testimony may include a medical presentation of lung. diseases including but
not limited to those caused by tobacco abuse, other inhaled agents, heredity, or environment.

Dr. Stampfer will testify that epidemiologic studies demonstrate that automotive or
brake mechanics are not at increased risk of asbestos-related diseases as a result of their work
on or near brakes or other friction products. Dr. Stampfer will further testify that there is no
scientific data to support a causal relationship between exposure to friction products and
asbestos-related diseases. Risk assessments may be discussed. Dr. Stampfer may also be
asked to respond to the testimony of certain witnesses offered at the time of trial including, but
not limited to, testimony from plaintiffs’ experts regarding the alleged hazards of exposure to
friction materials and their alleged propensity to release fibers.

Dr. Stampfer may offer testimony concerning the effects of inhaled tobacco smoke and
other factors on the occurrence of disease in populations who are also alleged to be exposed to
asbestos containing products, and may discuss how the effects of inhaled tobacco smoke and
other factors can confound the apparent results of certain epidemiologic studies. In addition,
Dr. Stampfer may testify about issues relevant to a Daubert/ Havner/Robinson Analysis.

As Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiff’s experts,

Dr. Stamfer will testify as to the opinions suggested by the additional facts or in response to the
opinions of plaintiff’s experts.

David H. Garabrant, M.D.
University of Michigan School of Public Health
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Dr. Garabrant is a Professor in the University of Michigan School of Public Health. Dr.
Garabrant attended Tufts University School of Medicine, and the Harvard School of Public
Health where he received a Masters in Public Health in 1979 and a Masters Degree in
Occupational Medicine in 1980. Dr. Garabrant’s residency was taken at the Harvard
University Medical Center. He has taught at the Boston School of Medicine, University of
Southern California School of Medicine and he joined the faculty at the University of Michigan
School of Public Health in 1989. He is Board Certified in Internal Medicine and Preventative
Medicine with a sub-specialty Certification in Occupational Medicine. Dr. Garabrant will
discuss the science of epidemiology and the differences between case reports and the various
types of epidemiological studies. He will explain standard mortality ratios and their use in
epidemiology. He will discuss the interpretation and trustworthiness of epidemiological studies,
including the Bradford Hill criteria. Dr. Garabrant will discuss the epidemiological literature
relating to chrysotile and the risk of mesothelioma in various occupations, including brake repair
work. He will discuss the studies which have measured the asbestos exposure of brake
mechanics and whether brake mechanics are at an increased risk for mesothelioma and lung
cancer. Dr."Garabrant will discuss the literature as it relates to the content of brake dust and
whether brake dust causes cancer. He will discuss the state of medical knowledge with respect

" to the causation of mesothelioma and other types of cancer.

Michael A. Graham, M.D.

St. Louis University School of Medicine
1402 South Grand Boulevard

St. Louis, Missouri 63104

(314) 577-8475

Dr. Graham is Board Certified in Anatomic, Clinical and Forensic Pathology by the
American Board of Pathology. Dr. Graham may provide testimony regarding his examination
of plaintiff’s medical records, work history, smoking history and pathological material. He may
also testify regarding the biological effects of asbestos and the evidence of the relationship
between the inhalation of various forms of asbestos fibers and asbestos-related disease and the
factors that go onto evaluating whether there is any medical risk from asbestos-containing
products. Dr. Graham may also provide testimony concerning animal research concerning
asbestos-related disease, the biological effects of asbestos and various other dusts, cancer
research, the practices and protocols regarding publication of scientific research and the history
of research into such matters in the United States and elsewhere including state of the art. Dr.
Graham may also be asked to respond to the testimony of certain witnesses offered at the time
of trial including, but not limited to, testimony from plaintiff’s experts regarding the alleged
hazards of exposure to friction materials-and their alleged propensity to release fibers. Dr.
Graham will further testify in accordance with his report served in this case.

The observations and opinions offered by Dr. Graham in this matter will be based upon
his review of the materials provided; a continuing review of the available scientific literature
relating to the health effects of materials of interest in this matter and Dr. Graham’s education
and professional experience.

As Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiff’s experts,

Dr. Graham will testify as to the opinions suggested by the additional facts or in response to the
opinions of plaintiff’s experts.
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Dr. James D. Crapo
4650South Forest Street
Englewood, Colorado 80110
303/224-0681

Dr. Crapo is the Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs at the National Jewish
Medical& Research Center in Colorado. Dr. Crapo may be called to testify with respect to
medical condition and causation. Dr. Crapo may also testify with respect to the anatomy and
function of the human respiratory system, pulmonary function testing, diseases allegedly
associated with exposure to asbestos and the development of related scientific and medical
knowledge. Dr. Crapo may further testify regarding the biological effects of asbestos and the
evidence of the relationship between the inhalation of various forms of asbestos fibers and
asbestos-associated disease and the factors to be considered in evaluating whether there is any
medical risk from exposure to various asbestos-containing products. He may also provide
testimony regarding animal research concerning asbestos-related disease, the biological effects
of asbestos and various other dusts, cancer research, the practices and protocols regarding
publication of scientific research and the history of research into such matters in the United
states and elsewhere, including state of the art.

Dr. Crapo may further testify regarding radiology as a diagnostic aid in asbestos-
associated disease as well as to his review and opinions of the radiographic findings and the
correlation of those findings with plaintiff’s medical records, work history and other diagnostic
studies. Dr. Crapo may further provide testimony based on his review of the medical and
scientific literature that brake mechanics and others are not at an increased risk to develop
asbestos-related diseases as a result of their work on or around friction products.

Dr. Crapo may also be asked to respond to the testimony of certain plaintiffs’ witnesses
offered at the time of trial including, but not limited to, any testimony from plaintiffs’ experts
regarding the alleged hazards of exposure to friction materials and their alleged propensity to
release fibers.

The observations and opinions offered by Dr. Crapo in any matter will be based on his
review of the materials provided; a continuing review of the available scientific literature relating
to the health effects of material of interest in this matter and Dr. Crapo’s education and
professional experience.

As a Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiffs’ experts,
this witness may testify regarding his opinions of the additional facts or in response to the
opinions of plaintiff’s experts.

William G. Hughson, M.D.
University of California at San Diego
LaJolla, California 92093
619/294-6001

Dr. Hughson is Board Certified in Internal Medicine and Pulmonary Medicine. Dr.
Hughson may be called to testify with respect to the anatomy and function of the human
respiratory system, pulmonary function testing, diseased allegedly associated with exposure to
asbestos and the development of related scientific and medical knowledge. Dr. Hughson may
be called to testify with respect to medical condition and causation in these cases. Dr. Hughson
may also be asked to respond to the testimony of certain witnesses offered at the time of trial
including, but not limited to, testimony from plaintiffs’ experts regarding the alleged hazards of
exposure to friction materials and their alleged propensity to release fibers.
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Dr. Hughson may further provide testimony based on his review of the medical and
scientific literature that brake mechanics and others are not at an increased risk to develop
asbestos-related diseases as a result of their work on or around brakes and brake linings.

Dr. Hughson may further testify regarding radiology as a diagnostic aid in asbestos-
associated disease as well as to his review and opinions of the radiographic findings and the
correlation of those findings with plaintiffs’ or plaintiffs’ decedents’ medical records, work
history and other diagnostic studies.

The observations and opinions offered by Hughson in this matter will be based on his
review of the materials provided; a continuing review of the available scientific literature relating
to the health effects of materials of interest in this matter and Dr. Hughson’s education and
professional experience.

As Chrysler becomes aware of additional facts and the opinions of plaintiffs’ experts,
this witness'may testify regarding his opinions of the additional facts or in response to the
opinions of plaintiffs’ experts.

Ronald F. Dodson, Ph.D

Chairman, Department of Cell Biology and
Environmental Sciences

University of Texas Health Center at Tyler
Office of Associate Director of Research
P.O. Box 2003

Tyler, Texas 75710

Dr. Dodson is an expert in microscopy relating to pathology. If called, Dr. Dodson will
testify regarding: (a) pathology studies, if any, relating to the Plaintiff; (b) matters relating to
whether the Plaintiff has a condition or illness caused by asbestos exposure; and (c) matters
relating to lung fiber deposition.

Sheldon H. Rabinovitz, Ph.D., C.LH.
Sandler Occupational Medicine Associates
966 Hungerford Drive, Suite 20

Rockville, Maryland 20850

(301) 217-0092

(P.O. Box 7777, Melville, New York 11747)

Dr. Rabinovitz may be called to testify regarding mechanics’ asbestos exposure
conditions and health effects and the fact that mechanics are not exposed to levels of asbestos
that result in any disease. Dr. Rabinovitz may also testify regarding mechanics’ lack of asbestos
exposure as evidenced through testing concerning brake and clutch servicing.

Helen Reynolds, Ph.D.
Consulting Economist
4316 Potomac

Dallas, Texas 75205
214/443-0322

Dr. Reynolds is an economic consultant and may testify regarding the economic loss
incurred by Plaintiffs, if any.

Eric J. Chatfield, Ph.D.
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Chatfield Technical Consulting Firms
2071 Dickson Road

Mississauga, Ontario

Canada L5SB 1Y8

Dr. Chatfield is an Electron Microscopist who may testify, either live or by deposition,
regarding air sampling and testing procedures for analysis by electron microscope. He may
testify about differences among types of asbestos fibers and their characteristics and uses in
various products. He may testify about tests done on various friction products and other
asbestos containing products generally. He may testify about any matter raised by experts
called by Plaintiffs or any co-Defendant.

Robert N. Sawyer, M.D.
Preventive Occupational Medicine
149 Prospect Avenue

= Guilford, CT 06437
203/453-3060

Dr. Sawyer may be asked to evaluate the Plaintiff’s experts’ methodology and reports
regarding various tests performed on allegedly asbestos-containing products. He may testify
that plaintiffs experts methods are scientifically invalid and unreliable, not representative of any
work the plaintiff(s) did, not pertinent to health effects on workers of work actually done. He
may also testify about the characteristics of various fiber types, the products in which they are
used and the way these fibers behave when disturbed, as well as the manner in which these
fibers are encapsulated.

There is a lack of occupational history linking Plaintiff and any of this defendant’s
product exposures adequate to cause disease.

Dr. Sawyer may offer opinions regarding the evolution of the medical and scientific
literature regarding asbestos’ role, or lack thereof, in causing or contributing to a cause various
diseases including asbestosis, pleural thickening and plaques, lung cancer, mesothelioma and
other cancers such as gastrointestinal cancers, for example.

Dr. Sawyer may also offer opinions on the evolution of the standards regulating
asbestos exposure from their establishment as early as 1938 (voluntary standards) and the first
U.S. Government enacted regulations. Until OSHA was enacted in 1971 work-place
regulations were the states’ providence; some states adopted the TLV as state law, including
Texas in 1958. He may also offer opinions and testimony regarding OSHA standards from
OSHA'’s enactment on April 13, 1971 through the present day and how the permissible
exposure levels (PEL) have evolved to the present day.

Dr. Sawyer may also offer opinions regarding the fact and reasonableness of industry’s
and specific companies’ reliance upon the development of the scientific and medical literature
regarding asbestos and disease.

Dr. Sawyer may also offer testimony in response to any issue discussed by plaintiffs
experts in reports or testimony. His testimony may also include specific opinions related to this
defendant’s State of the Art issues, including corporate documents.

William H. Krebs, Ph.D.

Assistant Director, Occupational Safety and Health
General Motors Corporation

1014 Bishop Road
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Grosse Point, Michigan
303/885-9039

Dr. Krebs has a degree in public health and has had training in epidemiology. He may
be called to testify with regard to friction products which contain asbestos, forsterite, release of
asbestos fibers during the braking process, testing of brake products, medical and scientific
literature which addresses the listed topics, and threshold limit values.

Arnold E. Anderson

Tribo Diagnostic Corporation
P.O. Box 2008

Livonia, Michigan 48151
313/427-6507

Mr. Anderson has expertise in the composition, manufacture, use and wear
characteristics of friction materials. He may be asked to testify concerning the following
matters: (a) how a brake job is performed and the potential for dust exposure; (b) the science

~of tribology; (c) the types, characteristics and chemical properties of asbestos used in friction
materials and their pathogenic potential; (d) the types, composition and manufacture of friction
materials; (e) the history of friction materials, the use of asbestos in friction materials and the
availability of substitutes for asbestos; (f) decomposition of asbestos in friction materials during
the wear process; (g) the nature of residual materials after wear; and (h) the effects of wear
debris in the occupational environment of workers where friction materials are used. If called,
he is expected to testify concerning certain other aspects of and bases for these general areas of
opinion relating to this cause, or other matters of fact regarding friction materials which because
of their technical nature, may contain such opinions.

"~ Graham W. Gibbs
14-51221 Range Road
265 Spruce Grove
Alberta, Canada T7Y1E7
403/987-2883

Graham Gibbs has expertise in the areas of epidemiology, industrial hygiene, and
toxicology, both generally and particularly as those areas relate to asbestos exposure and
exposure to asbestos-containing friction products. His opinions and the grounds for same
include the following matters: (a) the types, characteristics and chemical properties of asbestos
and their respective pathogenic potential; (b) the types, composition and manufacture of friction
materials; (c) the history of friction materials, the use of asbestos in friction materials, and the
lack of availability of suitable substitute materials for such use at relevant times; (d)
decomposition of asbestos in friction materials during the wear process; (e) the composition of
residual materials after wear does not include significant asbestos; (f) the effects of wear and the
occupational environment of workers in which these products are used; (g) federal laws and
regulations governing asbestos exposure; (h) threshold limit values and time-weighted averages;
(i) characteristics and epidemiology of asbestos-related diseases, (j) relevant medical and
scientific literature on these subjects; (k) the concepts of toxicity and hazard, including
discussion of the human body’s natural defense system; (1) dose response relationships; (m)
potential for asbestos exposure in occupational settings; and (n) types, characteristics, and uses
of various types of asbestos. He may also be called to testify concerning certain (i) other details
relating to aspects of and bases for these areas of opinions relating to this action; or, (ii) other
matters of fact which because of technical nature may contain some opinions.

Dr. Gibbs may testify in the areas of toxicology, industrial hygiene, inhalation toxicology
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and methodology, mechanisms of pulmonary irritant activity and the extrapolation of data from
animals to man.

John W. Kourik, P.E.
1136 Olivaire Lane

St. Louis, Missouri 63132
314/994-7857

John Kourik may be called to testify about the braking systems of various vehicles and
state of the art information. He may also testify about developments in braking system design,
manufacture and testing. He may testify further concerning the mechanics of friction products,
braking system repair procedures and consumer expectations of braking systems and vehicle
safety. Mr. Kourik may testify about the characteristics of chrysotile asbestos and its use in
friction products as well as substitute and replacement materials for asbestos in friction
products.

Edward E. Hester, Jr.

2201 North Glenbrook Drive

Garland, Texas 75040

(972) 675-0134

Edward Hester has worked as amechanic for more than 30 years in the

State of Texas and is currently an automotive repair instructor at Cedar Valley College. Mr.
Hester has performed many automotive repairs throughout his career, including repairs on brake
systems, clutch systems, transmissions, and other parts of the automobile. Mr. Hester may testify
about the differences between OEM and after market brake shoes. He may testify about the use
and availability of after market brake shoes and OEM brake shoes in various settings as well as
the market share of specific name brands of brake products. Mr. Hester may demonstrate all
aspects of brake and clutch repair work, including how to perform a drum and disk brake job, how
to arc brake shoes and clean a wheel drum and backing plate. Mr. Hester may testify about the
minimal amount of dust created, if any, during brake repair, clutch repair, and other automotive
work. Mr. Hester may testify about the general working conditions in automotive garages. Mr.
Hester may testify regarding all aspects of automotive repair including transmissions, brake and
clutchrepair. He may testify about the function of brakes and clutches and the known benefits of
using asbestos in automotive products. He may testify about the safety and functionality issues
associated with brakes systems and other automotive systems, and the benefit of asbestos in both
safety and functionality of automotive systems.

Mr. Hester may also testify about the various certifications available to mechaniqs, and the
course of study and examinations associated with those certifications. He may also testify about
the use of service manuals and other written materials commonly used in the industry.

He may respond to any testimony by any fact or expert witness regarding the use,

repair, and manufacture of brakes or other automotive systems, general practices in garages,
what was known about asbestos in the garage industry and when.
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Bobby Unser

7700 Central Ave., SW
Albuquerque, NM 87121-2113
(281) 480-9847

Bobby Unser is a race car driver, mechanic, and automobile dealership owner. He will
offer testimony regarding automotive repair both in the racing and private industry. Mr. Unser
has performed many brake and clutch repairs throughout his career. Mr. Unser may testify
regarding all aspects of brake and clutch repair, the function of brakes and clutches and the
known benefits of using asbestos in friction products. Mr. Unser may testify about the
differences between OEM and after market brake shoes. Mr. Unser may demonstrate all
aspects of brake and clutch repair work. Mr. Unser may testify regarding the minimal amount
of dust created, if any, during brake and clutch repair. Mr. Unser may testify about the general
working conditions in automotive garages in the racing and public industry. He may also testify
about the availability and performance of non-asbestos containing friction products.

He may respond to any testimony by any fact or expert witness regarding the use,
" repair, manufacture of brakes, general practices in garages, and what was known about
asbestos in the racing and private industry and in the garage industry and when it was known.

Hank Vaughn

Advarice Auto Parts

3219 E. Highway 34, Suite A
Newnan, GA 30200

Mr. Vaughn may testify concerning the chain of custody for various friction products
tested by William Longo. He may also testify regarding all aspects of brake and clutch repair,
the function of brakes and clutches and the known benefits of using asbestos in friction
products. Mr. Vaughn may testify about the differences between OEM and after market brake
shoes. Mr. Vaughn may demonstrate all aspects of brake and clutch repair work, including
how to perform a drum and disk brake job, how to arc brake shoes and clean a wheel drum
and backing plate. Mr. Vaughn may testify the minimal amount of dust created, if any, during
brake and clutch repair. Mr. Vaughn may testify about the general working conditions in
automotive garages.

Denny Edmund Edwards, Sr.
2326 Linson

Beaumont, TX 77703

(409) 832-6056

Mr. Edwards is a former mechanic. He may testify by deposmon taken in Cause No.
A-0162248; Denny Edmund Edwards v. Allied Signal, et al., in the 58™ Judicial District of
Jefferson, County, Texas, regarding all aspects of brake and clutch repairs. He may testify
about how to perform a drum and disk brake job, how to arc brake shoes and clean a wheel
drum and backing plate.

Douglas P. Fowler, Ph.D.
Fowler Associates

Bayport Marina Plaza

540 West Cutting Boulevard
Richmond, CA 94804
(510) 233-5733
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Frederick M. Toca, Ph.D.
Atlantic Environmental, Inc.
2 East Blackwell Street
Dover, NJ 07801

(973) 366-4660

Dr. Fowler and Dr. Toca will testify generally about industrial hygiene, including proper
methods of taking airborne samples of asbestos, as well as settled asbestos dust, and the health
effect of different levels of airborne asbestos. They will critique the methods and tests of
plaintiffs’ experts who purport to do tests to measure the airborne asbestos released from
manipulation of asbestos-containing products. These witnesses are designated live or by
transcript in the matter of Lambert v. Crane, United States District Court for the Southern
District of Indiana, Sept. 11, 2000. If called live, these witnesses may discuss the use of certain
asbestos-containing products, the scientific literature regarding asbestos disease among various
populations, the significance of different levels of exposure to asbestos, the physical
characteristics, uses for and disease-causing potential, if any, of the various forms of asbestos,
including chrysotile, amosite, and crocidolite. These witnesses may address any industrial
hygiene matter raised by a witness called by any other party.

Dr. Toca has a Bachelor of Science in Biology, a Master of Public
Health in Industrial Hygiene and a Ph.D. in Preventative Medicine with an emphasis on
Toxicology and Industrial Hygiene.

Dr. Toca has spent more than twenty (20) years directing, managing and leading
programs in Industrial Hygiene, Toxicology, Occupational Safety and Environmental Sciences
for major corporations. He is the past president of the American Industrial Hygiene
Association.

Dr. Toca will discuss the literature relating to transformation of the chrysotile asbestos
fibers in brake linings into forsterite during the friction process. He will testify that forsterite is a
non-toxic material totally different from asbestos. He will also discuss air sampling studies
which have been conducted on the exposure of brake mechanics to asbestos fibers during
service work on automobile brake linings.

Dr. Toca will discuss the indirect sample preparation method and its shortcomings. The
indirect preparation method does not measure worker exposure or health hazards. He will also
discuss the use of Tyndall lighting and its effect upon particles. In a case where William Longo
has testified for the Plaintiff, Dr. Toca will discuss the videotape demonstrations filmed by
Longo and the misleading nature of those videotapes. Dr. Toca will also analyze the data
entered by Longo from his videotapes and will testify that no health hazards were demonstrated
in his videotape because the threshold limit value was not exceeded.

Dennis J. Paustenbach, Ph.D., C.1LH., DABT
Exponent, Inc.

140 Commonwealth Drive

Menlo Park, CA 94025

(605) 326-9400

Dennis J. Paustenbach, Ph.D., is a risk assessment, industrial hygiene, and state of the
art expert with a doctorate in Environmental Toxicology. Dr. Paustenbach will be prepared to
offer testimony about what risks from asbestos exposure were known by health professionals
over time and whether the auto industry should have been on notice that brake mechanics were
at some increased risk from their exposure to asbestos from brake linings and from brake dust.
Dr. Paustenbach will base his testimony on his expertise in the fields of risk assessment,
toxicology, industrial hygiene, and occupational health, and the related disciplines that comprise
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those areas of expertise. Dr. Paustenbach’s testimony will also be based on his review of
federal regulations and publications, scientific studies on asbestos, auto industry documents,
documents relied upon by Plaintiffs’ designated experts, and research into the brake
manufacturing and brake repair processes.

Dr. Paustenbach will testify that asbestos exposure at certain concentration levels can cause
disease and that the levels that have been considered acceptable in the workplace have changed
over time as the scientific community’s knowledge about asbestos has evolved. Dr. Paustenbach
will further testify that even as the concentration levels of asbestos exposure considered acceptable
in the workplace have been lowered, the auto industry had access to information by which it could
reasonably conclude that brake mechanics were not exposed to levels of asbestos in excess of
those levels. Dr. Paustenbach will also testify that the auto industry acted appropriately and
responsively in light of the information and knowledge available to it, the government, and the
scientific community over time. Finally, Dr. Paustenbach will testify that brake mechanics are not,
and have never been, at greater risk of asbestos-related diseases than the general public.

Frederick William Boelter, C.1.H.
1300 Higgins Road #301
Parkridge, Illinois 60069

(847) 692-4700

Mr. Boelter is a certified industrial hygienist. He may give testimony regarding the
foreseeable level of fiberrelease, if any, from asbestos-containing friction products. He may testify
regarding the permissible exposure levels established by OSHA and the applicability of the OSHA
and EPA guidelines as theyrelate to asbestos-containing materials. He mayalso testify regarding
exposure levels associated with other types of asbestos products. He may complete cumulative
asbestos exposure assessments on individual plaintiffs.

He may testify about the role of the industrial hygienist in assessing risk generally, and with
respect to asbestos-containing products. He will provide current and historical information
regarding air and dust sampling methods for asbestos in occupational settings and the proper use
and application of all such methodology. He may also testify regarding the proper and improper
methods for occupational sampling of asbestos. He may testify that the use of settled dust methods
or Tyndall or refractive light methods do not provide a proper scientific basis for sampling and have
no value in assessing occupational risk to asbestos exposure. .

He may testify about his review and criticisms of the tests performed on friction products
by plaintiff experts, Longo and Hatfield.

John Spencer, C.I.H.
Environmental Profiles

803 Frederick Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21228
(410) 744-0700

M. Spencer is a certified industrial hygienist and certified safety professional. Hemay give
testimony regarding the level of fiber release, if any, from asbestos-containing friction products in
the occupational setting. He may testify regarding threshold limit values and permissible exposure
levels as promulgated by private organizations and government agencies. He may testify as to
issues involving reentrainment and fiber drift. He may testify as to work practices regarding various
types of occupations using products that contained asbestos. He may testify as to the applicability
ofthe OSHA and EPA’s guidelines as they relate to various types of products including asbestos-
containing friction products. He may testify as to exposure that may result from the use of other
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types of asbestos products. He may complete asbestos exposure assessments on individual
plaintiffs.

Arthur L. Frank, M.D., Ph.D.
Associate Director for Research
University of Texas Health Center
11937 U.S. Highway 271

Tyler, TX 75710

(903) 877-7250

Dr. Frank will testify by deposition taken in Weldon Bouldin, et al. v. Abex Corporation,
et al., Cause No. 95G0712, In the 239" Judicial District Court of Brazoria County, Texas, on
September 20, 2000, concerning the manner in which certain garage worker and friction product
studies were conducted and their significance.

- AlJ. Priest
106 Reliance Court
Rockwall, Texas 75032
(214) 824-3087

Mr. Priest has a Bachelor of Science in Industrial Technology, Master’s, completed course
work for a Doctorate in Vocational Education, some 30 years of experience as an ASE Master
Certified Mechanic, more than 25 years of experience as a teacher and college professor of
automotive technology and education, as well as other training and experience. He maybe called
to testify concerning matters of fact and opinion relating to his knowledge, education, training and
experience in areas relating to mechanic work, brake repair and maintenance and all related issues,
the manner in which brake repair and maintenance is or was conducted at relevant times, the
similarity of equipment, physical components of friction products and process of brake repair
nationwide at relevant times, the lack of accuracy of the purported simulations or descriptions
advanced by Plaintiffs’ counsel and their witnesses and the bases therefor, the nature and few
seconds involved in shaping activities, the absence of a need to shape friction products at various
relevant times or circumstances, opinions relating to the Plaintiff’s work history and descriptions
ofhis work, and other issues responsive to the testimony of Plaintiffs’ experts, once those opinions
are provided to Defendants.

Arthur Langer, Ph.D.
Institute of Applied Sciences
Brooklyn College of the City University
New York, New York

Dr. Langer is a mineralogist with a Ph.D. from Columbia University. Dr. Langer is a
Professor of mineralogy at City University, New York, New York, and director of the
Environmental Sciences Laboratory of the Institute of Applied Sciences, Brooklyn College of the
City University of New York. Dr. Langer is expected to identify and describe the various methods
by which inorganic material, from aerosols, bulk samples, or tissue, may be analyzed chemically,
crystollagraphically, and structurally. He may testify about various sampling methods and other
experimental models and methods, and their relative efficacy and accuracy.Dr. Langer is expected
to testify about the various types of asbestos fiber, the geographic locations where the fibers can
be found, the potential biologic activity of the various fibers in the human lung (including inorganic
toxicity), the physical and chemical characteristics of the various asbestos fibers, and the
identification and characterization of asbestos fibers. Dr. Langer is expected to testify as to the
types of inorganic minerals found in the lung tissue of persons with malignant mesothelioma and
which are associated with the incidence of malignant mesothelioma in humans. Dr. Langer is
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expected to identify the types of fiber that have been shown to create an increased risk for
malignant mesothelioma. Dr. Langer is expected to testify as to the physical and chemical
characteristics of the fibers that have been shown to create an increased risk of malignant
mesothelioma. Dr. Langer is expected to testify as to the potential for certain finished asbestos
containing products to be contaminated with inorganic minerals and the amounts and the typesof
trace contaminants that may be found in the products. Dr. Langer is expected to offer testimony
as to the amount of contaminants that are found in finished asbestos-containing products--if: any--
and the chemical, crystallographic, and structural composition of the contaminants. Dr. Langeris
expected to testlfy about the contents of brake wear dust and brake products generally. He is
expected to testify about the change which occurs in brake products during normal use. Dr.
Langer is expected to testify as to the levels of the airborne contaminants that can be generated
from a finished product--if any. Dr. Langer is expected to testify, based upon his review of the
literature and of evidence of exposure, that exposure to certain encapsulated products did not result
in arelease of any contaminants sufficient to cause disease in persons such as plaintiff. Dr. Langer
is expected to testify that his work and the literature do not establish that certain encapsulated
products aré contaminated with tremolite asbestos. Dr. Langer is expected to testify about the
results of various studies conducted by himself and others relative to exposure to brake products.
He is expected to testify about the significance of various forms of inquiry including case studies
and other forms of research. He is expected to testify about the inferences and conclusion that can
be drawn from different types of studies and various different publications.

Mary Jane Teta, Dr. Ph., M.P.A.
234 Old Woodbury Road
Southbury, CT 06488

(203) 262-6441

Dr. Teta has expertise in the area of epidemiology, both generally and particularly related
to asbestos exposure and exposure to asbestos-containing friction products. She also has expertise
in the epidemiologic study of mesothelioma and other cancers in the human body. She maybe
called to testify, either live or by deposition, based upon her general knowledge and review of the
scientific and medical literature, concerning the incidence rate of mesothelioma among various
occupations, including automotive mechanics. Dr. Teta is expected to opine that automotive
mechanics are at no increased risk of developing mesothelioma. She may testify that this lack of
increased risk has been demonstrated consistently throughout a variety of well-designed, peer-
reviewed studies as well as incidence and mortality data collected by various government
organizations. In support of these opinions, Dr. Teta may testify that there is no association
between brake repair and mesothelioma or cancer of the lung.

Dr. Richard J. Lee

RJ Lee Group, Inc.

350 Hochberg Road
Monroeville, PA 15146

Dr. Lee is amicroscopist and materials scientist. Dr. Lee may testify about the appropriate
methodologies, standards and techniques to be used (and that have historically been used) in the
collection, analysis and measurement of asbestos levels and exposure, including the proper use and
interpretation of direct and indirect sample collection methods, sample sonification, TEM and PCM
analysis techniques.

Dr. Lee also may testify regarding what conclusions can and cannot be reached regarding
asbestos exposure levels from visual inspections of the exposure or simulate-exposure area (such
as viewing dust clouds that may contain asbestos dust) under various lighting conditions, including
when viewed under Tyndall lighting.
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Dr. Lee may also testify on the appropriateness of or proper conclusions that can be drawn
from any exposure simulations and exposure measurements undertaken, examined or considered
by any expert or other witness offered by plaintiffs or any co-defendant.

Additionally, the experts listed above may testify regarding the lack of information
regarding ill health effects of chrysotile asbestos used in friction products, state of the art and
knowledge in the industry during the relevant time frame.

A copy of each identified individual’s curriculum vitae is presently in the possession of
Plaintiffs’ counsel. If an additional review of such is necessary, same will be available for
review at the office of counsel for Chrysler at a mutually convenient time.

Vickie A.M. St. Hilaire
P.O. Box 1842

- Lewiston, ME 04241
(207) 784-8696

Dr. Douglas Pohl

Central Maine Medical Center
3300 Main Street

Lewiston, ME 04240

Ms. St. Hilaire and Dr. Pohl have knowledge of the nature, content, and present
location of exhibits and documents produced at the January 4, 2001 deposition of Dr. Pohl and
subsequent depositions of Dr. Pohl in this case as well as other asbestos-related personal injury
actions. They may also testify regarding facts relevant to DaimlerChrysler Corporation’s claim
for spoliation of evidence.

Larry Newton, CIH

3945 Lakefield Ct.
Suwanee, Georgia 30024
(770) 866-3200

Mr. Newton, a certified industrial hygienist, works with Plaintiffs’ experts, William
Longo, Ph.D. and Richard Hatfield. Mr. Newton may testify concerning the testing he has
performed with Dr. Longo and Richard Hatfield on various asbestos containing products.

Additionally, the experts listed above may testify regarding the lack of
information regarding ill health effects of chrysotile asbestos used in friction products, state of
the art and knowledge in the industry during the relevant time frame.

A copy of each identified individual’s curriculum vitae is presently in the
possession of Plaintiffs’ counsel. If an additional review of such is necessary, same will be
available for review at the office of counsel for Chrysler at a mutually convenient time.

Additionally, the experts listed above may testify regarding the lack of

information regarding ill health effects of chrysotile asbestos used in friction products, state of
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the art and knowledge in the industry during the relevant time frame.

A copy of each identified individual's curriculum vitae is presently in the
possession of Plaintiffs' counsel. If an additional review of such is necessary, same will be
available for review at the office of counsel for Chrysler at a mutually convenient time.

54.  Please state the name and last known address of each expert witness
who is not retained or employed for that purpose who is an employee of Defendant and will
render an opinion within his expertise at the time of trial.

ANSWER: )

See answer to interrogatory no. 53.

55.  Does Defendant admit that service of process was properly had on it in
these cases? If not, please state why.

ANSWER:
Chrysler does not contest service at this time.
55.1_ For each and every affirmative defense asserted in the Defendant's
Answer to Plaintiffs' Complaint, the cross-claims or counter-claims of any party against
Defendant state:
(a) the facts upon which Defendant relies for each and every affirmative
defense;
(b) each and every document which will be offered to prove each and every
affirmative defense; and
(©) each and every witness who will testify in support of each and every
affirmative defense;
(d) the substance and subject matter of the anticipated testimony of each
witness identified in the preceding response.
ANSWER:
Chrysler states further that investigation through discovery is ongoing with

respect to the affirmative defenses raised in its answer and that, prior to trial, it will notify the
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Court of any affirmative defenses which it does not seek to establish by way of proof at trial.

56. Does Defendant have policies of insurance that might cover the claims that have

been made by the Plaintiffs herein?

(2)

ANSWER:

If so, please list the name of each insurance carrier who may have coverage,

the amount of such coverage, and the dates of each such policy.

Chrysler is presently self-insured and has been self-insured subsequent to 1972.

Chrysler was_insured by the Hartford Insurance Company from 1926 through 1972. There

were separate policies for each year.

56.1 Has Defendant ever been involved in any litigation concerning potential

insurance coverage for asbestos products liability matters? If so, please state:

ANSWER:

(@) the case caption, court and date of filing of each case in which you have

been involved;

_(b)  whether you were Plaintiff or Defendant;

©) a brief statement of the issues;

()] identify by date, author and recipients(s), (including recipients of carbon
copies) all documents listed as exhibits by either party in this litigation;

(e) identify by deponent and date all individuals who were deposed in these
cases;

® identify by date, author and recipient(s) all documents that have been
placed on a protective order in such litigation;

® identify all expert witnesses retained for use at trial in any of the above

litigation by name, address and telephone number.

Chrysler objects to this interrogatory because it is overly broad, unduly

burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or

scope and is neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
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evidence. Chrysler further objects to this interrogatory as it relates to products that have not
been identified by Plaintiffs, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity
to, Plaintiffs and to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require
Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not
relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome.

57.  Please state the name and address of each person who has knowledge
of relevant facts regarding claims and defenses of this lawsuit.
ANSWER:

To the extent not previously listed in response to these interrogatories, Chrysler
believes Plaintiffs and all witnesses listed by Plaintiffs have relevant knowledge.

58. State the last date that Defendant sold, distributed, manufactured, installed
and/or otherwise placed asbestos-containing products into the stream of commerce.
ANSWER:

Presently, Chrysler does not manufacture any vehicles which containing

asbestos-containing products.
Respectfully submitted,
[s/ Matthew C. O’CONNELL
MATTHEW C. O’CONNELL (0029043)
moconnell@sutter-law.com
CHRISTINA TUGGEY HIDEK (0072487)
chidek@ sutter-law.com
Sutter, O'Connell, Mannion &
Farchione Co. L.P.A.
3600 Erieview Tower
1301 East 9" Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-1273
(216)928-2200
(216)928-4400 Facsimile
Attorneys for Defendant
DaimlerChrysler Corporation

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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mailto:moconnell@sutter-law.com

Service of the foregoing Responses to Plaintiffs’ Master Set of Interrogatories were
filed via CLAD on February 11", 2003.

/s/Matthew C. Q’CONNELL
MATTHEW C. O°CONNELL

Matthew C. O’Connell

(0029043)
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_ PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIO

IN RE: ALL BARON & BUDD CASES IN . ASBESTOS MASTER CASE
WHICH DAIMLERCHRYSLER :  NUMBER 073958
CORPORATION IS NAMED :
AS A DEFENDANT . (JUDGE HARRY A. HANNA)
Plaintiffs, :
-vs-

A-BEST PRODUCTS COMPANY, ET AL,
Defendants.

DEFENDANT DAIMLERCHRYSLER CORPORATION’S
OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF'S

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
NOW COMES DaimlerChrysler Corporation formerly known as Chrysler Corporation,

one of the Defendants in the above-styled and numbered cause (hereinafter “Chrysler” or
“Defendant”), and makes the following Objections and Responses to Plaintiffs’ Request for
Production of Documents to DaimlerChrysler Corporation in accordance with the Ohio Rules of
Civil Procedure.
L
OBJECTIONS

These responses are based upon facts known or believed by Chrysler at the time of
answering these requests for production. Much of the information requested dates back many
years and is difficult or impossible to reconstruct or retrieve. These discovery responses are made
pursuant to areasonable and duly diligent investigation and search for the information requested.
Chrysler reserves the right to amend these responses if new or additional information becomes
available to it.

Chrysler further objects to the definitions and instructions prepared by Plaintiffs’ counsel
in that they are overly broad, vague, ambiguous, and are not reasonal;ly limited in scope or time.

Plaintiffs’ definitions and instructions are overly burdensome, overreaching, and sought merely for



purposes of harassment and, as such, Chrysler objects to all those definitions contained within
Plaintiffs’ discovery to the extent they and Plaintiffs’ instructions are inconsistent with the normal
and customary usage of words pursuant to the Ohio Civil Rules. Chrysler further objects to
Plaintiffs’ definitions and instructions to the extent they seek to expand the duty to object and seek
intrusion into the attorney-client privilege, work product privilege, witness statement privilege, other
federal and state law privileges, party communications privilege and consulting expert privilege
contained in Ohio Civil Rules. Materials to be produced will be produced according to the

provisions of the Ohio Civil Rules, and Chrysler objects to Plaintiffs’ instructions to the contrary.

I

Chrysler further objects to Plaintiffs’ request for production as a whole to the extent that

definition for the term “asbestos.” Plaintiffs’ counsel apparently seeks to utilize the generic term
rather than specify the actual substance complained about with regard to Chrysler. Chrysler’s
vehicles at times utilized a specific type of asbestos, chrysolite, in its friction products and to the
extent that the requests for production are directed to a generic use of the term “asbestos,”
Chrysler objects to that term as being intentionally non-specific/global, overly broad, vague and
ambiguous. Such information using this generic term is otherwise irrelevant, overly broad,
vague and ambiguous as well as being outside the scope of permissible discovery and seeking
information privileged from discovery under the attorney work product and attorney-client
privilege. To the extent the responses are made with regard to these requests for production,
Chrysler will respond with regard to the term “asbestos” referring to the chrysolite material
utilized by Chrysler.
III.
Those objections set forth herein are hereby applied to all responses set forth in each

specific request for production as if fully set forth in each particular request for production.



Iv.

To the extent that discoverable items are produced to Plaintiffs, any production for copying
and inspection of such items will be made at amutually convenient location at amutually agreeable
time between the parties pursuant to the Ohio Civil Rules.

V.

These answers to the requests for production do not apply to American Motors
Corporation.

Subj_ect to those objections set forth and without waiving same, Chrysler responds as
follows:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each photograph or picture of each
asbestos-containing product that Defendant has ever mined, manufactured, sold, marketed,
installed, and/or distributed.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler states that it understands that
Plaintiffs allege they were exposed to asbestos from automotive friction products, and
Chrysler=s response to this request is limited to those products. Chrysler does not maintain
documentary or photographic copies of each asbestos-containing friction product it has ever

manufactured, sold, marketed or distributed.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:



Please produce a true and correct copy of each document which reflects sales of those

asbestos-containing products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5 to any of the job sites
listed on Exhibit A, attached hereto.
RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
_are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents
responsive to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each document which reflects sales of
Defendant’s asbestos-containing products to companies that may have distributed, packaged,
labeled, and/or sold Defendant’s asbestos-containing products.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents

responsive to this request.



REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each record and/or contract which reflects
the sales of Defendant’s asbestos-containing products to any of the job sites listed on Exhibit A,
attached hereto.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressivé and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents
responsive to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each record and/or contract which reflects
the sales of Defendant’s asbestos-containing products to distributors and marketers who may
have called on any of the job sites listed on Exhibit A, attached hereto.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such

information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad.



Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents
responsive to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each contract and/or work order that
reflects contracts for Defendant to have asbestos-containing products installed or removed at
any of the job sites listed on Exhibit A, attached hereto.

RESPONSE:

Chr)_'sler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are nof relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive
to this request.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each work order and contract that reflects
contract business between Defendant and any of the job sites listed on Exhibit A, attached
hereto, for the application of asbestos-containing products.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such

information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad.



Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents
responsive to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each document relating to the design and
preparation of the asbestos-containing products listed in Defendant’s answer to Interrogatory
No. 5.

RESPONSE:
Chr}_/sler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
_oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad. Chrysler
further objects to this request on the basis that the requested materials are either proprietary or
trade secret in nature and are thus undiscoverable. Subject to and without waiving these
objections, to the extent documents responsive to this request exist, they will be produced at a
mutually agreeable time and place.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

For each product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5, please produce a copy of
all tests that were conducted to determine any potential health hazards involved in its use or
exposure (this Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 18 previously
propounded to Defendant in this litigation).

RESPONSE:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in automotive

friction products, and therefore, Chrysler=s answer to this request is limited to those products.

To the extent documents responsive to this request exist, they will be produced.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:



Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents relating to the testing of any
product which Defendant listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5 (this Request for Production
relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 19 previously propounded to Defendant in this litigation).
RESPONSE:

See response and objection to Request No. 9.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all tests which Defendant conducted and/or
has in its possession to determine potential health hazards involved in the use of or exposure to
asbestos products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5 (this Request for Production relates
to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 21 previously propounded to Defendant in this litigation).
RESPONSE:

See response and objection to Request No. 9.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all studies which Defendant conducted or
caused to be conducted concerning the effects of the inhalation of asbestos dust and/or fibers in
workers or other persons using, working with and/or around, installing and/or applying any of
the asbestos products mined, manufactured, sold, distributed, marketed, installed and/or
relabeled for distribution by Defendant or Defendant’s predecessor (this Request for
Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 22 previously propounded to Defendant in
this litigation).

RESPONSE:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in automotive

friction products, and therefore, Chrysler=s answer to this request is limited to those products.

Chrysler is aware of no studies other than the ones identified in Request No. 9.



REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents relating to any studies made
or caused to be made by Defendant, to determine whether the asbestos-containing products
mined, manufactured, sold, marketed, installed or distributed by Defendant or Defendant's
predecessor would be hazardous to people (this Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs'
Interrogatory No. 23 previously propounded to Defendant in this litigation).

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is irrelevant as it sets forth a test
. which is not the best for product safety under any legal standard. Subject to and
without waiving these objections, every product or rﬁaterial can have some risk or
hazard associated with its use. Responding further, see response and objections to

Request No. 12.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all tests in the field which Defendant
conducted or caused to be conducted to determine the nature and extent of asbestos dust
and/or fiber exposure to insulators, applicators, fellow employees or other workers removing
and/or tearing out asbestos-containing products (this Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs'
Interrogatory No. 24 previously propounded to Defendant in this litigation).
RESPONSE:




See response and objection to Request No. 9.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each test which Defendant conducted or
caused to be conducted regarding the quantity, quality, or threshold limit value of asbestos dust,
fibers, and/or particles to which workers were exposed while using, working with and/or
around, installing and/or applying Defendant’s asbestos-containing products (this Request for
Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 31 previously propounded to Defendant in
this litigation).

'RESPONSE:

See response and objection to Request No. 9.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

For each product listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5, please produce a true and
correct copy of all promotional or sales material including, but not limited to, brochures,
pamphlets, catalogs, packaging, or other written materials of any kind or character.
RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To requir\e Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, to the extent documents responsive to

this request exist, they will be produced at a mutually agreeable time and place.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all warnings, cautions, caveats or directions
concerning the possible health effects of the products listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5
(this Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 41 previously propounded
to Defendant).

RESPONSE:
See answer to Interrogatory No. 41.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all written materials prepared by Defendant
or Defendant’s predecessors or any of Defendant’s subsidiaries indicating how the products
listed in response to Interrogatory No. 5 should be used or maintained by the ultimate user (this
Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 43 previously propounded to
Defendant).

RESPONSE:

See response and objection to Request No. 17.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all notices received by Defendant prior to
1968 that any person was claiming injury or had sustained an abnormal x-ray reading as a result
of using asbestos-containing products mined, manufactured, sold, marketed, installed, or
distributed by Defendant (this Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 48
previously propounded to Defendant).

RESPONSE:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in automotive
friction products, and therefore, Chrysler=s answer to this request is limited to those products.
The information sought in this request is irrelevant and immaterial for the reasons that whether
or not claims have been filed has no relevance to the end user of Chrysler’s product. Chrysler

does not organize claims filed against it by injuries claimed. Therefore, it would be extremely
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burdensome, onerous and harassing to compel Chrysler to review every single claim ever filed.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20:

Please produce a true and correct copy of statements from all people with knowledge
of relevant facts to this lawsuit.
RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information protected by the attorney

work product and attorney-client privilege

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents which mention, allude or refer
to tests performed on breathing devices to prevent the inhalation of asbestos dust and/or fibers
(this Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory No. 52 previously propounded
to Defendant).

RESPONSE:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege they were exposed to asbestos from
automotive friction products and Chrysler=s response to this request is limited to those
products. Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this request..

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 22:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all reports by experts that Defendant may
call upon at the trial of this case (this Request for Production relates to Plaintiffs' Interrogatory
No. 53 previously propounded to Defendant).

RESPONSE:
Chrysler states that expert witness reports will be provided in the time and manner as

directed by order of the Trial Court.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 23:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all policies of insurance under which any
person carrying on an insurance business may be liable to satisfy part or all of a judgment which
may be entered in the action or to indemnify or reimburse for payments made to satisfy the
judgment.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,

oppressive e_lnd seeks information which is not limited in a relevant time period or scope and is

_neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Chrysler further objects to this request as it relates to products that have not been identified by
Plaintiffs, or through other discovery, as having been used by, or in proximity to, Plaintiffs and
to identified products insofar as the detail requested is immaterial. To require Chrysler to
search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant or
material fo any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 24:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all notices received by D'efendant prior to
1968 that any person was claiming an injury or had sustained an abnormal x-ray reading as a
result of using asbestos-containing products, regardless of the manufacturer or seller of the
products.

RESPONSE:

See response and objection to Request No. 19.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 25:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents, correspondence or
communications pertaining to all marketing, sales, negotiations, delivery or distribution of all of
your asbestos-containing or industrial insulation products to all Defendants to this lawsuit other
than the answering Defendant.

RESPONSE:
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Chrysler is aware of no documents responsive to this Request.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 26:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents memorializing or referring,
relating or pertaining to communications or correspondence among and/or between your
officers, director, agents, representatives, employees or consultants and any employer,
purchaser or user of your asbestos-containing products, its officers, directors, agents,
representatives, employees or consultants which in any way relates, refers or pertains to
asbestos, aspestos-containing products, pneumoconiosis, asbestos-related illness, injury or
disease, dust or workplace health or safety.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad. Because this
request is so overly broad, no specific search can be conducted in response to same without
great expenses and, thus, it has not been determined whether responsive documents exist which
may be withheld pursuant to the privileges identified herein.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 27: ‘

Please produce a true and correct copy of all annual reports of Defendant to employees
or stock holders for the years 1960 through 1969 and for the past five years.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler

to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
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or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler states that the materials
requested are in the public domain.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 28:

Please produce the originals or true and correct copies of all safety or health manuals,
pamphlets or brochures issued by Defendant between 1930 and the present and any
documents {elating to whom said manuals were issued.

'RESPONSE:
See response and objections to Request No. 17.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 29:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all safe workplace practices manuals,
pampbhlets or brochures issued by Defendant from 1900 through the present.
RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad. See also, response and objection to Request No. 17.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 30:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents referring, relating or pertaining
to the Industrial Health Foundation or the Industrial Hygiene Foundation in the custody,
possession or control of Defendant.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs allege exposure to asbestos contained in automotive

15




friction products, and therefore, Chrysler=s answer to this request is limited to those products.

Chrysler has had and does have books and other written material that relate to asbestos.

Chrysler cannot provide the information requested for every book, report, pamphlet or other

document it has ever had regarding asbestos. Chrysler has numerous facilities throughout the

United States and it is not possible to retrieve and identify every document related to this

subject. Chrysler does not have a centralized library or library system that would contain

documents responsive to this request. Chrysler was generally aware of and received

documents available to the professional community, including its industrial hygiene professionals,
_regarding asbestos and the potential hazards associated with excessive exposure to asbestos.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 31:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents referring, relating or pertaining
to the Trudeau Institute and Saranac Lake Laboratory in the custody, possession or control of
Defendant.

RESPONSE:
See response and objection to Request No. 30.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 32:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents referring, relating or pertaining
to the Quebec Asbestos Mining Association (QAMA) in the custody, possession or control of
Defendant.

RESPONSE:
See response and objection to Request No. 30.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 33:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents referring, relating or pertaining
to the National Insulation Manufacturers Association (NIMA) in the custody, possession or

control of Defendant.
RESPONSE:

See response and objection to Request No. 30.

16




REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 34:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents referring, relating or pertaining
to the Thermal Insulation Manufacturers Association (TIMA) in the custody, possession or
control of Defendant.

RESPONSE:

See response and objection to Request No. 30.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 35:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents relating to any conferences,
symposia, or meetings attended by any of your officers, physicians, agents, servants, employees
or consultants which in any way considered, discussed, reviewed or made recommendations
concerning asbestos-related illness, injury or disease; pneumoconiosis; occupational lung
disease; dust; industrial hygiene; and/or worker or workplace health or safety.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler understands that Plaintiffs
alleged exposure to asbestos contained in automotive friction products, and therefore,
Chrysler=s answer to this request is limited to those products. Throughout the years Chrysler,
its employees, or both, have attended numerous conferences, meetings, symposia. Chrysler
cannot provide the information requested for every conference, meeting or symposia it has
attended. Chrysler does not have a centralized library or library system that would contain
documents responsive to this request. Chrysler was generally aware of and received

documents available to the professional community, including its industrial hygiene professionals,
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regarding asbestos and the potential hazards associated with excessive exposure to asbestos.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 36:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents to and/or from Defendant and
any person, organization, institution, laboratory, foundation, corporation, entity, board or
consultants which refer, relate or pertain to air quality studies, dust counts or dust studies,
alleged maximum allowable concentrations (MAC), alleged threshold limit values (TLV) or
protection of your employees or any other employees or persons from actual or alleged hazards
associated with asbestos exposure.

 RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to-any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad. See also response and objection to Request No. 30.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 37:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents to and/or from Defendant and
any person, organization, institution, laboratory, foundation, corporation, entity, board or
consultants which refer, relate or pertain to air quality studies, dust counts or dust studies,
alleged maximum allowable concentrations (MAC), alleged threshold limit values (TLV) or
protection of your employees or any other employees or persons.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To

require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
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are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly

broad. See also response and objection to Request No. 9.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 38:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents to and/or from Defendant
involving any physician, industrial hygienist or public health specialist which in any way relates,
refers or pertains to asbestos-related injury, illness or disease, pneumoconiosis, occupational
lung diseasef, dust, industrial hygiene or worker or workplace health or safety.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad. Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents
responsive to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 39:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all photographs, pictures, prints or any visual
depiction at any time generated showing work‘ers or any person or persons installing, applying,
removing or in any manner handling or utilizing an asbestos-containing product at any time
manufactured, sold or distributed by Defendant.

RESPONSE:
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Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 40:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents pertaining to the acquisition,
purchase or sale by Defendant of any asbestos-containing product manufacturing facility or
asbestos-containing product or product line.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant
nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad. See also
response and objection to Interrogatory No. 4.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 41:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all documents pertaining to the acquisition,
purchase or sale by Defendant of any asbestos-containing product from any other Defendant in
this case or to any other Defendant in this case.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,

oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in time or scope, and is neither relevant

nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To require Chrysler
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to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which are not relevant
or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such
information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly broad.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, Chrysler is aware of no documents

responsive to this request.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 42:

For each and every affirmative defense asserted in Defendant's Answer to Plaintiffs'
Complaint, _the cross-claims or counter-claims of any party against Defendant, produce each
and every document which will be offered to prove each and every affirmative defense. For
each and every allegation of Defendant in cross-claim(s) asserted by Defendant in this litigation,
produce each and every document which will be offered to prove each and every allegation in
Defendant's cross-claim(s).

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information protected by attorney
work product and attorney-client privilege
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 43:

Please produce a true and correct copy of every transcript of testimony of each witness
Defendant intends to call at trial.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information protected by attorney
work product and attorney-client privilege. Further, a witness list will be provided in the time
and manner as directed by the Trial Court. Chrysler also states witnesses have not been

determined at this time.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 44:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each and every medical record in the
custody, possession or control of Defendant relating to Plaintiffs in this case other than those
medical records produced by Plaintiffs and provided to Defendants in this case.
RESPONSE:

To the extent documents responsive to this request exist, they will be produced at a
mutually agreeable time and place.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 45:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each and every document or other tangible
item upon which Defendant will rely for impeachment or rebuttal purposes in the trial of this
matter.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information protected by attorney
work product and attorney-client privilege. Further, an exhibit list will be provided in the time
and manner as directed by the Trial Court. Chrysler also states witnesses have not been
determined at this time.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 46:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each and every document, recording or
other tangible item that constitutes in whole or in part a statement by Plaintiffs or a statement by
any of Plaintiffs' witnesses in this matter.
RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information potentially protected by
attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving these objections, to the extent
documents responsive to this request exist, they will be produced at a mutually agreeable time

and place.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 47:

Please produce a true and correct copy of each and every photograph, videotape
recording or other tangible item that is a photographic representation of Plaintiffs in this matter.
RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information potentially protected by
attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving these objections, to the extent materials
responsive to this request exist, they will be produced at a mutually agreeable time and place.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 48:

Please produce a true and correct copy of all work records or other tangible items
relating to Plaintiffs or their employers.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information potentially protected by
attorney work product. Subject to and without waiving these objections, to the extent
documents responsive to this request exist, they will be produced at a mutually agreeable time
and place.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 49:

Please produce a true and correct copy of every transcript, affidavit or sworn statement
by each and every witness called by Defendant in any litigation related to insurance that may
cover the claims in this case.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it seeks information potentially protected by .
attorney work product and/or attorney-client privilege. Further, this request is overly broad,
unduly burdensome, oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time
period or scope, and is x;either relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. To require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce
information and documents which are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be

oppressive and unreasonably burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is
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objectionable as being overly broad.
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 50:

For each document for which any privilege is asserted, produce an index containing the
following information:

(a) Author of document;

(b)  Position, title or affiliation of author;

() Date of document;

()] Each recipient of the document

(e)  The position, title or affiliation of each recipient of the document;

® The subject matter of the document with sufficient specificity to determine the |

matters discussed therein; and

(2) The privilege(s) asserted.

RESPONSE:

Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. To
require Chrysler to search out, review, organize and produce information and documents which
are not relevant or material to any issue in this case would be oppressive and unreasonably
burdensome. Such information is irrelevant, and the request is objectionable as being overly
broad.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 51:

If Defendant claims that the documents are too voluminous to produce as requested,
provide the following:

(a) The numerical amount of documents responsive to requests herein;

(b) The method of storage of documents responsive to requests herein;

(c) The method of organzation of documents responsive to requests herein;

(d) The location of documents responsive to requests herein;
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(¢)

¢y

(®

RESPONSE:

Whether there is an index or indices, lists, inventories, or other such information
for records responsive to requests herein;

If there is an index, indices, lists, inventories or other such information for
records responsive to requests herein, whether such index, indices, lists,
inventories or other such information for records responsive herein is printed,
or electronically stored, (i.e. listed in a computer, imaged, part of a database,
etc.).

If the index, indices, lists, inventories or other such information for records
responsive to requests herein, whether such index, indices, lists, inventories or
other such information for records responsive herein is electronically stored,
(i.e. listed in a computer, imaged, part of a database, etc.), the method of such
storage and software used to create and/or maintain said an index, indices, lists,
inventories or other such information for records responsive to requests herein,
whether such index, indices, lists, inventories or other such information for

records responsive herein.

Not applicable.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 52

If any answer to requests herein is subject to an ongoing investigation or continuing

discovery, provide the following information:

(@

(b)

(©
RESPONSE:

The person or persons responsible for the ongoing investigation or continuing
discovery;

The means or methods used or being used for the ongoing investigation or
continuing discovery;

The beginning date of such ongoing investigation or continuing discovery.
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Chrysler objects to this request because it is overly broad, unduly burdensome,
oppressive and seeks information which is not limited in relevant time period or scope, and is
neither relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Matthew C. O’CONNELL
MATTHEW C. O°’CONNELL (0029043)
moconnell@sutter-law.com
CHRISTINA TUGGEY HIDEK (0072487)
chidek@ sutter-law.com
Sutter, O'Connell, Mannion &
Farchione Co. L.P.A.

) 3600 Erieview Tower
1301 East 9™ Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44114-1273
(216)928-2200
(216)928-4400 Facsimile

Attorneys for Defendant
DaimlerChrysler Corporation

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Service of the foregoing Responses to Plaintiffs’ Master Set of Request for Production
were filed via CLAD on February 11%, 2003.

[s/Matthew C. O’CONNELL
MATTHEW C. O’CONNELL

(0029043)
Matthew C. O’Connell
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