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S S N IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT U, S DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN D:STRiCT OF TEXAS 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS o 

APR 2 81870 

R, COONEY, CLERE, 

vs. : CIVIL ACTION NO. 6k4k49 

BEAUMONT DIVISION 
JAN 

fiy 

CLARENCE BOREL . [, 

FIBREBOARD PAPER PRODUCTS 
CORPORATION ET AL 

OBJECTIONS, AND SUBJECT THERETO, ANSWERS OF THE 
DEFENDART ARMSTRONG CORK COMPANY TO INTERROGATORIES 

HERETOFORE SERVED UPON DEPFENDANT'S COUNSEL 

Armstrong Cork Compeny, one of the defendsnts in the above 

entitled and numbered cause, through its attorneys of record, makes the 

following answers to the written interrogatories heretofore served on it 

by counsel for the plaintiff. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 1 

Please give the names and trade names of all types of insulating 
meterials manufactured by you, giving the dates that you began to manufac- 
ture such materials, starting in the year 1940, a description of the 
materials and what they contain. 

ANSWER TO IRTERROGATORY NO. 1 

(a) Cork board and cork pipe coverings were manufactured by us 

and distributed under a number of trade designations, from some time prior 

to 1940 until relatively recently. Generally speaking, they were composed 

of granulated cork, asphalt coated and uncoated. 

(v) We manufactured LT pipe covering for several years until 

1957. This consisted of cork hoard with an aluminum foil and asbestos 

paper laminate covering. 

(c) Under the trade name Temlok we manufactured an asphalt- 

impregnated insulating fiberboard, beginning prior to 1940. 

(d) During World War II we manufactured a product known as 

"Spray-On Insulation”. This was a product contaifiing cork with resinous 
binders, and was used to line tanks and similar military vehicles. 
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(e) Plasticork, a reground baked cork and rubhber mixture, was 

produced during the 1950's. 

(f) Beginning in 1954, we manufactured Armsflex insulation, a 

mixture of foamed elastomers, thermoplastic materials, inert fillers, and 

minor additives. 

(g) Beginning in 1956 we produced foamed polystyrene board under 

the trade name Armalite. 

(h) Beginning some time prior to 1940 and continuing until 1969, 

we produced insulating firebrick, which was distributed under the trade 

name Armstrong and others, consisting of fired refractory clay. 

(1) Beginning in 1960, we produced a variety of insulating 

materlals collectively known as Expandofoam. This trade name refers to a 

board consisting of expanded polyurethdne products, and also the liquid 

componentc which are distributed as liquids to foricators who mix the 

liquids to produce the exparded polyurethans in o voolehy of phapes. 

{3} Pegiuning abous October 1945 ve manufactured o provp of 

preducts known as Armasprey. Thin ic a binder corhed minersl fiber Insulote 

ing material, containing shout €% asbestes. 

(k) We mamufactured Minalok, a mineral veol fiberbosrd roof 

insulation, from 1953 until about 1958, 

IFTERROGATORY NO. P 

Did you ever at any time give warnings to vorkers of the dancerous 
nature of your producte? II so, desceribe your warnives end to vhom svch 
varnings were glven. 

ARSWER T0 IXTERNOGATORY N0, 2 

This question is objected to as argumentative and this defendant 

denies that the products manmifactured by it vere of o dangerous neture and 

says that each of the products manufactured by it vere ecuitehle end reascnably 

fit for the purpose for vhich the prcoduchts vere intonded, 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 3 

What studies have you made to determine the effect of your 
products on the lungs and physical condition of persons employed as 
insulators and asbestos workers who use your products? 

AYWER T0O TIFTERRCGATORY NO. 3 

-3
 

his defendant has no facilities or equipment designed for medical .
 

research, and therefore has conducted no studies of the nature specified. 

Such studies have, this defendant believes, been conducted by various public 

agencies. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 4 

Who made such studies, vhen were they made, and attach copies of 
the reports of such studies. 

ANSWER TO_INTERRCCA! 

Mot applicable. 

IRTERROGATORY RO, 5 

Did you package and sell sny produchs containing asbestos fronm 
the yeare 1940 to 10677 If so, how vere the producha cold, how verce the 
products packeged, and were these products umiversally used throuchout “he 
United States? 

ANBWER TO TNTERROGATORY IO, & 

During the years 1940 to 1967, we did not repackage and sell any 

insulating product containing asbestos, although we did distribute throusghe 

out the United States certaln products of this type in the originol pocksaces 

from which we obtained such products from other manufaocturers, a1l or most 

of whom are named as defendants in this proceedin = 

INTERROGATORY NO. 6 

area, please explain where such products vere primarily used. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6 

ot applicable. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 7 

Do you recognize that prolonged use of the insulating materials 
manufactured by you can cause cor contribute to cause variocus cceupaticnal 
diseases, including asbestosis, silicosis and Cermatitis? 

&
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY RO. 7 

This defendant objects to Interroéatory No. T for the reason that 
same is wholly irrelevant and immaterial to any issue in the case at bér. 

Subject to said objection, and assuming that the interrogatory refers to the 

usual, customary and expected use of its products, the enswer is that 

certain of our insulating products may cause dermatitis. This defendant 

knows of no case in vhich any period of use, commercial, residential or 

other, of its insulation materials has caused any dicease. P) ¥ 

INTERROGATORY NO. & 

Has your company done any studies or has your' company conducted 
any studies concerning the effects of inhalation of asbestos dust or Tibers 
by one using or being exposed to any of the asbestos materials manufactured 
by your company? In ansver to bhis question, please give the date and nature 
of your studies, if any, the name or names of the persons conducting the 
studles and their address, what the purpose of “the studies were, and attach 
a copy of any report based upon such studies, showing to whom such report 
was given and when. 

ANSWER TO INTERRCGATORY NO, 8 

Our Company has not done or conducted any such studiles. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 9 

Have you or any of your employees conducted studies designed to 
winimize or eliminate the inhalation of asbestos dust and fibers by those 
exposed to the use of your company's products? If so, give the nome or 
names of such persons conducting such studies, attach copies of such 
studies, by whom they were mede, and to whom they were glven, end when, 
and state what action, if any, was taken based upon such studies in an 
effort to minimize or eliminate the effects of inhnlation of acbestos dush 
or fibers upon those using or being exposed %o the dust end fibers contained 
in suech products as manufactured by your company. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9 

Our Company and our employees have not conducted such studies. 

4 

INTERROGATORY NO. 10 

Do you or your company have any regular inspection of areas where 
workers are using products manufactured by your company containing esbestos 
as to the dust count? If you @o not, then please explain vhy this is pot 
done, and if you do, please explain what action, if any, is faken by your 
company following the taking of dust counts at any of the locations referred 
to above. Also please give the dates, if any, that your compeny first 
started making this dust count. , ! 

ANSWER TO INTERROZATORY NO. 10 

Tnasmuch as this defendant's products have been sold to insulation 

contractors, and/or to owners who may and do use their own insulation 
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spplication employees, at various points in the United States, a regular 

inspection program as suggested in Interrogatory No. 10 is not feasible. 

JNTERROGATORY NO. 11 

Does your company recognize that as early as the year 1900 Dr. 
H. Montague Murray, & physician in Londen's Choring Cross Bospital, 
found spicuwles of asbestos in the lung tissue? If you agree with this, 
then state what action, if any, your compsny bas taken since 1900 to 
reduce or eliminate the dangers to those using your asbestos products 
from inhaling the dust and fibers. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY MO, 11 

This defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 11 for the following 

reasons: {(a) the interrogatory is vapgue and indefinite, especially as to 

the meaning of the term "recognized" as used therein; (b) such interrogatory 

ingquired as to matters which upon its face reflects that it is within the 

personal knowledge of this defendant and is therefore outside of the purview 

and intent, of the federal rvles nf procedure, and particularly Federnl Rule 

33; (ec) such interrcgatory does noh inguire as to any watter of fact oo 

authorized by Rule 33; (@) such interrogatory inquires as to a medical 

opinion which is not required to be answered under Rule 33; (e) the 

interrogotory inouires as to o matter which is immaterial and irrelevant 

4o any issue in this action. 

Subject to the above and foregoing objections and exceptions, this 

defendant states that 1ts corporate records disclose neither recognition 

nor non-recognition. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 12 

Does your company recognize that in 1924, Dr. W. E. Cook, also 
of Englend, found clear evidence of asbestosis and thet such discovery was 
published in the British Medical Journal of July 26, 1924, and re-published 
in 1927? If you do, then please state vhat action, if any, was taken by 
your company based upon these studies to reduce or eliminate asbestosis 
in those using your products. If your ansver is that you do net recognize 
the truth of such statement, then please state what your company has done 
in an effort to keep abreast of medical literature concerning the diszease 
produced from the products which you manufacture, if in truth you have. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12 

This defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 12 for the same 

reasons specified as to Interrogatory No. 11. Subjesct to the above and 
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foregoing objections and exceptions, this defendant states that it is not 

femiliar with Dr. Cook's findings. 

JTEERPOGATORY 0. 13 

Does your company recognize that in 1931, an English Parliament 
rassed legislation malking asbestosis a compensable disemse and request ing 
Improved uctheds of exhauld ventilation and dust suppression in asbestos- 
textile factories, and also inuu;uumed W“T10dlC3] mfldical examip i Toxr 
vorkers engared in pard 
industry? I you do r 

> —u».()mi; iy 
vy to reduce 

your producis. If you do not recom > 
please stote why )ou¢ company did net “orp i 
programns odopted endeava voooor 
in those uvsing esbest i pLod 

iy 

utatomenv above, please 
regponse t0 such kncovledge 
of' ascbestos to those using 

> the L“LLH o, such statement, then 
! y with leglslation and 

the diseass of aosbhest 

ANSWER TO INTERROCATC TM 7%, 19 

This defend~" rbjects to Tricrrogatory No. 13 for the following 

reasons: (a) such interrogatory is vapue and indefinite; (b) sueh inher- 

rogetory does not inguire as to any matter of fact es aukhorized by the 

applicable federal rules; {(c) such interrogatory inquires as to o watter of 

law which is not regquired to be ansvered by the federal rules of procedure 3 

(d) such interrogatory inquires as to matters irrelevant and immaterial to 

any issue in this action. 

Subject to the above snd forepoing objections and exceptions, this 

defendant states that our corporate records do not discloge either recogni- 

tion or non-recognition. With respect to our own factory employees, this 

defendant employs health and safety experts through ite own individusl 

insurance program, and follows their recommended procedure to reduce all 

known health and safety harzards. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 1k 

Do you agree that once asbestos fibers or dust are inhaled into 
the lungs, there is no way to eliminate guch dust or fibers from the Jungs 
for the balaunce of such person's life? 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY 14 

This defendant does no%t know whether the foregoine statement is 

correct or not. 
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INTERROGATORY KO. 15 

What technique, if any, does your company use to make dust 
samplings, explaining the technique and when it was commenced and what 
the purpose was and what actlion has been taken in response to the findings 
83 10 the dust samples. 

ANCHUTR TO INTERROGATORY MO, 15 

This defendant is familiar with at least three such technigues: 

the electrostatic precipitator, the midget impinger and personnel monitoring. 

Hovever, we have no experience of actual use of any of them to make samplings 

of dust conditions prevailing at sites vhere materials manufactured by our 

corporation are being installed excent in one instance in which the use of 

personnel monitors produced dust samples, the analysis of which was nob 

productive of reliable resulis. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 16 

Does your company recognize that asbestos causes sshestos- 
induced lung cancer? If your answer is "Yes', when did you come to such 
realization and what action did you take in response thereto? If your 
answver is "Ho', then please explain vhy no studies were made by your company 
to ascertaln that this fact wvas indeed true and thereafter to toke action 
to advige theose exposed to your products of their danserous nature. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16 

This defendant suggests that this interrogetory assumes its own 

ansver, inasmuch as, if there ie such a thing as "asbestos~induced lune 

cancer”, ex hypothesi such cancer is cnused by asbestos. If any further 

answer is required, then thic defendant objects to the interrogatory on 

the ground that it assumes focts not proven, and on the further ground 

that it is wague and indefinite. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 17 

Does your company recognize there is a direct connection between 
the iphalation of asbestos dust and fibers and the disease mesothelioma? 
If your answer is "Yes" to this question, then pleace sdvise what notices 
vere given to those exposed to your asbestos products of this fact. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrocgatory No. 17 for the 

following reasons: (a) such interrogatory is vague and indefinite; this 
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defendant does not understand what is meanfi by the term "recognize” as 

used therein; (b} such interrogatory does not inquire as to any matter of 

fact authorized by the federal rules of procedure; (c) such interrogatory 

inquires as to & medical opinion which is not required 4o be answered under 

the federal rules of procedure; {d) such interropatory inquires as to an ul- 

timate issue in the case at bar which is to be determined by the finder of 

Subject to the above objections and exceptions this defendant 

ansvers 'no". 

INTERROGATORY NO. 18 

Does your company place any warning signs on its asbestos products? 
If 80, please state evachly vwhai the warning is, vhere it is used, and vhen 
its use was first begun. IF your ensver to this guestion is "Yes", then 
please explain why your company uses guch varning notices. 

AMIURER P TWTEORORATORY M. 1R 

We do not provide varnings regarding dust on asbestos products 

manufactured by us. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 19 

Do you agree that asbestos has been directly associsted medically 
with the disease of cor pulmonale? 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 19 for the 

following reasons: (a) such interrogatory is vague and indefinite; this 

defendant does not understand the meaning of the term "directly associated” 

as used therein; (b) such interrogatory does not inguire as to any matter 

of fact as authorized by Federal Rule 33; (e¢) such interrogatory inguires 

as to a medical opinion which is not required to be answered by the applicable 

rules of procedure; (d) such interrogatory inquires as to an ultimste issue 

which is to be determined solely by the fact finder on a trial hereof. 

Subject to the above objections and exceptions your defendant 

answers "no". 

1N
y 

[N
 

~
 

—
—

 

The Borel v. Fibreboard Case File (1969-1972), Answers to interrogatories
ACL Doc 10159 · Page 8 of 21

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law

asbestosclaims.law/library/10159/8

https://asbestosclaims.law/library/10159/8


INTERROGATORY NO. 20 

Does your company recognize that asbestos fiber exists for an 
infinity of years? In other words, unlike some dangerous preducts, it 
does not eventually dissipate or reduce itself in danger to those vho 
night be exposed to it? 

ANSWER TO TUTERROGATORY HNO. 20 

This defendant objects and excepts %o Interrogatory No. 20 for 

the following reasons: (a) the interrogatory is vague and indefinite; this 

defendant does not understand vhat is meant by the term "recognize" as used 

therein; (b) such interrogatory does not inguire as to any watter of fact 

as authorized by Federal Fule 33; (- such interrogatory inquires as to a 

sclentific opinion not reguired to be sncwered by the applicahle rules of 

procedure. 

Subject to the above objections and exceptions, this defendant 

agrees that asbestos is a highly durable material, but this defendant dnes 

not agree to the statements implicit in the wording of the interrogatory. 

INTERROGATORY NO, 21 

Does your company recognize that year-by-year, more ashestos is 
used 1n the United States, and therefore the public is thereby expoged to 
a grester and grenter extent to the inholation of asbeshos dust and fiber? 
If your answer is "Yes", then please state whet ection your company has 
taken to reduce or eliminate this danger and what action, if any, you hove 
taken to nobify the public at large of this danger. 

ANSWER TO IKTERROGATORY NO, 21 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 21 for 

the following reasons: (a) sald interrogatory is vague and indefinite; this 

defendant does not understand what is meant by the term "recognize' as used 

therein; (b) said interrogatory is irrelevant and immaterial to any issue 

in this action. 

Subject to the above objections and exceptions, this defendant 

states that it is not familiar with all of the vorking conditions where as- 

bestos products are used, and therefore cannot give 2 comprehensive ansver 

to the interrogatory. We are familiar with the increasing usage of asbestos 
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in the United States, but this defendant does not agree that this necessarily 

results in greater danger from exposure. 

INTERROGATORY I'D. 22 

Selikoff, of Fevw 
state vhen and 
5 furnished by your 

Has your company consulted with Dr. : 
York, Mew York, concorning ashestosis, and iT so, 3 
under what circumsiances and vhai information, if any, wa 
coupany, gliring cates, tn him. 

ANSWER TO INTERRCCATORY MO. 22 

Mo . 

IKTERROGATORY NO. 23 

Does your company contribute any funds to research concerning 
asbestos and ite relation to Jung end larynx disease? If so, please state 
the amount of money coibributed, when snd to vhom, attaching sny repors or 
reports from such individual or orpenizeiion to whom your funds wore 
contributed. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23 

This defendant cbjocts and oxeoptn o Inberye olocy Foo 00 800 

the reason that the same is irrelevant and ifmmaterial to sny Issue in this 

action. Subject to said objeciion and exception, defendant answersthat it 

has not directly made any such coniridbution; It is possible that such 

contributions may have been made by ssroaiakione o vhiebh Shis dnondad 

bas contributed through payment of membership fees, cor by governmental 

agencies to which this defendant may have contributed inveluntarily through 

payment of taxes. This defepdant has not received any herein-relevant 

report or reports from such organizations. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 2k 

Do you have any labor inspectors or anyone from your company whose 
Job it 1s to go to areas where your products are being used to make a dust 
level count, and if so, please state when your compony started such 
procedure, the purpose of it, and vhat action, if any, was taken in response 
to your findings. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2k 

No. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 25 

Is your company familiar with the hearing conducted in March, 
1967, before the House of Representatives of the United States Congress 
Sub-Committee on Labor? 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 25 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 25 for the 

following reasons: (a) the interrogatory is vague and indefinite inasmuch 

as this defendant does not understand the significance of the term "familiar" 

as used therein; {b) the interrogatory does not inquire as to any matter of 

fact as authorized by applicable rules of procedure; (c¢) the interrogatory 

does not set forth sufficicrtly and with particularity the specific hearing 

inquired of; (d) the interrogatory is immaterial and irrelevant to any - 

issue in this action. 

Subject to the above objections and exceptions, the answer is "no". 

INTERROCATORY NO. 26 

Do you agree that the problem of asbestos dust extends furbher 
than to those merely using your products but that the exposure is shared 
with other construction workers as well? 

ANEWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 26 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 26 for the 

following reasons: (a) said interrogatory does not inguire as to any matter 

of fact as authorized by applicable rules of procedure; (b) the interrogatory 

inguires as to a medical or a scientific opinion which is not required to 

be answered under Federal Rule 33; (e) the interrogatory is immaterial and 

irrelevant to any issue in this action. 

Subject to the above objections and exceptions, this defendant 

answers "no". 

INTERROGATORY NO. 27 

If your answer to the preceding Interrogatory No. 26 is "No", 
then please state whether or not you have familiarized yourself with Dr. 
William H. Stewart, Surgeon-General of the United States, testifying before 
the Committee mentioned above that probably three and one-half million 
construction workers are being exposed to asbestos dust in addition to those 
workers actually using the materials containing asbestos? ' 

- 11 - 
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 27 

This defendant objects and excepts to the interrogatory for the 

following reasons: (a) the interrogatory is vague and indefinite; this 

defendant does not understand what is meant by the term "familiarized" as 

used therein; (b) such interrogatory does not inquire as to any matter of 

fact as authorized by applicable rules of procedure; (c) such interrogatory 

inquires as to a matter involving a medical opinion, which is not required- 

to be answered under the applicable rules of procedure; (d) such interroga- 

tory is immaterial and irrelevant to any issue in this action. Subject to 

the above objections ond exceptions, this defendant answers that it does not 

know, and is not familiar with said teetimony. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 28 

Do you recognize or agree that the problems of alr laden with 
asbestos dust is so great that possibly millions of the people in the 
Unitad Stotiz are belng exposed to the inhalation of asbeshos dust who 
have nothing to do with its use or applicationt If your answer is "Yeg" 
then please advise what action your company has taken, if any, to advise the 
general public of the dangerous nature of asbestos end what steps have been 
taken to endeavor to protect the general public from the dangerous effects 
of the inhalation of the asbestos dust and fibers, when such sction was taken, 
and what it consists of. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 28 for the 

following reasons: {a) such interrogatory does not inguire as to a matter 

of fact as authorized by Pederal Rule 33; (b} the interrogatory inguires 

as to a scientific or medical opinion which is not required to be answered 

under applicable rules of procedure; (c) such interrogatory is immaterial 

and irrelevant to any issue in this action. 

Subject to the above objections and exceptions the answer is "no”. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 29 

Is it possible with all of your products containing asbestos to 
distinguish your products from those manufactured by a competitor? If 
your ansver is "Yes," please describe hov you contend your products in ell 
instances can be distlinguished from thet of a competitor. If there are 
products which cannot be, in yowr opinion, distinguished from products of 
a simllar kind msnufactured by a competitor, please state the meme of such 
product, who manufactures it, &s well as the product manufactured by your 
competitor. 
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 29 

Such distinction is possible by reason of the Armstrong name 

which appears on all the packages of asbestos insulation materials manufac- 

tured by this defendant. 

INTERROZATORY NO. 30 
1 

It is true, is it not, that most of the products manufactured by 
your company contalning asbestos will in mos% instances have to be cut, 
saved, scribed, shaped or mixed by the ultimate user and his employeces? 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 30 

It is true thaot most of +he asbestos insulation products manufac- 

tured by this defendsnt will in most instances have to be cut, saved, scribed, 

shaped or mixed by the emplovees of the conbractor installing such products. 

INTERROGATORY MO, 31 

Please give the state of incorporation of your company, the date 
it was organized, and the domicile of your company at this time. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY KN, 31 

Arwstrong Cork Company was incorporated in Pennsylvania in 1891 

under the name Armstrong Rrother and Company, Incorporated, and is still 

domiciled in Pemnsylvania. 

TETERRCGATORY NO. 32 

How many years hes your company been engaged in the manufacture 
of products containing asbestos and which are commonly used by insulators 
and asbestos workers? 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY IND. 32 

Approximately 40 vears, during most of which time our experience 

wag limited to mastics containing asbestos. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 33 

If you, your company, or your company's attorneys, contend that 
any respirators or other breathing device is currently on the merket that 
will prevent the inhalaticn of asbestos dust and fibers, give the detailed 
descripticn of such respirator or other breathing device, together with how 
you know this will prevent the inhzlstion of such dust snd fibers, whob 
tests were conducted, by whom and where, with sufficient detail to enable 
us to obtain the results of such tests. 
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 33 

Other than an air-line respirator, thils defendant knows of no 

respirator or other breathing device currently on the market which will 

absolutely prevent the inhalation of all asbestos dust. The United States 

Bureau of Mines has established safety standards for masks and respirators, 

and this defendant understands and therefore avers that several respirators 

are currently marketed which comply fullys with such standards. 

INTERROGATORY 0. 34 

It is true, is it not, th~* your company has for many years 
manufactured insuleting me~w/v’s oo o ining asbestos and that such products 
have been placed upiu.i Lhe open merke® "o be purchased and used by the public? 

ANSWER TQ JNTERROGATORY NO. 34 

It is true that our Company has for many years manufactured such 

materials; they bave been sold to contractors who, being actively engaged 

in the business of installing insulation materials, are as fomiliar as 

this defendent with eny dangers which may be involved in the use of such 

wotarinls by sald purchasers and their employees. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 35 

Do you or your company recognize that such asbestos insulating 
materials are dangercus and harmful to human beings end to the health of 
man? If your ansver to this question is "Yes"then please explain when 
you came 4o this conclusion and what, if anyhhing, you bave done shout it 
WG nCeUify the public. I your ansver is that your products are pob horme 
ful then explain what tests vere made uvon vhich vou base such conelusion. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 35 

Thie defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 35 for the 

following reasons: (a) by reason of the use of the term "recosmize’ the 

interrogatory is vague and indefinite; (b) the interrogatory does not 

inquire as to any matter of fact as authorized by Federal Pule 33; (¢) the 

interrogatory inquires as to a medical opinion which is not reguired to be 

answered by the applicable rules of procedure; (d) said interrogatory 

inguires as to an ultimate fact issue to be determined solely by the finder 

of facts upon the trial hereof. 
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Subject to the above objections and exceptions, this defendant 

does not agree to the accuracy of the statement made; on the contrary, if 

properly used, our products are not injurious to health as long as the 

threshold limit value does not exceed specified levels. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 36 

Please state whether or not your company has had knowledge of 
any deaths or serious lung disease among your employees which has been 
attributed to the inhalation of asbestos dust or fibers. If so, please 
glve the number, the name where known, and address of such persons, together 
with the name and address of the doctor vwho administersd treatmens 4o such 
perscns, if known. 

ANSWER TO_ INTERROCATORY KI. 26 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 36 for the 

following reasons: (a) the interrogatory does not inguire as to any matter 

of fact authorized by applicable rules of procedure; (b) the interrogatory 

inquires as to a matter of medical opinion which is not required to be 

ansvered under Federal Rule 33; (e) the same is immaterisl and irrelevant 

to any issue in this action. 

Subject to the above objections and excepbions, this defendant 

states that it has no knowledge of death or lung disease among owr employees 

attributed to inhalation of asbestos dust or fibers. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 37 

Assume for the purpose of this question that it has been known 
for many years that asbestos dust and fibere have been dangerous to human 
beings: Assuming the truth of such statement, has your company done 
anything prior to 1966 to notify any scgment of the American population of 
such danger? If so, please explain what. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 37 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 37 for the 

following reasons: (a) it does not inguire as to eny matter of fact 

authorized by the applicable rules of procedure; (b) it poses e hypothetical 

question to this defendant, tc which no answer is required under applicable 

rules of procedure. 
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Subject to the above objections and excepticns, this defendant 

does not accept the truth of the gquestion as stated. For many years prior 

to 1966, this defendant advised its employees concerning breathing of any 

kind of dust, and where appropriate has furnishsd its employees with masks, 

ingtalled mechanical dust collectors, end taken similar steps to reduce 

the exposure of its employees and others to dust and deleterious substances. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 38 

If your company manufactures any insulating products which are 
commonly uged by insulators and which contain asbestos, please describe how 
the following products are cub, sboned, mixed and applied on the jobs: 

(1) Aswvestos ¢. i 
(2) Asbestos pipe covering: S 

(3) Asbestos bricks or blocks; 
(k) Asbestos shesthing: 
(5) Asbestos insulabion used to cover extremes of heat as well as cold; 
(6) Asbestos insulation in loose form which may be blevn into homes 

or buildings; 
(7) Asbestos in spray form, 

giving particular reference as to vhether or not the materials have to be 
sawed or cut on the job, blown into confined aress, or mixed with water into 
a cement or paste. Then please state if there 1s any way known to you that 
the above products can be used and applied without the worker inhaling any 
of the asbestos dust or fibers. 

ANSWER TO TNIERROGATORY NO, 3 

(1) Asbestos cement is typieally delivered o the Job site in 

begs, which must be opened, mixed with water, and troweled onto the gurface 

to be insulated. 

(2) Asbestos pipe covering ie cut with a knife or saw. 

(3) Asbestos blocks are cut with a knife or saw. 

(5) Asbestos insulation Tor extremes of heat or cold may consist 

of any of the foregoing. 

(7) Asbestos in spray form is applied by mechanical spray equipe 

ment which, at a nozzle, combines atomized water mist with the mix to form 

a lightweight wat. 

This defendant is not familiar with (&) and (&). 

This defendant is not engaged in the business of application of 

insulation materials, and therefore as to the last sentence of the inter- 

rogatory, this defendant answers that it does not know. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 39 

Do you have any statistical figures avallable showing the number 
of employees employed with your company who are exposed to asbestos dust 
and fibers and who have worked for your company twenby years or longer who 
have lung disease? If so, please give such Tigures. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 39 

This defendant objects and excepts to this interrogatory for the 

reason that such interrogatory is imma;erial and irrelevant to the issues 
in this case. Subject to this objection and exception, this defendant ansvers 

that, although we have figures on the number of our employees who have been 

hospitalized or dfed wikh lung ailmeunts generally (including tuberculosis, 

asthma, ete.), we have no statistics on the number of employees who have 

lung disease. 

INTERROGATORY NO, 40 

If you have available, do you have any medical information or 
information of your own knowledge, concerning the most common cause of 
death of one having asbestosis, then please describe what the most Frequent 
cause of death from one suffering from such disease is. 

ANSWER ¢ TNTERROGATORY NO, 40 

his defendant objects and excepts to this interrogatory for the 

following reasons: f{a) it does not inquire as to any matter of fact 

authorized by Federal Rule 33; {b) it inquires as to a matter of medical 

opinion which is not required to be answered; (c) it is immaterial and 

irrelevant to any issue in this case. 

Subject to the above exceptions and objections, this defendant 

answers "'no' . 

- INTERROGATORY NO. 41 

Please state the net profit made by your company for each of the 
years since and including the year 1950. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 41 

1969 - $58,072,000 1964 - $39,029,000 
1968 - $34,956,000 1963 .- $30,616,000 
1967 - $32,639,000 1962 - $21,121,000 
1966 - $38,741,000 1961 - $18,506,000 
1965 - $lz bl 000 1660 - 316,225,000 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 42 

Please give the net worth of your company as of the end of your 
annual accounting period for each of the years since 1960. 

AFNSWER TO IITERROGATORY IO, 4o 

1969 - $375,800,000 1964 - $262,789,000 
1968 - $3h0,368,000 1963 - $237,365,000 
1967 - $322,480,000 1962 - $190,093,000 
1946 - $308,132,000 1961 -~ $178,565,000 
1965 - $287,255,000 1960 - $168,191,000 

INTERROGATORY NO. 43 

Please give the total volume Bf sales of products manufactured 
by your company and ingluvde, Iif pertible, the total amount of sales of 
products of your ccompeny contalning acbestos for each of the years since 
1960. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO, L3 

1969 - $552,349,000 1964 - $483,873,000 
1968 - $576,420,000 1963 - b k31 000 
1967 - $539,571,000 1962 ~ $322,749,000 
1966 - $535,133,000 1961 - $302,740,000 
1965 - $512,813,000 1960 - $291,530,000 

Segregated figures relating to sales of products containing asbestos would 
be extremely difficult il not impossible to develop. 

INTERROGATORY NO. Lk 

Please give the name and address of the president of your company; 
and also the name and eddress of the Chairman of the Bonrd of Directors. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. hh 

Fresident: James H, Binns. Chairman: Maurice J. Warnock. 

Address for both is c/o Armstrong Cork Company, Liberty snd Charleotte Streets 

lancaster, Pennsylvanisz. 

INTERROGATORY NO, 45 

If your company has been unable to answer any of the foregoing 
interrogatories herein propounded, or any of the interrogatories hereinafter 
propounded, please state the name and address of the person in your company 
having knowledge of the matters inquired about in these interrogatories. 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 45 

Not applicable. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 46 

Does your company recognize that Dr. Irving J. Selikoff, of New 
York, is an outstending authority in the field of asbestosis, particularly 
among insulation workers? 
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 46 

This defendant objects and ax%epté to this interrogatory for the 
following reasons: (a) use of the term "recognize" in the interrogatory 

renders it vague énd indefinite; (b) the interrogatory does not inquire-as 

to any matter of fact as authorized by Federal Rule 33; (c¢) it inguires ag 

to a matter of medical opinion for which an answer is not required by 

Federal Rule 33; {d) it is irrelevant and immaterial to any issue in this 

action. 

Subject to the above ohjections and exceptions, this defendant 

states that it can neither affirm nor deny the statement. 

INTERROGATORY NO, L7 

Do you agree that the State of Jowa had o Workmen's Compensation 
law covering the occupational disease of asbestosis beginning in the year 
19139 

ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. L7 

This interrogntory, and those following it numbered 48 through 84, 

are objected to as calling for conclusions and opiniocns on questions of law. 

INTERROGATORY NO, 85 

Does your company recognize that asbestos causes asbestosis? If 
your answer is "Yes," when did you come to such realization, and vhat action 
did you take in response thereto? If rour ansver is "No," then please 
explein why no studies werc made by your company to ascertain that this 
foct was indeed true and thereafter to take action to advise those exposed 
to your products of thelr dangerous nature. 

ANSWER T0 INTERROGATORY NO. 85 

This defendant objects and excepts to Interrogatory No. 85 for 

the following reasons: (a) by reason of the use of the term "recognize" the 

interrogatory is vague and indefinite; {(b) the interrogatory does not 

inquire as to any matter of fact as authorized by Federal Rule 33; (e¢) the 

interrogatory inguires as to a wedical opinion which is not required to be 

answered by applicable rules of procedure; (d) the interrogatory inguires 

as to an ultimate fact issued to be determined sclely by the finders of 

facts upon the trial hereof. 
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Subject to the above objections and exceptions, this defendant 

states that it does not know. 

DATED this the / _§.';( day of C{:/ o 1970. 

ARMSTRONG CORK COMPANY 

; 72 By \/;\74”9/‘—*——7 q 
R. S. Trigg [ 
Assistant Secretary 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA : 
: S8 

COUNTY OF LANCASTER ! 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally 
appeared R. 8. TRIGG, Assistant Secretary of Armstrong Cork Company, a 
corporation, known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the 
foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that he executed the same for 
the purposes and consideration therein expressed, in the capacity therein 
stated, and as the act and deed of sald corporation. 

Given under my hand and seal of office, this 234 day of 
» 1970. 

W Bgle (it 
TON CRIST, Notary Public NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

" ' LANCASTER COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 
Lancaster, Lancaster County, Pa. 

My Commission Expires June 10, 1970 
I certify that the above and foregoing Answers of Defendant, 

Armstrong Cork Company, to Written Interrogatories was served upon plaintiff, 
Clarence Borel, by mailing a copy thereof to his amttorney Mr. Ward Stephenson, 
Stephenson, Thompson and Morris, P. O. Box 68, Orange, Texas 77630, by 
certified mail, return receipt requested, on the Z Z day of 3 
1970. 

W. §. Arfi%{? 
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