
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FQR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS F l L E D 
BEAUMONT DIVISION W JUN 7 1958 S T 

James/R. Gooney, Clesk, U. ,F Court 
CLAUDE J. TOMPLAILT H BI 

Vi, H CIVIL NO, 5402 

COMBUSTIUON ENGINEERING, H 
INC., ET AL : 

REPLY TO MOTICN TO LEMIT PLAINTIFF'S 
MOTION FOXR DESCOVERY 

TUO THE HONORABLE JURGE OF SALD COURT: 

In reply ke the meiion ko Jimit plaintiff's wmotiou for 

discovery filed by defendant Fiberboard Paper Producte 

Corporation, plaintiff says that each matter sought fn the 

wotion for discovery 1ls mecessatry to the plaintiff's case 

and would not place any hurden on the safid defendant and 

could readily be done, and 1s probably available to all 

the salesmen 1if thils company wanted Le make any money inh 

selling cthe products; and plainrciff furcher shows te the 

Lourt: 

1, 

That this is another effort on the part of the defendanta 

to hamstring the inveatigatfion of the plalntiff and ghould not 

be allowed, The introduction of each item manufactured by the 

defendants concaining asbestos, and the identlfying trade names, 

shouvld be required so that the products can he readlly identified 

by the various witpnesses whe will testify concerning these products, 

That to do what the said defoendant wishes the Court te do would 

make a farce of the trial of this case. 
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2. 

That sales literature concerning the asbestos products 

manufactured by the defendant 1s certainly noet difficult 

for said defendant co obtaln, and has necessary descriptive 

saterial dealing with the percentage of aghegtos fibers in 

the products, the wae to which it 1s to be put, with other 

informaticn such as photographs helpful to the parties en 

the trial of the case. 

3. 

Plaintiff objects te any effort to restrict the plainciff's 

discovery of research data, use, adaptabliiiry, and metchods of 

applying and safety controls, becaunse this 18 the very basis 

of this lawsuit, Such could ner be and should not bhe 

confidential, That for this defendant to msay so is an affront 

to bumanity and a suggestion te which all reasonable persors 

should be indignant. 

4y 

The fact that the plaintiff hae cercaln information should 

not prevent the defendant frow fdentifying the products, and 

bringing them into court through discovery, ao that all of 

thege matters can be done £n advance of trial; and therefore, 

the volume of proof required would be greacly reduced and 

justice would be betrter sevrved, 

5. 

The plaintiff states that his informatlon is thak there 

is pno breathing. apparatus made today that is suitable to astop 

the disease of asbeatosis, and that the defendants know this ko 

ke true and are trylng to gpractice a sham on the plaintiff by 

saying there ia such an apparatus when there is not, and there- 

fore, they should be required to preduce it and upon the production 
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of such apparatus, the plainziff will ther have the same 

tested by qualified testing laboratory to conclusively 

establish the inadequacy of the apparatus, if in truth 

the defendants preduce any such apparatus. 

WHEREFQHE, plalotlff prays that said defendant's motion 

to limit and restrict the plaintiff's motion for diascovary 

be overruled by this Court. 

STEPHENSON, THOMPSON AND MORRIS 

By _Z%fi( iz WW 
Attorneys for JFlaintiff 
Stephenson Dedddiag 
Ovapge, Texasy” T1630 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MATL 

Iy Ward Stephenscon, hereby certify that a copy of the 
foregoing reply toe motion to limine and restrict plaintiff's 
motion f£or discovery has been filed to each of the following 
named attorneys on this che é6cth day of June, 1968, by 
certified mail, returnreceipt requestced: 

#ir. Ben L. Reynolds 
877 San Jdacinto Bullding 
Rouston, Texas 77002 

Attorney for Defendant EAGLE-PICHER INDUSTRIES, INC, 

¥r. Jehn O, Rienstra 
707 Beaurnont Savinge Bullding 
Beaumont, Taexas 77701 

Attorney for Defendant OWENS-CORNING YIBER GLASSE CORPORATION 

Mr. Jehn Tuckar 
Beaument Savings Bullding 
Beaumont, Texas 77701 

Attorney for Defendant GUSTIN-BACON MANUFACTURING COMPANY 

Mr. Georga A. Weller 
P, 0, Box 350 
Beaumont, Texas 77701 

Attorney for Defendant FIBERBROARD PAPER PRODUCTS CORPORATION 

Mzr. Charles 5§, Pipkin 
P. D. Box 1632 
BEeaumont, Texas 77704 

Attorney for Defeadants COMBUSTION ENGINEERING, INC. and 
REFRACTORY & INSULATION CORPORATION 
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Mr, George E, Buncan 
Beaumont Savings Building 
Bedupont, Texas 77701 

Attorney for Defendants PITTSBURGH PLATE GLASS COMTPANY 
attd PITTSBURGH CORKING CORPORATION 

Hr, Gordoo R, Pate 
1119 Beaumont Saviogs JBuilding 
Begdumont, Texas 77701 

Attorney for Defendants JOHNS~HANVILLE PRODUCTS 
CORPORATION and JOHNS-MANVILLE FIBER GLASS, IRC. 

WRred St@}\ensnn 
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