IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS == j 3 S -
4 3 Gaeon S I
BEAUMONT DIVISION G s ormCT COURT
EASTIRN MISTRICT ©2F 1EXAS
CLARENCE BOREL X
X AR 2N RTE
v. X CIVII, ACTION o ‘
X NO. 6449 JAMES
FIBREROARD PAPER PRODUCTS X BY
CORPORATION, ET AL. X DEPUTY...

OBJECTIONS T O INTERROGATORIES

COMES NOW Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corporation, one
of the defendants in the above styled and numbered civil
action, and in response to the interrogatories served by
plaintiff upon its undersigned counsel on March 21, 1970,
respectfully objects thereto upon the following good and
sufficient groupds:

~1-

This defendant objects ~c that portion ¢. Interroga-
tory No. 4 requesting that certai. repor=s be attached to
the answer therecc, Sor t:. reascn :hat Federal Rule 33
does not authorize cr regiire the same.

—o-

wis defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 7 for
the following reasons:

(a) The same does not inquire as Eo any matter of
fact as suthorized by Federal Rule 33:

(b) The same inquires as to a medical opinion not
required to be answered under Federal Rule 33;:

(¢c) The zame is too broad and general, not being di-
rected at any s_2cific occupational disease;

{d) The same is so vague and indefinite that this
defendant cannot answer.

-3
This defendz:xt objects to that portion of Interro-

gatory No. 8 reguesting that a report be attached to the
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&

answer thereto, for the reason that Federal wole

not: auvthorize or require the same.

e

This defendant obhjects

gatory No. ¢ requesting that

to that portion of

Interrg-

copiles of certain studies

e attached to the answer thereto, for the reason that Fed-

eral Rule 33 dees not authorize or require the same.

.'\»,:)-a
This defendant objects

the fo

(2}

face, veflects
this defendant
eral Bule 33;

(b}

The same does not

as authorized Ly Fedexal
{e} The-same'inquiree
gequirad to be answered undex
(aj)

" defendant can not answer.
-
This defendant chjects

the following reasons:

(1)

The same inguires

face, reflects not to be within the personal kncwledge

thisg
Rule 33;

(b} "The same doss not
authorized hy FPederal

Zhe same inguires

reguired to be answered under
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and is therefrre without the puxview cf

The same 1s =0 vague

defendant and is thercfore

to Interrogatory No, 11 for

e
3
w

te a mattexr that upon

inguire as to -any matter
Rule 33;

a8

to a wedical cpinion not

Federal Rule 33;

and indefinite that this

P

to Interrogztory No. 12 for

as to a matter that, upon its

of

without the purview o0f Fed-

inguire as to any matter

Rule 33;

as to a medicsl opirion not

¥Yederal.
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Rule 33:
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-
(d) The same is so vague and indefinite that this
defendant can not answer.

-

This defendant okjects to Interrogatory NHo., 13 Iox
the following reasons: : = \

(a) The same does not inquire as to any matter of
fact as zuthorized by Federal Rule 33:
) (b) ‘ihe sanme inqﬁires as to a matter of law not re-
guired to be answered undexr Federzl Rule 33;

(c) The same is so wvague and indefinite that this
defendant can not answer.

w8

This defendant objects_té Tnterrogatory No. 14 for

. the following reasons:

(a) fhe same does not inguire as to any matter of
fact as authorized by Federal Rule 23;
(b) The same ingquires as to a medical opinion not

regquired to be answered under Federal Rule 33.

g

-0
This defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 16 for

the following reasons:

(é) Thé same does not inguire asz to any méﬁter df
fact as authorized by Federal Rule 33;

(v) The samé inquires as to a medical opinicn not
required. to be answered under Federal Rule 33;

(cf. The same is so vague and indefinite that this
defendant can not answer.

~10- -
This defendant objects to Interrogatory Ho. 17 for
the following reasons:

{(a} The same does not inguire as to any matter of

: fact as auvthorized hy Federal Ruale 337

R 64
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(b}  The ggme inguires as Lo a medical}opinion not
réqﬁixcd to be answered undey Federzl Rule 33;
- (=3 The sane is so vavue and indefinite that this
.
defandant can not angvwer.
31
'fhis_defeﬁdanﬁ'cbjeﬁtsAto Intexrogatery No. 19
for the following ressons:
(a) The same doe:z not inguire as to any matter of
fzcet as authovized by Federal R@l; 33;
(bi The sema inguires as to o medical opinion not
regquired to be answered under Federal Rule 33;
{¢} fThe zame is so vague and indefinite that this
defendant 2an not answer. . ‘
B A 7 _“‘],2"*
Thiz defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 20 for
the follcwingvxeascnﬂs
(2) Whe sawk does not inguire as to any matter of
fact as authorized by Pederal Rule 33;
(b} The seme inguires as to a scientific opinicon
- not reﬁuired to be answersd vnder Federal Rule 33;
{c) Thé same is 80 vague and indefinite that this
_ . »
defendant can not answer.
13w “’
Ghie defendant ebjects to Interrogatéry No. 21 be-
cause the same is sc vague and indefinite that this defend-
! ant can not answer.
.
TJié defendant obliects to Intexrogatory No. 25 forx
. the Fellowing reasons:
(2} 7he same does nol inguire as L0 any matter of
foot as.auvthorvized by Pederal kule 33;
{t) The same does not sufficiently selt forth with
\\ .
. ‘particularity the specific hearing inguired about to allow
this defendant to answer oames
- | 9155;
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s

(¢) The seme iz so vagu¢.and indefinite that this

defendant can not answer.
=15~

This defendent objects Lo Interrogatory Fo. 26 foxr
the following reasons: =

(2) The same does nol inqguire as to any matter of
fact as authorized by Federal Rule 33;

(b) The same inguires &s to a medical or scientific
opinion not required to be answered under Federal Rule 33.

-16~

Thie defendant objécts to Interrogatory No. 27 for
the foliowing reasons: .

() The same does not inguire 28 to any matter cf
fact as authorized by Fedefal Rule 33;

(b)Y The same inguires as to a matter invelving a
medical opinion not reguired to ke answered under Federal
Rulc 23;

‘ (¢) The same is so vague and indefinite that this
aefendant can not answer. |
. ) -17-
_ This defendant objscts to Intefrogatory No. 28 for
the fbllowing reasons: '
-(a) The same does not inguire as to any matter of
fact as autlorized by Federal Rule 33;
(b) The same inguires as to a scientific or medical
opinion not required to be answerad under Federal Rule 33.
~ -18-

This defendant objects to Interrcgatory No.3E for
the following reasons:
(a) The same does not inquire as to any matter of

fact as 'authorized under Federal Rule 33;

Page 5
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(b) The same inquires as to a medical opinion not
required to be answered under Federal Rule 33;

{c} The same ic so vague and indefinite that this
defendaﬁt can not aﬂswar.

‘ . XY

This defendan£ objeéts-éo Interrogatory No. 36 for
the following reasons:

{2) The same deoes not inguire as to any matter of
fact as authorized.un&er Federal Rule 33;

{h) The same inguires as to a matter of medical
opinion not‘required ﬁo be answered under Federal Rule 33.

. =20~

This defendant objects to Interfogatory No. 37 for
the following reasons:

(a) The same ddes not inquire as tc any matter of
fact as authorized under Federal Rule 33;

b) .Tﬁe same poses a hypothetical guestion to this
-defendant, of which no answer is reguired undzr Fedzral
Rule 32.

-2

This dafendant objects to Interrogatory No. 40 for
the following réasoﬁs: ' e

(2) The sgame does nct inguire as Lo any matter of
fact as authorized under Federal Rule 33;

(b) The same inquires-as to a matter of medical

opinion not required tc ke answered.

This defendanlt objects to Interrogatories Nos. 41
through 45 for the following reasons:
(n} The same inguire as to matters of fact which are

ofpublic record and are equally availsble to the plaintiff

as to this defendant; -
BN
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(b) The same inguire as to matters of a highly
prejudical nature which would result in a comparison of
the relative financial resources of this defendant with that
of the plaintiff.

-23-

This defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 46 for
the following reasons:

(a) The same‘does not ingquire as to any matter of
fact as authorized under PFederal Rule 33;

(b) The same inguires as to a matter of opinion not
required to be answered under Federal Rule 33;

. {e) The same is so vague and indefinite that this
defendant cannot answer.
24—

This defendant objects to Interrogatories Nos. 47
through 84 for the following -reasons:

() The same do not inguire as to sny matter of
fact authorized under Federal Rule 33;

(b) The same inguire as to matters of law not re-
quired to be answered under Federal Rule 33:

(c)‘ The same inguire as to matters regquiring con-
siderable legal research which would be unfairly and unduly
onerous upon this defendant;

(d) The seame inguire as to matters which are
equally available to the plaintiff as to this defendant.

254

This defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 85
for the following reasons:

(a) The same does not inguire as to any matter

of fact as authorized under Federal Rule 33;

Page 7
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(b} The same inguires as to a matter of opinion
not'required to be answered under TFederal Rule 33;

(¢) The same inguires into medical facte which
will necessarily have to be developed through expert
testimony at the trial hereof;

{d) The same is argumentstive and improper.

WHEREFORE, this defendant prays that the Couft
set these objections for hearing, and that upon hearing
this Court in all things sustain such objections.

Respectfully submitted

KING, SHARFSTEIN & RIENSTRA

BY: 65/ ﬂ/gfﬁiéi —
Beaumont Savings Building
Beaumont, Texas
Attorneys for Defendant, Owens-—
Corning Fiberglas Corporation
I certify that a copy of the foregoing objections
to interrogatories filed by the defendant, Owens-Corning
Fiberglas Corporation, was served on Mr. Werd Stephenson,
Stephenson Building, Orange, Texas, attorney for plaintiff,
by mailing a copy to said address, certified mail, return
receipt requested, on thqugi;?day of March, 1970, and a
copy was likewise served on all other attdtneys of record

by mailing a copy to their respective addresses by regular

United States Mail on thecgﬁéﬁ?day of March, 1970.

— lte Arell .

Attorney for Owens-Corning Fiber-
glas Corporation.
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