IN THE CIRCUIT COURT IN AND FOR ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
JOEIN ALLEN, etal., )

Plaintiffs, ;
v. § Civil Action No. 08-CA-1762-B
MONSANTO COMPANY, et al, ;

Defendants. | ;

DEFENDANTS’ SUPPLEMENTATL OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO
PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO DEFENDANTS

COME NOW Defendants Monsanto Company, Pharmacia Corporation, Solutia Inc., and
Gary Moore (collectively “Defendants”) and submit their Supplemental Objections and

Responses to Plaintiffs® First Request for Production of Documents to Defendants.

GENERAL STATEMENT

These answers and objections are made pursuant to the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure,
and are subject to the General Objections and Limitations set forth at the end of these responses.

CORPORATE DEFENDANTS® CORPORATE HISTORY

Prior to 1997, Old Monsanto; now known as Pharmacia Corporation, was engaged in the
manufacture of, among other things, chemicals, pharmace.uticals and agricultural products. In
1935, Old Monsanto acquired Swann Chemical Co. and from and afte1; the date of that
acquisition through 1977 Old Monsanto manufactured and sold polychlorinated biphenyls or
PCBs._ Old Monsanto manufactured PCBs at its plant in Anniston, Alabama (ceasing in 1971)
and at the W.G. Krummrich Plant in the Villag;a of Sauget, Hlinois (ceasing as of August 31,

1977). On September 1, 1997, Old Monsanto spun off ceriain of its chemical businesses into
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Solutia Inc., an independent, publicly-owned company. One of the plants conveyed to Solutia as
part of this spin-off was the Pensacola Nylon Plant. In 2000, Old Monsanto merged with
Pharmacia & UpJohn, Inc., a publicly-owned pharmaceuticals company, with Old Monsanto

- being the surviving corporation. Upon completion of the merger, Old Monsanto changed jts
name from Monsanto Company to Pharmacia Corporation. Later in 2000, Pharmacia transferred
its égr.'tcultural business to a newly-created corporation named Monsanto Company -- New
Monsanto. New Monsanto later became an independent, publicly-traded company. The
Pensacola Nylon Plant was sold to Aséen‘d »Perf(')rmance Materials on Ju-r'le 1, 2009. As used
herein “Old Monsanto™ refers to Pharmacia Corporation and “New Monsanto” refers to the
currently existing Monsanto Company.

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

1. All correspondence, permits, appIicétions,' reporting forms, lab data, or other
documents in Your possession, custody or control that originated from, or purport to originate
from, or which were sent to, or purport to have been sent to, the Florida Department of Public
Health, the Florida Department of Envirommental Protection, the Agency for the Toxic
Substances and‘ Disease Registry, the federal Environmental Protection Agency, the state or
federal Department of Transportation, the state or federal Occupational Safety and Health
Administration or any other state or federal department or agency concerning PCXs generally or
the Plant specifically. -

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request as overly broad, unduly

burdensoine, seeks irrelevant information and is net reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The request is unlimited in time or fo the Pensacola

Nylon Plant.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the Gemeral Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
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- responses thereto to a reasonable scope sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding

PCBs at the Pensatcoela Nylon Plant.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Smbject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request for documents “from 1965 to the present” and to the

" “facility located at or around 3000 Old Chemstrand Rd, Cantonment, Florida”, Defendants

refer Plaintifis to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and
URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs as they may relate to
the circumstances surrounding PCBs at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

2. All documents and things to which You have referred or upon which You have
relied in any manner in preparation of Your responses to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories”
(and any sets filed thereafter throughout the course of this litigation) or which in any way support

or substantiate your responses to those interrogatories.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below., Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly

. broad, unduly burdensome and harassing. Defendants further object to this request on the

grounds fhat it uses the ambiguous phrase “used by yon.” Defendants further object to
this request on the grounds set forth in General Objection No. 1. Subject to and without
waiving these objections and the General Objections, Defendants will produce the specific
documents referenced in their Responses to Plaintiffs’ First Set of Interrogatories to
Defendants.

3. All documents, tapes or other records reflecting or describing meetings or other
communications between You or any of Your employees, agents, representatives, or contractors
and any Plaintiff.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations as
set forth below. Defendants farther object to this request as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and is not reasonably caleulated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. This request is overly broad in that it fails to specify or
limit in any way the subject matter of “communications” or “meetings” and fails to specify
any time period to which it refers. '

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants are presently unaware of any responsive documents. To date, many of the
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Plaintiffs have not identified their properties with specificity and Plaintiffs’ counsel have
advised that they intend to add and drop Plaintiffs.

4. All documents in Your possession or control that refer or relate to any of the

Plaintiffs or their properties.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this requesi as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant infermation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds
set forth in General Objection No. 1. Subject to and without waiving these objections and
the General Objections, Defendants are presently unaware of any non-privileged
documents. To date, Plaintiffs have not identified their properties with specificity and
Plaintiffs’ counsel have advised that they intend to add and drop Plaintiffs.

—

5. All documents in Your possession, custody or control reporting or reflecting tests
or sampling or results of tests or sampling of dust, soil, water, air, sediment, tissue, blood, or
other media for the presence of PCXs collected in the Escambia River, Escambia Bay or tl_le
areas surrounding these waters or at the Plant site. |

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants farther object to fhis request as overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasomably calculated to lead fo the
discovery of admissible evidence. Defendants further object that the phrase “or in the
areas surrounding these waters” is ambiguous. Defendants object to this request to the
extent it seeks publicly available information since such documents are equally available to
the plaintiffs. Defendants object to this request to the extent it seeks confidential medical
information invelving persons unrelated to this kawsuit.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will produce non-privileged PCB sampling results for PCBs in the environment
on the Pensacola Nylon Plant premises as detected and reported to the regulatory agencies.

SUPPLEMENTAL. RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010, further limiting this request to “PCB test or sampling results on the plant site or
surrounding areas”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 docwment
collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to
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plaintiffs as they may relate to PCB test or sampling resulis on or around the Pensacola
Nylon Plant,

6. All photographs and niaps of the Plant in Your possession, custody or control
showing the present or historical layout, condition, or construction of the plant.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorperate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
Iead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request on the
grounds that it fails to specify any time period to which it relates and fails to def'me the
ambiguous term “condition.” .

" Subject to and without waiving these objections and the Geueral Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto 1o a reasonable scope to provide exemplars of the layout of the Pensacola
Nylon Plant sufficient to show the plant layout as it relates use of PCBs.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, Defendants refer Plaintiffs fo the MONS000001 -
100120 docnment collection, and to the DSW and URS document colleciions that have been

- made available to plaintiffs concerning the layout of the Pensacola Nylon Plant sufficient to

show the plant layout as it relates use of PCBs.

7. All press releases, advertisements, public pronouncements, or warnings issued by
this Defendant pertaining to PCXs generally and the threat, or lack of a threat, of same to the
neighbors of the Plant or to Escambia River, Escambia Bay and all connected waterways.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Ohjections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendanis further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence, Defendants further objeet to this reqnest on the
grounds that it fails to define or limit in any way the subject matter of the requested “press
releases,” “advertisements,” or “public proneuncements” other than te state “pertaining to
PCXs generally,” it fails to define the terms “threat” or “lack of threat,” and it fails to
specify and time period to which it relates. This request is overly broad in that the terms
“neighbors of the Plant or to Escambia River, Escambia Bay and all connected waterways”
is not limited to the geographic area at issue in Plaintiffs’ Complaint.

Subject -to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will produce documents sufficient to show press releases and public
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announcements issued pertaining to the temporary accidental release of PCBs in 1969 from
the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

SUPPLEMENTAJ, RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving amy prior
ebjections and the Gemeral Objections, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 —
100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been
made available to plaintiffs coneerning press releases and public announcements issued
pertaining to the temporary accidental release of PCBs in 1969 from the Pensacola Nylon

Plant. : , .

8. All correspondence, bid documents, contracts, specifications, invoices, or other
documents pertaining to Your use of independent contractors to inventory, study, remove, apply
or dispose of toxic or hazardous substances or wastes at the Plant, including specifically PCXs.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Deféendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
Iead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request on the
grounds that it fails fo define the generic terms “toxic,” “hazardous substances,” or
hazardous “wastes” or the ambiguous term “apply.”

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel fo narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding
remediation of PCBs at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request to “ documents pertaining to the use of independent
coniractors fo inventory, study, remove, apply or dispose of PCBs from the Pensacola
Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document colleciion, and
to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

9. All documents that evidence, refer or relate to the results or report of any
environmental audits, risk assessments, or investigation at the Plant.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants farther object o this request on the grounds that it is overly
. broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to

lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request on the
grounds that it fails to define the generic terms “environmental audits,” “risk assessments”
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or “investigation.” Defendants further object to this request to the extent it seeks
documents or information protected from discovery by the self critical analysis privilege
and/or any other applicable privilege or immuuity. See General objection No. 1.
Defendants object to this request on the grounds that it fails to specify any time frame,
subject matter and is not limited to PCBs. Defendants further object fo this request to the
extent it seeks publicly available information, since such information is equally available tﬂ
the plaintiffs.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the Gemeral Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope sufficient te show the circnmstances surrounding
remediation of PCBs at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE:  Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request “specifically to PCBs” as it relates to “environmental
audits, risk assessments or investigation at the Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the
MONS006001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document
collections that have been made available o plaintiffs.

10.  Any insurance policy which may provide You with coverage for the damages or

relief sought herem.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Subject to and without waiving the General Objections, see Defendanis’
response to Interrogatory No. 5.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to- and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, see attached discovery responses dated 5/15/08
concerning insurance issues previously provided in the Corlew litisation.

11.  The Chemical Safety Data Sheets, Material Safety Data Sheets, Chemical Safe
Handling Information; etc. for any product made at the Plant or material used at the Plant.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants farther object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request on the
grounds that it fails to limit the request to specific chemicals identified in the Complaint
and the request is unlimited in time.
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Subjeet to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to marrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto {o a reasomable scope concerning PCBs used at the Pensacola Nylon
Plant. ’ .

. SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request “to PCBs” Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the
MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document
collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

12.  All meteorological data in Your possession, care or confrol pertaining to the Plant
or its vicinity.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants cbject to this request on the grounds
that it fails to specify any time period to which it refers. Defendants object to the
ambiguous phrase “pertaining to the Plant or its vicinity.” Defendants further object to
this - request to the extent that it seeks publicly available information, since smch
information is equally available to the plaintiffs.

13.  All hydrogeologic data or reports in Your possession, care or control pertaining to

the Plant or its vicinity.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, nnduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to the use of the undefined
term “hydrogeological data” and to the ambiguous phrase “pertaining to the Plant or its
vicinity.” Defendants object to this request on the grounds that it fails to specify any time
period to which it refers. Defendants furiher object fo this request to the extent that it
seeks publicly available information, since such information is equally available to the
plaintiffs.

14.  All documents relating to spills or releases of substances contaminated with

PCXs.
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RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request on the
grounds that it fails to specify any time period, or any person or entity to which it relates.
As phrased, this reguest seeks any document relating fo any spill or release of any material
in which PCBs, dibenzodioxins or dibenzofurans were present anywhere in the world at
any time, by any person or enfity, at any concentration, volume or weight.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the Gemeral Objections,
Defendants will werk with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope involving non-privileged documents sufficient to
show the circumstances surrounding any PCB spills or releases at the Pensacola Nylon
Plant,

SUPPLEMENTAT, RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 -
100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been.
- made available to plaintiffs concerning any PCB spills or releases at the Pensacola Nylon

Plant.

15. All documents in Your possession, care or conirol relating to the toxicity,

hazardousness, or environmental threat of PCXs.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to the use of the undefined
terims “hazardousness” and “environmental threat.” Defendants ebject to this request to
the extent that this request fails to specify any time period to which it relates. Defendants
further ohject to this request to the extent is seeks publicly available information since such
information is equally available to the plaintiffs.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections and
without adopting plaintiffs’ terms and characterizations “toxicity,” “hazardousness” or -
“environmental threat”, Defendants will work with Plainiiffs’ counsel to narrow this
request and any agreed responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning any alleged
toxicify and environmental persistence of PCBs, dibenzodioxins or dibenzofurans.
Defendants will make available its MONS hates set.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, including continued objections to undefined terms,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the

SLC-6030207-2 Q

HARTOLDMONO000079



DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs concerning
any alleged toxicity and envirommental persistence of PCBs.

16.  'The annual corporate reports to shareholders for this Defendant since 1950.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorperate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated fo
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving these objections
and the General Objections, Defendaxts have previously produced available annual reports
to Plaintiffs’ counsel in other litigation. Defendants will endeavor to identify the last date
produced and supplement with more recent annual corporate reports.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request fo “annual reports for the last 10 years”, see
Monsanto Company, Pharmacia Corporation and Solutia Inc.’s 10K Annual Reports for
the last +ten years. Defendants refer Plaintiffs 4o the website
http://'www.sec.gov/edgar.shtml, which provides copies of the annual reports going back at
least 10 years.

17.  The annual budgets for the Plant since 1950.

RESPONSE;: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to the request to the
extent that it seeks proprietary, confidential business, confidential financial or trade secret
documents.

18.  All information provided to Defendants® customers pertaining to PCX containing

products.

RESPONSE: Defendants incerporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly .
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevani information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request
because it fails to specify the time period toé which it relates and fails to limit in any way the
subject matter of the “information” provided other than to use the phrase “pertaining to
PCX containing products.” As phrased this request would seek advertising, invoices, price
quotes, quality control data, etc. ' _ '
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Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections, Old
Monsanto has not manufactured, sold or distributed PCBs since 1977. Defendants will
work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed responses thereto to a
reasonable scope sufficient to show information provided to Old Monsanto’s customers
pertaining to PCBs. Defendants will make available its MONS bates set.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, including continued objections to undefined terms,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection and to the
DSW document collection that have been made available to plaintiffs.

19.  All waste manifesis, analysies, bills of lading, internal memos, correspondence,
invoices, logs or other documents pertaining to waste disposal at the Plant.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below, Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it fails
to specify the time period to which it relates. Defendants further object to this request in
that the terms “waste” or “waste disposal” is not limited fo PCBs at issue in the Complaint.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope sufficient to show handling of any PCB-related
wastes at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letfer of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request to “disposal of PCBs at the Pensacola Plant”, '
Pefendanits refer Plaintiffs to the MIONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the
DSW and URS document colleetions that have been made available fo plaintiffs concerning
handling of any PCB-related wastes at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

20.  All recordation or memorialization of commumications with elected officials
concerning the allegations of pollution-related problems at the Plant,

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably ecalculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request

because it uses the vague, wndefined phrase “the allegations of pollution-related problems
at the Plant.” '
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21.  Diagrams or lists of the chain of command or managerial hierarchy at the Plant
from 1969 until the present.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendanis further object to this request on the grounds that it is everly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. As phrased, this request seeks “diagrams” or
“lists” of the “chain of command” or “managerial hierarchy” at the Pensacola Nylon Plant
from 1969 to the present.

Subject to and without waiving these oebjections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope sufficient to identify supervisory personnel that
addressed PCBs at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Qbjections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limifing this request to “diagrams or lists of the chain of command or
managerial hierarchy that addressed PCBS at the Plant from 1969 until the present”,
Defendants have not located any “diagrams or lists of the chain of command or managerial
~ hierarchy that addressed PCBs at the Pensacola Plant.” However, Defendants refer
Plaintiffs to-the MONS000001 - 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS
document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs, which identify various
individuals involved in addressing PCB issues at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

22. Al patents at any time held by, sought by, or licenses to, this Defendant
pertaining to PCX containing products, PCX manufacturing, pollution control or pollution

remediation.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead 1o the discovery admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
- Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and dny agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning patents held by Old Monsanto and/or
Swann Chemical Company as it concerns PCBs identified as the snbstance af issue in this
litigation, if any.
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23.  Data, reports, or studies pertaining to the toxicity or health effects of PCXs.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendanis further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it fails
to define amy time period or relevant “health effects.” Defendants further object to this
request to the extent that it seeks publiely available information, since such information is
equally available to the plainfiffs.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any. agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning PCBs identified as the substance at
issue in this litigation. Defendants will make available its MONS. bates set.

24,  Any warnings issued by this company concerning the toxicity or threat of the

environpment of PCXs.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorperate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
bread, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and neot reasonably calculaied to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request
because it fails to define any time period and uses the ambiguous, undefined phrase “threat
to the environment.”

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections, see
Defendants response to Request No. 18. Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to
narrow this request and any agreed responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning
PCBs identified as the substance af issue in this litigation. Defendants will make available
its MONS bates set.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving amy prior
objections and the Gemeral Objections, including continuing objections to ambiguous
terms, and as sef forth in Donald Stewart’s lefter of March 23, 2010 further limiting this
request to the time frame “from 1960 until the present, Defendants refex Plaintiffs to the
MONS000001 — 100120 docamenti collection, and o the DSW and URS decument
collections that have been made available to plaintiffs concerning warnings issued
concerning PCBs. :

25.  All logs, maps, analyses, and qualitative or quantitative water data, etc. derived

therefrom for any wells at the Plant or wells in the vicinify of the Plant under Your conirol.
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RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request beecause it is

- not limited to specifically identified chemicals at issue in the Complaint.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope of non-privileged documents concerning PCBs
identified as the substance at issue in this litigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and witheut waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, including continuing objections to ambiguous
terms, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March 23, 2010 further limiting this
request to “wells at the Plant or wells in the vicinity of the Plant under your control
concerning PCXs”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document -
collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to

plaintiffs.

26.  All reports of discharges or releases into the environment at the Plant pursuant to
any permit to do so including both air and water discharges as well as copies of the said permits.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants farther objeet to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, wnduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it is not
limited to the sabject matter of PCBs identified in the Complaint or in time. Defendants
further object to the extent that the permits and monitoring reports are in the public
domain and equally accessible to the Plaintiffs.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope of - non-privileged documents concerning PCBs
identified as the substance at issue in this litigation,

SUPPLEMENTAI. RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
cbjections and the General Objections, including continuing objections to ambiguous
terms, and as sef forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March 23, 2010 further limifing this
request fo “reports of discharges or releases of PCXs ... at the Pensacola Nylon Plant”,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the
DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.
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27. All internal memos, correspondence, notes, phone logs, or other documents, not
previously provided, but pertaining to pollution, waste disposal, PCXs or litigation issues at the
Plant.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensonte, secks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it fails
to define or limit in any way the overly broad, generic terms “pollution,” “waste disposal,”
or “litigation issues.” Defendants object to this request because it is not limited to the
subject maiter of PCBs identified in the Complaint or in fime. Defendants object to this
request-on the grounds that it fails to describe the documents requested with sufficient
particularity or specificity to allow any meaningful response to this request Defendants
further object to the extent this request seeks discovery of “htlgatmn issues” protected by
attorney-client and/or attormey work product.

SUPPLEMENTAIL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, including continuing objections fo ambiguous
terms, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March 23, 2010 further limiting this
request to “PCX pollution or waste disposal at the Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to
the MONSO000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS: document
collections that have been made available teo plaintiffs concerning PCB issues at the
Pensacola Nylon Plant. - .

28.  All documents pertaining to any ¢riminal investigation, indictment, conviction, or

judgment against this Defendant.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, undaly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
Jead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it fails
to define any time period to which it relates and fails to define or limit in any way the
subject matier of any “criminal investigation, indictment, comviction, or judgment”
covered by this request.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objectious, and
without adopting plaintiffs”’ terms criminal “investigation, indictment, conviction, or
judgment,” while it was not a criminal matter, Defendants will produce the Notice of
Yiolation and Censent Order referred to in Inferrogatory No. 3.

SUPPLEMENTAL. RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any priox
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
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23, 2010 further limiting this request to the Notice of Violation and Consent Order, see
attached documents.

29.  Any compilation of guidelines, standards, or methods You assert You complied
with in the operation of the Plant to industry standards or to the state of the art.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request on the groumds
that it is a premature contention request as discovery is ongoing and incomplete.
Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it does not define, specify or
limit in any way the time period to which it relates or the particular processes, procedures,
actions or operations at the Pensacola Nylon Plant relating to PCBs.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March -
23, 2010 further limiting this request to “PCX”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs fo the
MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document
collections that have beén made available fo plaintiffs.

30.  All documents exchanged between You and any and all governmental agencies or
authorities referring or relating to the storage, transportation, use, disposal or accidental or
intentional discharge or spill of PCX containing products at the Plant.

RESPONSE: Deferdants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated fo
lead to the discoevery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it fails
to identify “all governmental agencies or autherities” with any specificity. Defendants alse

- object to this request as unlimited in thne.

Subject to and witheut waiving these objections and the General Objections, with
respect to PCBs, please see Declaration of Amy Dyer, Paragraphs 16 — 19, filed herein on
.October 8, 2008, coucerning the accidental leak from PCB-containing equipment at the
Pensacola Nylon Plant, the Federal Burean of Commercial Fisheries’ notification of the
Plant about the leak in approximately August 1969, and the prompt cessation of the leak
thereafter. Old Monsanto later entered into a Consent Order with the Florida Department
of Air and Water Pollution, to bnild a dam restricting the outfall from reaching the
Escambia River and Bay, and to build a new outfall {o bypass any poientially impacted soil.
The new outfall (which remains in operation) is maintained and operated in compliance
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with all applicable Federal and/or State regulations, specifically the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”). See Dyer Declaration, referenced above.
Defendants will identify and produce documents sufficient to show their notification about
the accidental leak, the cessation of the leak, and the subsequént Consent Oxrder building a
dam restricting the owtfall.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further Ymiting this request to the United States Environmental protection
Agency, Florida Department of Environmental Regulation, Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, Florida Department of Air and Water Pollution, or the Bureaun
of Commercial Fisheries that refer or relate to the storage, transportation, use, disposal or
accidental or intentional discharge or spill of PCB containing products at the Plant from
19607, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and
to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs,

31,  All documenis exchanged between You and any and all third parties, exclu&jng'
governmental agencies or authoriﬁes, referring or relating to the storage, fransportation, use,
disposal or accidental or intentional discharge or spill of PCX containing products at the Plant or
into the Escambia River or any of ifs tributaries or Escambia Bay.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, wnduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably ealculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request because it fails
to identify “third parties” with any specificity. Defendants also object to this reqnest as
unlimited in time. Defendants fuxther ebject to the extent that this request seeks discovery
of documents protected by attorney client privilege, attorney work product docirine or
other applicable privileges.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections, , with
respect to PCBs, please see Declaration of Amy Dyer, Paragraphs 16 — 19, filed herein on
October 8, 2008, concerning the accidental leak from PCB-containing equipment at the
Pensacola Nylon Plant, the Federal Bureau of Commercial Fisheries” notification of the
Plant about the leak in approximately August 1969, and the prompt cessation of the leak
thereafter. Old Monsanto later entered into a Consent Order with the Florida Department
of Air and Water PoHution, to build a dam restricting the outfall from reaching the
Escambia River and Bay, and to build a new outfall to bypass any potentially impacted soil.
The new outfall (which remains in operation) is maintained and operated in compliance
with all applicable Federal and/or State regulations, specifically the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”). See Dyer Declaration, referenced above;
Defendants will identify and produce decuments sufficient to show their notification about
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- the accidental Ieak, the cessation of the leak, and the saubsequent Consent Order building a
dam restricting the outfalk '

SUPPLEMENTAIL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request to PCB-containing substances but not identifying
“third parties” with dny specificity, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 —
100120 document collection, and o the DSW and URS document collections that have been
made available to plaintiffs.

32. Al documents that display, list or represent, in whole or in parf, the corporate
organization of Monsanto Company, Pharmacia Corporation, ,_Solutia, Inc.; and all subsidiaries
and their various operating entities, groups, teams, divisions, departments, units or subdivisions,
and that of their predecessors, if any, during the Subject Time Period. |

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object that request does not
identify the sought after documents with sufficient particularity and seeks discovery of
subsidiaries and their various operating entities, groups, teams, divisions, departments,
units or subdivisions, and that of their predecessors, if any, wholly-unrelated to the
Pensacola Nylon Plant and PCBs.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objecticns, see
Corporate Defendants’ Corporate History set forth above and the response fo
Interrogatory No. 14,

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject fo and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to the Pensacola Nylon Plant, see
documents produced in response to Request 16.

33.  All documents that describe, list or represent, in whole or in part, the relationship
between Monsanto Company, Pharmacia Corporation, Solutia, Inc. and all their subsidiaries and

their various operating entities, groups, teams, divisions, departments, units or subdivisions, and

SLC-6030207-2 18

HARTOLDMONOO00088



that of their predecessors, if any, including that part of the relationship referring or relating to the
administration or operation of the Plant during the Subject Time Period.

" RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object that request does not
identify the songht after decuments with sufficient particularity and seeks discovery of
subsidiaries and their various operating entities, groups, teams, divisions, departments,
units or subdivisions, and that of their predecessors, if any, wholly-unrelated fo the
Pensacola Nylon Plant and PCBs.

Subject to and without Wawmg these objections and the General Objections, the
land on which the Pensacola Nylon Plant is located was purchased in 1951 by Chemstrand
Corporation, which was half-owned by old Monsanto. In 1961, Old Monsanto acquired the
Pensacola Nylon Plant, which became known as the Chemsfrand Division' of Old
Monsanto. In 1966, it was renamed the Textiles Division of Old Monsanto. For further
corporate history, please see “Corporate Defendants’ Corporate History” set forth above
and the respense to Interrogatory No. 14.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to the Pensacola Nylon Plant and PCB-
containing products, see documents produced in response to Request 16. In addition,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000401 — 100120 document collection, and to the
DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

34, All documents that evidence, refer or relate to the nature and extent of
involvement of Monsanto Company, Pharmacia Corporation, Solutia, Ine. and all of said entities’
parents, subsidiaries, predecessors, successors, corporate affiliates and divisions with storage,
transportation, use, disposal or accidental or intentional discharge or spill of PCX containing
products af the Plant or into the Escambia River or any of its tributaries or Escambia Bay.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object that request does not

identify the sought after documents with sufficient particularity. Defendants further object
to the phrase “nature and extent of involvement” as vague and ambiguous.

SLC-6030207-2 19

HARTOLDMONO0O00089 |



Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections, see
responses to Request No. 33 and Interrogatory No. 3.  Defendants will work with
Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed responses thereto to a reasonable
scope concerning PCBs identified as the sabstance at issue in this litigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
cbjections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
© 23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to “PCB-containing substances at the
Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and
to the DSW and URS docuinent collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

35. Documents sufficient to evidence _Yopr_ policies, practices, procedures and
guidelines coﬁcerni;ig commuugications, reéo-l'ting, sﬁperviéién, and/or “chain of comniaﬁd”
referring or relating to the following:

a Efforts to (_:omply with each statute, regulation, code or standard identified
in Your response to Interrogatory Number 31; |
b. _ Monit;)ring or testing as to the medical, physical, or intellectual status of

Plant employees or contractors;

C. _Monitoring or testing as to the occurence or existence of any spills, leaks
or releases of substances from the Plant; |
d. Disposal of PCX containing substances or waste-water from the floors of

Your manufacturing facilities after said substances spilled or leaked from machines,

equipment or other means;

e . Remedia‘tion of any and all known or suspected spills; leaks, or releases of
substances from the Plant; and

£ Handling or responding to formal or informal complaints received
concerning environmenfal, hazardous, or toxic nuisances or wasted emanating from the

Plant.
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RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, undaly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated fo
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to this request as not -
limited to PCBs.

‘Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ connsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses therefo to a reasonable scope concerning PCBs identified as the substance at
issue in this litigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and wifthout waiving anmy prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to “PCXs”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to
the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document
collections that have been made available to plaintiffs concerning PCBs identified as the
substance at issue in this litigation.

36.  Documents sufficient fo evidence Your policies, practices, procedures, manuals,
forms, and technology during the Subject Time Period concerning the retention of documents, e-
mails, computer files and records, electronic communications and all forms of electronically

stored documents or information.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated teo
lIead to the discovery adinissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly
overbroad fishing expedition particularly since PCBs have not been manufactured by Old
Monsants since 1977. Defendants further object that request is not tailored to the types of
documenis sought in the document request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.
Defendants object to this request to the extent that it seeks information which is protected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or work product doctrine or any ofher
applicable privilege or immunrity. Defendants farther object to this request msofar as it
seeks proprietary, conf’ dential business or trade secrefs information.

. Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ connsel herein, Donald Stewarf, in connection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB document collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant. As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many years ago, historical
documents in the possession of Old Monsanto relating to the manuafacture, sale and use of -
PCBs were collected and maintained under the control of Old Monsanto’s Law
Department, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental leak in
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1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant. Decuments
sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding this historical 1969 accidental leak from
the Pensacola Nylon Plant, and the cessation and correction thereof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further Hmiting this request as it relates fo “PCB-containing products at the
Pensacola Nylon Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120
document collection, and to the DSW and URS document coilections that have been made
available to plaintiffs, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental
leak in 1969 of PCB-coniaining hydraulic fluid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant and the
cessation and correction thereof,

37.  Documents sufficient to evidence Your policies, practices, procedures, manuals,
forms, and technology since 1950 concerning the retention of documents, records, microfiche or

other similar non-elecironic media.

Defendants incorperate their General Objections and Limitations set forth below.
Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that if is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably caleulaied to lead to the
discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object fo this request as a grossly overbroad
fishing expedition particularly since PCBs have not been manuafactured by Old Monsanto
since 1977. Defendanis further object that request is not {failored to the types of
documents songht in the docwment request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.
Defendants object fo this request to the extent that it seeks information which is proetected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or work product doctrine or any other
applicable privilege or immmunity. Defendants further object to this request insofar as it
seeks proprietary, confidential business or trade secrets information.

Subject to and without waiving these ohjections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ counsel herein, Donald Stewart, in connection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB document collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant. As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many years ago, historical
docaments in the possession of Old Monsanto relating to the manufacture, sale and use of
PCBs were collected and mainfained under the control of Old Monsantoe’s Law
Department, including certain documents concerning the femporary accidental leak in
1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Penmsacola Nylon Plant. Documents
sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding this historical 1969 accidental leak from
the Pensacola Nylon Plant, and the cessation and correction thereof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject te and without waiving any pﬁor
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to “PCX-containing products at the
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Pensacola Nylon Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120
document collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made
available to plaintiffs, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental
leak in 1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from ihe Pensacola Nylon Plant and the
cessatiom and correction thereof,

38.  Documents sufficient to- evidence Your policies, practices, procedures, manuals,
forms, and techmology during the Subject Time Period concerﬁng the deletion, purging,
destruction or erasure or archiving of e-mails, computer files and records, electronic
communications and all forms of elecironically stored documents or information.

Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set forth below.
Defendants fuxther object to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly overbroad
fishing expedition particalarly since PCBs have not been manufactured by Old Monsanto
since 1977. Defendants further object that request is net tailored to the types of
documents sought in the document request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.
Defendants obhject fo this request to the extent that it seeks information which is protected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or work product doctrine or any other
applicable privilege or immunify. Defendants further object to this request insofar as it
seeks proprietary, confidential business or frade secrets information.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ counsel herein, Donald Stewart, in conmection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB docmment collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant. As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many yéars ago, historical
documents in the possession of Old Monsanto relating to the manufacture, sale and use of -
PCBs were collected and maintained under the contrel of Old Monsanto’s Law
Department, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental leak in
1969 of PCB-containing hydraalic flaid from the Pemsacola Nylon Plamt. Documents .
sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding this historical 1969 accidental leak from -
the Pensacola Nylon Plant, and the cessation and correction thereof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as if relates to “PCX-containing products at the
Pensacola Nylon Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120
document collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made
available to plaintiffs, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental
leak in 1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant and the
cessation and correction thexeof. '
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39.  Documents sufficient to evidence Your policies, practices, procedures, manuals,
forms and technology during the Subject Time Period for storing, backing up, archiving, disaster
recovery, and otherwise preserving e-mails, computer files and. records, electronic

communications and all forms of electronically stored documents or information.

Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set forth below.
Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly overbroad
fishing expedition particularly since PCBs have not been manufacinred by Old Monsanto
since 1977.  Defendants further object that request is not tailored to the fypes of
documents sought in the document request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.
Defendants object to this request to the extent that it seeks information which is protected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or work product doctrine or any other
applicable privilege or immunity. Defendants further object to this request insofar as it
seeks proprietary, confidential business or trade secrets information.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ counsel herein, Donald Stewart, in connection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB document collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant. As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many years ago, historical
documents in the possession of Old Monsanio relating to the manufacture, sale and use of
PCBs were collected and maintained under the conirol of Old Monsanto’s Law
Departinent, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental leak in
1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant. Documents
sufficient to show the circamstances surrounding this historical 1969 accidental leak from
the Pensacola Nylon Plant, and the cessation and correction thereof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAIL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to “PCB-containing products at the
Pensacola Nylon Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 108120
document collection, and te the DSW and URS document collections that have been made
available to plaintiffs, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental
leak in 1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant and the
cessation and correction thereof.
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40,  Documents sufficient to evidence the configuration, topography, and/or
organizational access for each and every e-mail system, document ménagement system, database
or other electronically-stored information repository used by You during the Subject Time

Period.

Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set forth below.
Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad, undaly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a gressly overbroad
fishing expedition particularly since PCBs have not been manufactured by Old Monsante
since 1977.  Defendants further object that request is mot tailored to the types of
documents sought in the document request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.
Defendants object to this request to the extent that it seeks information which is protected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or work product dectrine or any other
applicable privilege or immunity. Defendants further object to this request insofar as it
seeks proprietary, confidential business or trade secrets information.

Subject to and without waiving these cbjections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ counsel herein, Donald Stewart, in conmection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB document collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant. As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many years ago, historical
documents in the possession of Old Monsanto relating to the manufacture, sale and use of
PCBs were collected and maintained under the confrol of Old Monsanto’s Law
Department, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental leak in
1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pemsacola Nylon Plapi. Documents
sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding this historical 1969 accidental leak from
the Pensacola Nylon Plant, and the ceéssation and correction thereof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limifing this request as it relates to the “Pensacola Nylon Plant”,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS600001 — 100120 document collection, and to the
DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs, including
certain decuments concerning the temporary accidental Ieak in 1969 of PCB-containing
hydraunlic fiuid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant and the cessation and correction thereof.

41.  Documents sufficient to evidence any and all asset tracking inventories for the
Subject Time Period that refer or relate in any way to computer hardware, including without

limitation all servers, personal computers, laptop computers, PDAs, BlackBerrys or similar
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devices, and offline storage media such as compaét discs, thumb drives, hard drives, floppy dics,

diskettes, or storage fapes.

Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set forth below.
Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to lead to the

_discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly overbroad
fishing expedition particularly since PCBs have not been manufactured by Old Monsanto
since 1977. Defendants further object that request is not tailored to the tfypes of
documents sought in the document request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.
Defendants object to this request to the extent that it seeks information which is protected
from disclosure by the aitorney-client privilege and/or work preduct doctrine or any other
applicable privilege or immunity. Defendants further object to this request insofar as it
secks proprietary, confidential business or trade secrets information.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ counsel herein, Donald Stewari, in connection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB document collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant. As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many years ago, historical
documents in the possession of Old Monsanto relating to the manufacture, sale and use of
PCBs were collected and maintained under the control of Old Monsanto’s Law
Department, including certain decuments concerning the temporary accidental leak in
1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pemsacola Nylon Plant. Documents
sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding this historical 1969 accidental leak from
the Pensacola Nylon Plant, and the cessation and correction thercof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
" objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to the “Pemsacola Nylon Plant”,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 160120 document collection, and to the
DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs, including
cerfain documents concerning the temporary accidental leak in 1969 of PCB-containing
hydraulic fluid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant and the cessation and correction thereof.

42.  All access control lists identifying all users (e.g., all individuals, departments,
entities or organizations, whether internal or external to Your corporate or orgamizational
structure) for each and every e-mail system, docnment management system, instant messaging
system, electronic database or other electronic information system identified by You in Your

responses to requests for production of documents contemporaneously served herewith.
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Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set forth below.
Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly overbroad
fishing expedition particalarly since PCBs have not been manufactured by Old Monsanto
since 1977. - Defendants further object that request is not tailored to the types of
documents sought in the document request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.
Defendants ohject to this request to the extent that it seeks information which is protected
from disclosure by. the attorney-client privilege and/or work product doctrine or any other
applicable privilege or immunity. Defendants further object to this request insofar as it
seeks proprietary, confidential business or trade secrets information.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ counsel herein, Donald Stewart, in connection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB document collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant, As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many years ago, historical
documents in the possession of Old Monsanto relating to the manufacture, sale and use of
PCBs were collected and maintained under the comirol of Old Monsanto’s Law
Department, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental leak in
1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant. Documents
sufficient to show the circumstances surronnding this historical 1969 accidental leak from
the Pensacola Nylon Piant, and the cessation and correction thereof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAIL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 —
100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been
made available to plaintiffs, including cerfain documents concerning the temporary
accidental leak in 1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic flnid from the Pensacola Nylon Plant
and the cessation and correction thereof.

43.  Documents sufficient to evidence Your policies, practices, procedures, manuals,
forms, and technology during the Subject Time Period concerning the maintenance, retention
and/or distribution of each class or category of documents sought in these Requests, as well as
any Requesfs filed subsequent hereto.

Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set forth below.
Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly broad, undaly
burdensome, seeks irrelevant imformation and not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly overbroad
fishing expedition particalarly since PCBs have not been manufactured by Old Monsanto

since 1977.  Defendanis further object that request is not tailored to the types of
documents sought in the document request or to PCBs or the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

S1.C-6030207-2 27

HARTOLDMONO000097



Defendants object to this request to the extent that it seeks information which is protected
from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or work product docirine or any other
applicable privilege or immunity. Defendants further object to this request insofar as it
seeks proprietary, confidential business or trade sécrets information.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Plaintiffs’ counsel herein, Donald Sfewart, in conmection with Alabama litigation, has
already reviewed Defendants’ preserved PCB document collections and selected the
documents he deems relevant. As Plaintiffs’ counsel is aware, many years ago, historical
documents in the possession of Old Monsanto relating to the manufacture, sale and use of
PCBs were collected and maintained under the control of Old Monsanto’s Law
Department, including certain documents concerning the temporary accidental leak in
1969 of PCB-containing hydraulic fluid from the Pewsacola Nylon Plant. Documents
sufficient to show the circumstances surrounding this historical 1969 accidental leak from
the Pensacola Nylon Plant, and the cessation and correction thereof will be produced.

SUPPLEMENTAYL. RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prier
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 20190 farther limiting this request as it relates to “PCB-containing substances located,
used, transported, spilled or released at the Pensacola Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to
the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document
collections that have been made available to plaintiffs concerning PCBs at the Pensacola

Nylon Plant.

44,  All documents that evidence, refer or relate to the spill or discharge of PCXs from
the Plant between 1968 and the present, including all records, reporis, analyses, in;[emal
memoranda, and correspondence with state and federal regulatory authorities concerning the
SBIH.B.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and net reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence.

Subject fo and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendanis will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning non-privileged documents involving
PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this litigation. See response to Interrogatory
No. 3. :

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
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23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to the “spills or discharges ... PCB-
containing substances from the Pensacola Plant from 1968 until the present”, Defendants
refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and
URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs concerning spiils or
discharges of PCBs at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

45, | All documents that evideﬁce, refer or relate to the spill or discharge of PCXs from
any other facility (other than the Plant) owned or controlled by You or your predecessor entities,
including all records, reports, analyses, internal memoranda, aﬁd correspondence with state and
federal regulatory authorities concerning the same.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request where it is not
limited to the Pensacola Nylon Plant. :

46.  Documents that evidence, refer or relate to the origins of PCXs stored in Holding
Ponds 327A, 327B and 327C and where said PCXs have been stored by the Plant from the date

of receipt or manufacture until the present.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly
averbroad fishing expedition. '

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses therete to a reasonable scope concerning non-privileged documents involving
PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this litigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL _ RESPONSE: Subject to and withont waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as if relates to the “PCB-containing substances that
were placed in helding Ponds 327A, 327B and 327C”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the
MONS000001 — 100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document
collections that have been made available to plaintiffs. '
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47.  All documents that evidence, refer or relate to flow of PCXs into Pond 327B and
the clean-up or remediation of the same, including all records, reports, analyses, intemnal
memoranda, and correspondence with state and federal regulatory authorities concerning the

same.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below:. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly
overbroad fishing expedition.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to marrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasomable scope concerning non-privileged documents involving
PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this litigation.

.SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any. prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 farther limiting this request as it relates to the “PCB-containing material” and
© Pond 327B, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS600001 - 100120 document collection,
and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

48,  All documents that evidence, refer or relate to the dislnésal or redirection of
process water from Pond 327B, including all records, reports, analyses, internal memoranda, and
correspondence with state and federal regulatory authorities concerning the same.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorperate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
fead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as a grossly
overbroad fishing expedition. ’

Subject fo and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning non-privileged documents involving .
PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this litigation.
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SUPPLEMENTAIL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of Mareh
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to the “PCBs” and Pond 327B,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS008001 — 100120 document collection, and to the
DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

49,  All reports, tests, analyses, and reviews of outflow waters originating from the
Plant during the Subject Time Period that refer or relate to the detection of PCXs or other
hazardous substances in storm or wastewater runoff collected in pdnds before being discharged

into the Escambia River.

RIESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object fo this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, nnduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasenably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as not limited
to PCBs. Defendants object to this request as a grossly overbroad fishing expedition.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses therefo fo a reasonable scope concerning non-privileged documents invelving
PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this litigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and withont waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s Jetter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to the “PCB-confaining substances”,
Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 - 100126 document collection, and to the
DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

50.  All reports, tests, analyses, andi reviews of outflow waters originating from the
Plant during the Subject Time Period that refer or relate to the detection of PCXs or other
hazardous substances in storm water, waste water, or cooling water runoff discharged into the
Escambia River.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set

forth below. Defendants further object to this request en the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant infermation and not reasonably calculated to
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lead te the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as not limited
to PCBs. Defendants object to this request as a grossly overbroad fishing expedition.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the Genmeral Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs® counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to-a reasonable scope concerning non-priviléged docuuients involving
PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this Htigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject fo and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to the “PCBs or PCB-containing
substances”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 decument collection,
and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

51, All schematics, blue prints, diagrams or similar documents that show the drainage
or discharge systems at the Plant during the Subject Time Penod which refer or relate to storm

water, waste water, or cooling water runoff.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, undunly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated fo
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this reguest as net limited

to PCBs.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the Genmeral Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning PCBs identified as the substance at
issue in this litigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Sabject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 —
100120 document collection, and to the DSW and URS document collections that have been

made available to plaintiffs.

52.  Documents sufficient to evidence Your policies, practices, procedures and
guidelines concerning disposal of PCXs and PCX waste.
RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their Gemeral Objections and Limitations set

forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
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lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants object to this request as unlimited in
time or to the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

- Subjeet to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasomable scope concerning PCBs identified as the substance at
issue in this lifigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prier
objections and the General Objectious, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23,2010 further limiting this request as it relates to “disposal of PCBs and PCB-containing
wastes at the Pensacola Plant”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120
document collection, and to the DSW and URS doecument collections that have been made
avatlable to plaintiffs.

53, All documents, correspondence, corrective action plans, reports, tests, analyses,
reviews or photographs concerning or referring to the two soil samples collected from the area of
a Solid Waste Management Unit in November 1998 that tested positive for PCXs.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, nnduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
Iead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to the request as not
identifying the specific samples or the Solid Waste Management Unit in question.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
. Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel io narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to non-privileged documents sufficient to show investigation and/or
remediation of PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this litigation.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objeciions and the General Objections, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the URS decument

collection that have been made available to plaintiffs.

54.  All documents, correspondence, reports, tests, analyses, reviews or photographs
concerning or referring to the remediation of the area where two soil samples tested positive for

PCXs in November 1998.

RESPONSE: Defendanis incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
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broad, unduly burdensome, secks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to the request as not
identifying the specific samples or the Solid Waste Management Unit in question.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this requiest and any agreed
responses thereto fo non-privileged documents sufficient to show investigation and/or
remediation of PCBs identified as the substance at issue in this lifigation.

SUPPLEMENTAJ. RESPONSE: Swubject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to the URS document
collection that have been made available to plaintiffs.

55, ALl documents, corfespondence, reports, tests, analyses, reviews, maps or
photographs concerning or referring to the EPA’s inspection of the Plant in Februacy 2001.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the groumds that it is overly
broad, umduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence. Defendants further object to the request as not

limited to PCBs.

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
- Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning PCBs identified as the subsfance at
issue in this litigation and the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to “PCXs”, Defendants refer Plaintiffs to
the URS document collection that have been made available to plaintiffs.

56.  All documents, correspondence, reports, tests, analyses, reviews, maps or
photographs that originated-from, or purport to originate from, or which were sent to, or purport
to have been éent to Federal Bureau of Commercial Fisheries.

RESPONSE: Deféﬁdants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request en the grounds that it is overly

broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calcunlated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence, Defendants fuxther object to the request as not
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limited to the Pensacola Nylon Plant or to PCBs — the only chemical specifically identified
in the Complamt

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections, -
Defendants will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed
responses thereto to a reasonable scope concerning PCBs identified as the substance at
issue in this litigation and the Pensacola Nylon Plant. See respoase to Interrogatory No. 3.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving any prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further lmiting this request as it relates to “Pensacola Plant”, Defendants refer
Plainfiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection and to the DSW and URS
document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

57.  All documents, correspondence, reports, tests, analyses, reviews, maps or
photographs that concern or relate to the decommissioning of the equipment that used or

contained PC}'{S.

RESPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly
broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence,

Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections,
Defendts will work with Plaintiffs’ counsel to narrow this request and any agreed responses
thereto to a reasonable scope concerning PCB containing elecirical equipment and the
decommissioning thereof.

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Subject to and without waiving amy prior
objections and the General Objections, and as set forth in Donald Stewart’s letter of March
23, 2010 further limiting this request as it relates to “Pensacola Plant”, Defendants refer
Plaintiffs to the MONS000001 — 100120 document collection and to the DSW and URS
document collections that have been made available to plaintiffs.

58.  All documents that relate to the purchase agreement between Solutia and Ascend

Performance Materials.
RYSPONSE: Defendants incorporate their General Objections and Limitations set
forth below. Defendants further object to this request on the grounds that it is overly

broad, unduly burdensome, seeks irrelevant information and not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery admissible evidence,
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Subject to and without waiving these objections and the General Objections, see
Defendants’ ¥esponse to Intexrogatory No. 37.
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GENERAL OBJECTIONS AND LIMITATIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL
REQUESTS AND RESPONSES:

A. Defendants object to Plaintiffs’ First Requests fo; Production of Documents to the
extent they seek information or documents protected from discovefy by any privilege, including
the aftorney-client privilege, the attorney work-product doctrine or any other applicable privilege
or immunity or ipformation or information or documents that Défendants are prohibited by law,
contract, or Court Order from diéciosing.

B. Defendants object to Plaintiffs® First Re_quests for Production of Documents to the
extent they seek information or documents that invade the rights of non-parties to the litigation,
inciuding the rights of the current Pensacola Nylon owner and the privileges and_ rights of
privacy applicable to current or former employees’ medical histories, personnel recor&s, and
health histories.

C. Defendants object to Plamtiffs’ First Requests for Production of Documents to the
extent they seek confidential, proprietary or sensitive business or .personal information, without
the benefit of an appropriate Protective Order. Defendants long ago submifted a proposed
Protective Order to Plaintiffs, however, Plaintiffs have not agreed to such an Order.

D. Defendants object to Plaintiffs’ First Requests f01; Production of Documents because
some of them are virtually unlimited in time and scope and, as phrased, appear to seek
infom}ation and documents about eve':nts occurring more than seventy years ago. Any responses
provided by the Defendants herein will be based upon such information as is reasonably
available to the Defendants and susceptible to retrieval through reasonable efforts.

E. Defendants object to Plaintiffs’® Eixst Requests for Producti(-)n of Documents to the

extent they seek information or documents other than as kept by Old Monsanto in the ordinary
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coufse of its former business with respect to the manufacture and sale of polychlorinated
biphenyls.

F. Defendants object to Plaintiffs’ First Requests for Production of Documents because
they are oveﬂy broad, vague and burdensome and, because of the overbreadth, the requests seek
information which is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible. evidence. The Defendants’ further object to Plaintiffs’ First Requests for Production
of Documents to the extent they request the Defendants to identify “all information™ or similar
“catch-all” requests _for information that are impermissible fishing expeditions which do not
'specify the information and documents requested with the reasonable particnlarity required by
the FIorida Rules of Civil Procedure. The information and documents provided by the
Defendants will be limited to the information and documents specifically described in the
Defendants’ narrative written responses herein.

G, Defendants object to Plaintiffs’ First Requests for Production of Documents to the
extent they seek information about PCBs other than PCBs used at the Pensacola Nylon Plant.

H. By producing certain documents or providing certain information herein, incl;luding
information about PCBs or liﬁgaﬁon in other states or locations and documents pertaining to
products formula’ied with PCBs other than products used at the Pensacola Nylon Plant,
Defendants are not conceding the relevance or admissibility of any such documents or
information, but instead fully reserve their rights to object to the admissibility at any time before
or during the trial of this matter.

I. By agreeing to produce non-privileged documents meeting a certain description, the
Defendants are not hereby representing that any such documents presently exist in the

Defendants’ possession or ever existed.
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J. Defendants object to the_ overbroad nature of Plaintiffs® Definitions and Instructions
and to the extent they purport to impose obligations on the Defendants inconsistent with, or
greater or different than, those required by the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure anci the local
rules of Court. ‘

K. Defendants object to any and all Requests for Production of Documents to the extent
that they prematurely seek expert discovery and to ;the extent they seek expert discovery other
than as provided for under the provisions of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure and any

applicable scheduling order or pretrial order.

L. Defendants object to any and all Requests for Production of Documents. to- the
extent that they do not refer or relate o polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), the only substances
referred to in the complaint with any specificity, on the grounds that such Requests for
Pro.ducﬁon of Documents are overbroad and burdensome fishing expeditions and seek
information which is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the dfscovery of
admissible evidence.

M. Defendanis object to any and all Requests for Production of Documents to the
extent that they seck information or the identification of documents, writings, records or
publicatic_;ns in the public domain since such information is equally available to Pléintiffs_

N. Defendants object to the term “PCXs” used by the Plaintiffs fo refer collectively to
three separate and distinct groups of chemical compounds. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs), polyéhloxinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs) are
different groups of compounds which can be differentiated by their chemistry and toxicology as
groups, and more specifically by the different chemistry and toxicology of the various congeners

of the groups.
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Q. Defendants object to any and all Requests for Production of Documents to the
extent that they call for speculation, are vague and ambiguous, and are, therefore, incapable of |
meaﬁingﬁﬂ Tesponse, in-cluding but not Hmite-d to Requests for Production of Documents that use
ambiguous and undefined geographic terms such as terms “surrounding neighborhoods,” “or in
the areas surrounding these waters” and “in the vicinity of the plant” or uncieﬁned terms such as
“litigation issues.”

P. Defendants object to any z_md all Rﬁ:quests for Production of Documents to the extent
that they call for s.peculation, are vague and aﬁaﬁgﬁous, and are, therefore, incapable of
meaningful response as stated, inc:luding, but not li-mited to, Requests for Production éf
Documents that use ambiguous and undefined terms and phrases such as “pollution releases,
noxious odors, chemical spills”, “pollution,” “hazardous or toxic wastes or waste disposal,”
“toxic substénces,” and “hazardous waste”, and including Requests for Production of
Documents that fail to limit their subject matter to polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), the only
chernicals identified with specificity in the complaint.

Q. Defendants object to the Requests for Production of Documents that seek
information relating to other litigation to which Defendants have been or are a party. Such
discovery is inappropriate and beyond the scope of permissible discovery under the Florida
Rules of Civil Procedure. The information sought by such Requests for Production of
Documentg is not “reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence” as it
relates to this lawsuit brought by residents of Pensacola Nylon County, Florida,

R.  Defendants object to any and all Requests for Production of Documents to the
extent thaf they seck information submitied to public officials and elected representatives or that

relate to discussions with such officials and representatives on the grounds that such
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communications are priﬁleged and protected by the First Amendment of the Unifed States
Constitution. Any information provided in response to Plaintiffs’ discovery shall not operate as
any waiver of Defendants® rights and privileges under the First Amendment of the United States
Constitution, including its rights o petition the government.

S. | In providing responses to Plaintiffs’ discovery requests, Defendants have undertaken
areasonable effort to chaté records and to provide information. However these Requests for
Production of Documents seek information and documents about e\;ents occurring as long as
sixty yeérs:ago. Documents and p.ersons with relevant knowledge are quite often no longer
available after the passage of so many years, and other persons who may hﬁve had relevant
knovﬁedge or information at one time may now have little or no specific recall of such
knowledge or information. Defendants’ investigation is continuing, and the following responses
. are based upon such information as is reasonably available to.Defendants and susceptible to
retrieval through reasonab;c efforts. Defendants reserve the right to supplement any or alI of
these responses.

T. These “General Objections” are applicable to and incorporated in each of
Defendants’ responses, infra, as if specifically set forth therein. The stating of specific
obj ections to a particular Requests for Production of Documents shall not be construed as a
waiver of Defendants’ “General Objections” nor does the restatement of or specific reference to
a “General Objection” in the response to a particular Requests for Production of Documents
waive any other “General Objection.” Additionally, unless otherwise specifically stated,
Dcfendan‘gs’ objections to each Reciliest for Production of Documents apply to the entire Request,
including each and every subparagraph of the Request. Defendants reserve the righf to

supplement these responses and to make further objections.
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~ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document
was sent via U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, this 6th day of April, 2010, to the following counsel of
record: : S

Samuel W. Bearman, Esq. Donald W, Stewart, Esq.
Samuel W. Bearman, P.A. W. Taylor Stewart, Esq.

802 N. 12% Avenue Donald W. Stewart, P.C.

" Pensacola, FL 32501 : " 500 Wachovia Bank Building
1000 Quinfard Avenue

Tara Robinson, Esq. Anniston, AT, 36202

Donald W. Stewart, P.C. .

1826 Third Avenue North, Suite 301 Dagney Walker, Esq.
Bessemer, AL 35020 Donald W, Stewart, P.C,

2100 3rd Avenue North, Suite 810
Birmingham, AL 35203

e\
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HUSCH
Carol A. Rutter

BLACKWELL DARECT 314.480.1934  FAX 314.480.1505 - carcl.rutter@huschiblackwall.com

190 CARONDELET PLAZA, SUITE 600, ST. LOUIS, MD 53105
SANDERS vrww. huschbiackwell.com

LLP

May 15, 2008

Privileged & Confidential Information
Pursuant To FRE 408

Via E-mail

Lawrence P. Biondi, Esq.

Law Offices of Lawrence Perry Biondi
81 Main Street, Suite 504 .

‘White Plains, New York 10601

Re:  Abbatiello, et al. . Monsanto Company, et al.
Abele, et al. v. Monsanto Company, et al,
Corlew et al. v. General Electric Company et al.

Dear Larry:

The following is the basis for the Pharmacia Defendants® Initial Disclosure response
about insurance coverage.

A. Insurance — Old Monsanto policies

Due to prior payments exhausting policy limits, settlements of coverage issues,
bankruptcies and/or insolvencies of various carriers, and policy exclusions, the only theoretically
remaihing insurance coverage for product liability claims rests primarily with certain London
Market Companies, who have only a modest percentage of the historical coverage, particularly in
Light of the many decades of alleged PCB use and exposure at G.E. Schenectady alleged in your
complaints.

The London Market Companies have denied the existence of any coverage for
Abbatiello, Abele, or Corlew on grounds that those cases involve claims for bodily injury and
property damage from exposure to environmental contamination that have been settled and
refeased.

New Monsanto directs and conirols its own defense of these cases and makes settlement
decisions without regard to insurance. The insurance companies do not participate in settlement
discussions, because they do not control the defense or have authority to setile, nor would they
respond directly to pay any judgment, even assuming that they agreed there was coverage and
were financialfly able to do so. Instead, to the extent there were a judgment, and New Monsanto :
paid it, it in turn could request reimbursement from and then, if it deemed it appropriate under ail
the facts and circumstances, litigite with the insurers when the reimbursement request is denied
in accordance with the coverage denials mentioned above.
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LLe

B. Insurance - General Electrie

- The Phanmacia Defendants have no information that suggests that Old Monsanto might
be a named insured on any policy of insurance issued to General Electric that would provide

indemmnity for these lawsnits.
C. Indemmity Agreement _

In relation to these lawsuits, General Electric Company has not agreed to defend and
indemnify the Pharmacia Defendants pursuant to the Special Underfaking by Purchasers of
Polychlorinated Biphenyls, dated January 21, 1972, that is referenced in the response to
Plaintiffs” Request to Produce No. 75. '

I trust that this is responsive to your letier of January 29, 2008, .

Thank you.
Very truly yoﬁrs, .
" Carol A. Rutter )
CAR/tg

cc: James Leader, Esq.

"
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Upth onmplednt, rapovt, md imvestigation, thio dopartacnt
* " bay reaton bo brideva thab Raopondent duon modntain ov Bl;e};ug_te & .

v 5 manufaebuslvg plant that p.rudugna nylon.which 10 located nd':lﬁonnt
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" pepartkont rules and dwgulatioon. Specifisally)
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, and 17=3.09 (5) Plovida Adeintstrativa Code

Z;}ﬁ’ . in that ﬂmﬁil’ﬂlﬂu f2om At 1“!‘ RORAL, 1939 )
&r i hur'l-\r- T r.vm ¥ hlpopd-nl kap disphrrged tnl:n the untprs, F

UREY TOX1D MDITANOSS, ©R WLDI D
b ~$ﬁu‘-‘wnm-u,nm,w-"bu Hatx Biphanyly In qnmuntﬂbi g %
which are bbxds pnd animal, ‘plant, or -

o,omlg e nqbafdo Idre. spsutmanw

& TL..g On Oobebar 27, 970 polyahlorinobed yiphenyls
were detactied in the watkwrs Clbwing [rom re-,

’ o * e, epgnasnt's installations An soncentationz of
_‘. . .-B \*';z.shpbsT- . - .. L
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% ! Bueh _sbneantrations of golyohauﬂnabud -
+ > biphénylo hove a persintons checplo boxie, .

T3, #fFect on L1ap, fish food. and other agquatict
W ar merAne ¥ife in, that the polyohloxdnafed
¥. . in the tidoues of sald axganisims, whore the
T lecnoontrationzs aontinue to inereamt to foctip .

afd deleterlous levels; und,

That yapddua levels of Dolyohloglpated bIphanyla

. in the;flesh of fish Tmiten from the Bsadmbin Day
xnd Bayou Fexar hove eXoeedsd the Fedewal Pure

) §ogd end Deug Adminintrablon ¥adtion leveld™ af |
- T1 0

N Furbhnn,'ru.{dugu of Folyomierinatad biphepyls of up to

e

* sixtyfour (6%} ppm have boon defaoted In tho oanalsy ohannwln,
. ond SULTEAL stpugtuves of Mumpondent's Anstalletitha; awd vquiduss. -
* resulting from Respondont's distherges have been detested in the .

o

-Bposmbia Hiver boibon, eifi, on ﬁ'ﬁsust-?, 1969 aodimant samples
“Pron kho Esaambin Miver ab Highway 90 wonbtadped 1.9 ppm ol thi

- pejyehlorinated hiphenyls Avoolar AZ50-and on Gatober 28, 1870,
ssdimsnt nevpien fyom bhe Eropsbin Aiver bolow Henoonto's ;lll'mar
Outrall sontadnsd from 248 to 23 ppn o' nald Avovlory and further

", pueh rosiduss of polyohlorinated biphenyls vonbimmlly releass Jow
ponoentrations pf fhe poiyehloringted biphsnyia yhi.n'h aver an extended
purlod .or Eine are Yoxla u;1d deletorious to [iah, Tish food, squatin
24fp and Movive idfe. 'J.‘harafnrg,'ir. im; - . B

DRDERED by the Departmant of Alr Aud Woter Fullutlon Conbrod

- -

ey Lo i .
‘..._ oy e " L - r ! ] N ’ *
R L R -y .
N, 2 L] LORRECTYVE of _a\‘sf-'_v';{._ Tyt

1 , . - . :

. . 1. Rospondent shall -‘;nnn& and prevent the dischavga from . -
it InstAliationn any offlusnt sonbaining PoIyenlorinated biphemyls
and to this end, Reapontent shall, within ¢hirty (30) dayn Lrom
alfeabive dote 'h'ereof, nubuiﬁ. to thé Dﬁ;aurtmant a worlk ples x.aml 1
schedule of npapfific correptive sption it Wil take to eliminnta -and

« prevont sffInont containing polychlorinnted LiphsoyYs from epterdng

waters af the atebe. Suoh earrestive aation chall dnolude, dut not

' o
+~1+ biphenyls sro yoadlly mbaorbad amd.congentyated -,
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- he li:utcd to bha ranovu :l'r&m Eoupondem.'l outfall asrusturs, .

- djtnhe.s, ete. an und.‘lmanta A.nd w:muen vontaining poigohlnﬁmtud
hiphany!.u. Zho ncneaanny norraul;ivn astion ohall be planngd and -
,lohaduluu to by dompletod asx expeditiolaly am possibla. )

- £, Hospondent pnall imwedinksly s the b ry

_' ¥ osoarpy¥otive aation npon notafiua:.-iun of approval of sald plan. ¢

- '
i - 00 Ty J’ :: 3 oh' “axn .wo wn:nm
R e _..._:a.r.-w_fﬁ 2
!-'T-"WT&-:,;H,J AT =3

3. Unk1: aubrniulnn and approval of sald plan and up ta
; pempletdion of Ghe-gorvactive Antion, Reapondent xhall toke .o
energenny Messpred Lo redugs and pravent‘- the nrmunennar_v din-

uhavges “pf waters pontaining yolynhlorinaud biphény.la. R
Railure I:o_ uenply with a Depariment Order will. result 1n

dega} aobicn pursusnt o Florids Buadute H03.161, which provides
a odvil penalty of $5,000 pepr dsy £px path doy thet thz vidlation

or a Deportment Drder vnuum. .t )
Respondont shall have rittaen” (15) days from date of Focoipt

hexpof within which te requost a pub.'lin hearing on ony of the

nattera contained heroin, Tho sbove Ovders shall be effective

tupon papirafion of the fiftosn day peniod if Ko request for &

pub.uo‘haar:lng 1s Filed. -
DONE nnd ORDERED thin day of

af Tallphesnee, Floridn.

—_» 38TA,

. . VI0ERT RO, ISK
Suita 300 - !‘nllnhaunce Bmk nundin[r.

- 315 Honth Cnlhoun Stroeat

Mallnhasosy, Flarida * 32302
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- BEFOHE FIE FIORIDA PERARTHERT OF AIf AHD WATER FOLLUTIOH CONAHOL

- AT .

In the Matbor als ] LT TR N
WONSMYTO COMPART . | CASE RO, _IW-392-T0
Elcarlbia founty, Florida ' . ORBER No.___ 21% LI
SN S R
o " cowsewy omoes .

O Januery 27, 1571, Res-pvmhnt wag served with a Noblem of

Yiglaflonw n the above~gaptloned matter, :tatiq; that the Department

of Alp wnd Hatar Follutlon Gontrol had reasan to balleve Cheb
ngspomi:nl: was v.!.nlatlns: Departmink rule:l anﬂ regulations by dis-
chnrg!nz theough its im:tullnt:l.un pn:urehlonlnated hiphenyla .!.ntu
the waters nl.‘ th; State, ta 1¢1t Eaqambia Hiver nnd Escmhia Bay.
fhe parties,. vzaiving thed¥ righbs Lo & ;uhlie hcar,tm;, herehy.

;ﬁnan mnd enter Lnte this cgnsent Order” wiﬂ.oh Binds t.he pai‘tl&-'r
a9 fully ng If isuued by the Depu'tmanl: ol Aix' and H‘ater Pulluh.{on

'ﬂont.rol Board =uhaequent to a. publin haax-j.ns. . =T -

n enl;ry Ante thiy Consent Ocder ‘het'ueen Re:pondenf; and l;he

Dupnrtmen‘l: doea not aohstifnte an admizsion b Ra:pondent or Tind-
sng by the Dapartmnh ax to Lha valigity of any utatenenha ani/er

sllegations conbained in- smid Notice of Violatioh, fThix Consent

T »
Order supersedes and supplegts Orders for Codrestive Aotfon Humber

zoq, bl R

In donzlderation of the shova, the Department of Adr and Hater
Follutlen Control Ordorsy thabi

71, Bespondent shall d22igontly and mw expaditlously as’ possible

implenent the proposed ipterim aolublon as cutiined by Respondsnt and

‘uepented by tha Bepartront, to wWit: tha constriction of a dan behingd

£he presept welr, provided that hempondent shall wmeafve pefor osasent
of adfoining Jandouners beforg diverting waters Ivom the mpin sut-
flow ditch onto the proparty of sush ad;]oi."n!.ns JandoWaers. Respondent
nl_lz;n have the Interim solubtion sompleted within asven days u}'tar
rne';:ivxng tansent of xdjoindng landownnra,

2. Fespondens chall forfhwith cppliy for sl necespary atato
and federak aptroval atd pernibs for the proposed permsnent oulubion.
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CAZE HO.  14-382-7)
CRUER RD. 213
. . PAGE HO. 2

3. Upop approval by the approprdlats state znd fadiral agencles

fhe corrective actlon. The correct{ve ackion shall be comppleted
within forty=-five [45) days after all nesesomry pormits Ruve bewn

Jamoned.
. EoNE and EECOTED this f day of wFefraneg . 197,
at Taliahaszee, Florida. f
- FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF AIR AND WATER

.. POLLUTICGN CORTROL HOARD:

EXy
te 300 - Tallshaares Bank
. 15 pouth Calhoun Sirast
- jTad.lahaassn. Floxida

. FOR THE REEBONDENT)

aama:fEdwin Lips, Gaparal SBupepindent
v Huulacturing Trohnology

Bonzento Company

Eonsroola, Florids

" -

'

1

1

]

] R .

| and isepance of all necessary pearmitz, tas Respondent shall CoEmanes .
» L - "o -
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