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* * * 

Item S. Legal Proceedings. - = - : . 

As of March 1, 1878, the Company was a defendant or codefendant in 628 suits alleging dam- 
age to the health of persons exposed 10 asbestos and asbestos<ontaining products manufactured 

-and sold by the Company and, in most cases, certain other defendanis. These suits typically allege 
that the Company and other defendants failed in.their duty to warn of the hazards of inhalation. of 
asbestos [ibers in dust originating from such products. The Company maintains that there was no 
basis for any ‘warning until publication of scientilic studies in 1964, following which appropriate 
warnings were given. Included within the 623 cases are seven multi-plaintiff cases, three of which 
are merely aggregations of 65 plaintiffs but otherwise indistinguishable from typical cases described 
above. The other four multi-plaintifl cases and two other groups of cases — indemnity and direct. 
employee actions -— are described below. 

- 

In addition to these current cases, the Company has settled 94 cases. Of eight cases which have 
proceeded through trial. four were decided in favor of the plaintiff and the Company received jury 
verdicts in its lavor in four cases. As all of these cascs involve similar issues, the results in the set- 
ted amd unsuccessiully tried cases may affect the disposition of current and future cases. 

Multi-Plaintiff Cases. Each of the four mulfi-plaintifl cases mentioned above were filed in 
the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey, and consist of three cases 
brought by approximately 500 former employees of Raybestos-Manhattan Inc, and one case by 
four former employees of Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corporation, their spouscs and all those sim- 

. dlarly siviated], In each of the three cases, the plaintifls scek damages [or various injuries ar death 
claimed to have resulicd from exposure to asbestos fiber sold to their employer by the Company 
and certain other defendants, Of the 500 plaintiflls in the Raybestos-Manhattan Inc employces 
cases, 309 each seek $2,000,000 damages and the remainder each seek unspecified damages. while 
in' the Owens-Comning Fiberglas case, each plaintiff seeks $4,000,000 damages. The Compmy be- 
lieves it has substantial defenses 10 all such claims. 

Indemnity Actions. In four cases, brought in Superior Court for Contra Costa County, Cali- 
fornia, the Company is a coss-defendant in actions by former employees of the Company against 
a former contract physician of the Company. The plaintill's claim in each case is based on the 
alleged failure of the physician to advise that each had conuracted a pulmonary disease associated 
with ashestos fiber. In each casc, the physician has crosscomplained against the Company seck. 
ing indemnity on the plamufls actions -(each plainuill seeks $2,000,000 damages) and auerting 
indepeiddent canses of action of §11,000,000 damages for breach of contract and mnreprcsemao 
tion. In one other case, also brought in the Supcno: Court for Contra Costa County, Calilonia, 
the former contract physician of the Company is seeking indemnity from a judgment rendered 
against him on a case brought by a former employee of the Company on substantially the same 
grounds as the four cases described above. The trial court has sustained the Companys de- 
murrer to the indemnity actions. The Company beheva that it has subsiantial defenses to all of 
these actions. 

Direct Employce Actions. Included within the 628 cases are a series of cases brought directly 
against the Company by certain of its employees and former employees at several locations seek- 
ing damages for i mpmes claimed 1o result from exposure to asbestos fiber supplied by the Com- 
pany. The cases consist of 14 cases (a total of 26 plaintills) ansmg out of the Company’s Pis 
burg, California plant with each plaintiff seeking $11/000.000 in damages; five cases (with 125 
plaintiffs) arising out of the Company’s Lompoc, California facility with each plaintiff seeking 

_in excess of $11,000,000 in damages; one’case (with 15 plaintiils) arisiug out of the Company's 
Waukegan, Hlinois facility with the -plaintiffs seeking a total of $75,000.000 in danages; and one 
case (2 purported tlass-action) arising out of the Company's Manville, New Jersey planus, with each 
plaintiff seeking $500.000,000 in damages. The plaintif[’s claim in each case is based principally 
on the alleged failure of the Company to warn of the hazards associated with such fiber. To date, 
two similar cases have heen dnposed ol by summary judgments granted in favor of the Com- 
pany. The Company believes it has substantial defenses to all of these actions, including the de- 
fense that applicable uorkm compensation statutes provide the exclusive remedies to the plain- 
tiffs. 
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The Company believes that the preponderince of asbestos-related injuries complained of orig- 
inated from exposure to concentrations of asbesios dust prevalent many years ago. During the periods 
of injurious exposure, the Company, government officials and medical and scientilic authorities be- 

_lieved the dust levels to which asbesios insulation workers were exposed presented no appreciable 
* hazard to the health ol such worlkers. Since the publication of scientilic studies in 1964 linking pul- 

monary disease in insulation workers to asbesios exposure, the Company has warned workers of the 
hazards of exposure and has instituted dust control and other safety measures in operations under 

. the Company's control which will reduce or virtually eliminate the incidence of future injuries. The 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration has prescribed siringent controls and -work practices 
in asbestos-realied occupations. Due to long fatency periods encountered in the development ol as- 
hratovrelated disease, new cases continue to arise. Such cases are believed by the Company to relate 
to eariler exposures. . 

* 
* * 

H behalf ol 
he 102 ashestas health tases tricdd or seitled, the average amount paid 3‘1‘ :fs::;g 000 being 

th 8; o y is I.eg. than $25,000. Only one casc resulted in damages of more 
. the Compan e 

assessed against th 
i i ial delenses 

¢ Company. As indicated herein, the Company believes it has substantia 

applicable insur 
l:gr; or financial position of the Company. 

* . 
* * 

<. Thus any rccovery by the plaintiffs will not materially adversely affect the earn- 
ance. 

. 
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