Waukegan Workers' Suits Against Johns-Manville in lllinois (1934), Ruskell: answer of Johns-Manville Products and...

UN4ITED STATES OF AVERICA
NORTHZRN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS sc.
RN DIVISION

IN TEE DISTRICT COURT COF THE UNITZD STATES
¥ORTHEAN LISTRICT OF ILLINGIS
EASTIRY DIVISIOXN

GEQRGE RUSXZLL

)
V8. - 2 No. L3218
JOHNS-ZASVILLE PRODUCTS CO.,

& corporation, and JOINS-

EANVILLE SALES CORPORATION,

a corporation. N

ANSTEF

) l,U

JOHNS MAXVILLE PRODUSTS CORPCRATION, a corporation,’
and JOENS MANVILLE SALES CORPORATICK, a corporation, by Heth,
Lister & Collins, their attorneys, answering the corplaint < -~
of the plaintiff in this action:

(1) Deny *hat on *hie cdates and occasions iz plain-
tiff's complaint set fortn, the defendants, or eisher of them,
owned or operated the factory allegsed, or that platnsif{ was
erployed by or worked for defendants, or either of them.

(2) Deny tias S gases, or dustc arose

2
~
from ary work done or ’ﬁoen: po:s @ by platnsiff, or that

plaintiff was expcosed, to. sn of any fumes, goses, °
g &
or dusts. ¢ :
(3) C=ay .hat 2w, or should have

krown, that the inn ﬁnlon of m cu- , furcs, or gases ‘o
~hich plaintiff is - lcne 1 ) h.vo be@: crposed was apt to
or did precduce illngec or e:uaL e plaintiff of which

the plaintiff now ¢ ulu, or y suck 4llness or

disease 1s, or was, Jpeculiar to r% or operations

carried on or used l’* saic pest r that any such
]
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vorx or operation cubjected plaintifi to dangerse of illness ~
or disease incident to such work or process to which eaployees o
(’ were, or are, not oruirarily exposed in other lincs of exploy-
rent. .
B (4) ©D2ny taat plaintif: was caused to or did, dufing

the ®irze in plaintiff's complaini alleged, or any other tine,
necessarily, or otherwise, inhale large ouantities of silice
dusts, or other fuxes, gases, or dusts, through his nose, routh,
or otherwise, or tkhat any silica dust or other fumes, gases, or
dusts Yvecarze lodged in plaintiff's throat or lungs, or caused
any illrccss or digease in plaintiff; and further deny t:hat
plaintiff was in the excrcise of due care and caution for his

own personal health and safety. .

(5) Deny that plainiiff was exposed to various
fumes, gases, anc dusts of cangcrous cnaracter, or that any

such exposure could or wculd result in any illness or disease.

(6) Deny that plaint:ff has ccniracted silicosis
or any other occupational diszase, or that as & result of

any occugational disease, or other illness arising out of

hic work, plaintiff has lost weipght, or has been incapacitated

or weakened 60 that he cannot perform any work for which he

is fitsed, or that plainiiff hae suffered mental or physical
pain or anguish, or will continue to suffer s;ch, for any
length of time, or tk2at plaintiff has become liable for, or
exnpended, any sums of monly in and about endeavorlny to be
cured, or has bzen kept from his usual occupation,or lost

vecuniary pairs wnich @ micht have made had he been employed,
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by reason c¢f ary such occunationil G:iscase or 1llnzes arising |
out of his ecplojyment.

(7) Ceny that cefendants wilfully failed to pro- s

t

vide reaconable or approved deviceuy, melhods, or means for } iy
the prevention of occunational disease incident to such em-
ployment; deny that there were in end about said factory, no
propez suction fans or other epparatus provided for collecting

furss, gases, or dusts in the room in said factory where

plaintiff was ecployed, or that defondants failed to provide
raszs or respiraiors, or other apparatus to be used or worn ﬁ
oy the plaintiff{ to protect him frcm inhaling any fumes, t;}
gases, or du;ts in the air.
(8) Deny that they negligently falled to rewove, T
so far as practicable, by either ventilation or exhaust \
devices, any injurious fumes, gases, or dusts in the rcom ‘“
in which plaintiff worked, contrary to statute, )
(9) Deny that they negligently caused or per-
mitted premises to tec so swept as to raise dust contrary to
etatute,
(10) Ceny that plaintiff sustained damage in the

sur of Fifty Thoucand (350,000) Dollars, or any sum whatsoever.
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