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u:nrr.:o STATES OF A:.'::::lICA 
NO?.':'H.::~: DISTF.ICT OF ILLI:IO!S 
EAS'!'i:::Hi D~'ll.:lIO?: 

Ill 7:::E DISTRICT COUR':' CF TP.E u1:I'!'.:':D S'!'ATE:S 
2:oR:-:".:::r.!: I:!S:'R!CT OF ILLI::oIS 

EAST:R~ DIVISION 

-..:. ..... _ ... ! 
~ ·- r.-

:·,-: .. . ~: .. ~ ·.-:.,...:;. 

GEO?.i::E P.USY.ZLL 

vs. 

JOH1:s-:u:;-.rrLIZ P:tOD'UCTS co., 
a co::-por:i.tion, nn,j JO:!!:S­
i.:;.;;--;n:z SALES CO:'.PO?.A7ION, 
a corpo:·at1on. 

JO:L~S :U,}:VILLE PRODUCTS CO?.PCRATIO~, a corporation •. 

and JOHNS llANVILU: SALES CORPO:l.ATIO?:, a corporation, by Heth, 

Lister I!, Collins, their attorneys, answering the coz:-,plaint : · · 

of the plaintiff in this action: 

(1) Deny that on ~~e dates an~ occasionG in p!ain­

tiff's complaint set forth, the defendants, or either of them, 

own~d or oper~tcd the factory alleced, or th~t plaintiff ~as 

e~plo,ed by or norkcd for c:!efenc:!antc, or either of them. 

(2) Deny t:.a':AIIY~{• rases, or c:!ustc arose 
.r~~ ... 

fro:n any 170:ck do:-ic or /rooe•• ~z•ed by plai:i':iff, or t~at 
r • r '\ 

pln1nt1ff :1as exp'.:::;ec. tC> ·ial~tl~n of any ;;,:.::;~::;, i;~zes, 

or du::ts. J/ !: .· • . 
(3) i::~~1 bft\' ~ or should r.ave ., ~ 

r:cnm, t~.:i.t t::e ir:':::iat1on of &Jl1 du• , fu.":'cs, o= g;ises to 
t, :: 

a,hich plaintiff l.e ,tend ~ baYe -.. •. er.posed -;;as apt to 

or did produce illn c ,:.r i•ea.L '4, ~ e plaintiff o:r·wh1ch 

the pl31nt.1ff no1v c , iaSne; or bat .y such illness or 

c!tne<l::;e 1s, o~· '-J.S, enllu to he or operations 

~nrr1ed on or used 1, ate --~t r that any such 

I If ' 

, 
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~ork or opuration cub;ccLcd plaintiff to dangers o! illness ' 

or disease 1r.c!.dcnt to S'.lch v.-o:k or process t~ Ylhich e::iployees 

were, or a!'c, not oru:..r:i1:-ily exrou:ci in either lines of c:::ploy­

ir.ent. 

(4) D~n:,- t:1<1t plaintHI .:-as caused to or did, d:.iring 

the Ti~e in plal~tiff's cc~plalnt alleged, or any other tice, 

nccceearily, or otherwise, inhale large ouantities o! silica 

du~ts, or other fu.=es, canes, or dusts, throur~ his nose, eouth, 

or otherwise, or that any silica dust or other fw:ea, gases, or 

dusts beca=e lodrcd in plaintiff's throat or lunge, or caused 

plalntif: was 1n the exercise of due care and caution for his 

own personal he~lth an: safety. 

(;) tcny that plaintiff ~as exposed to various 

fumes, gases, anc dusts of canc~rous cn~racter, or that any 

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

(6) Deny th~t plaint1ff has contracted silicosis 

or any other occu~ational dis~ase, or t~at as a result o! 

any occu~a~ional disease, or othe= illness arising out o! 

hie work, plaintiff has lo3t weir,ht, or has been incapacitated 

or wr.akc~ed so that he cP..nnot perform any work for ~hich he 

1s fitted, or that plaintiff hac suffered mental or physical 

pain or anguish, or ~111 c~ntinue to suffer such, for any 

lcnc;th of ti!Jlc, or t::.at plaintiff has 'become liable for, or 

ex!)enc'!d, P..ny i;•.:..-ns o: rnon~y in and ab~ut endeavorinr, to be 

cured, or has been kept fr~m his us~al occupat1on,or lost 

?. 
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( 

out of hie ec:ploj'!:!tint. 

(7) Deny that defer.=ants wilfully failed to pro­

vide reazonable or ap~roved dcvlceu, c:~~hods, or ~cane for 

t~e prevention of occ~~ational disease incident to sue~ e=­

pl,o~ent; deny that ti:ere were in e.nd 11bout said facto:::-y, no 

prope:::- suction-f1ns or other apparatus provided for collecting 

fu:r.es, gases, or d~sts in the roo= in said factory whe:::-e 

plaintiff w1s ecployed, or th~t defendants failed to provide 

~ac~s o:::- respirators, or othe:::- apparatus to be used or worn 

by the plaintiff to protect him frcr. inhaling a~y fu~es, 

gases, or dusts in the atr. 

(S) Deny that they negligently failed to remove, 

so far as practicable, by either ve~t1lat1on or e:~haust 

devices, any injurious !=es, £ases, or dusta in the room 

in which plaintiff worked, contrary to statute. 

(9) Deny that they nc;ligently caused o: per­

mitted premises to t.c so s~ept as to raise dust contrary to 

e:tatute. 

(10) Deny that plaintiff sustained da~age in the 

sum of Fifty Thouc~nc ($50,000) Dollars, or any Sl.!.CI whatsoever. 
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