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IMSIRUCTION HO,

The term ‘‘proximate cayss' seans & cause which, in &
natural and continuous sequencs, uabrakan by saay new and indee
pandant causs, producez an svent, and witheot which such svent
would mot have occurred. To ba & proxissts causs of #n event,
the caupe must be such that a reasooably prodant person, in tha ¥
sxarcise of oxdinery care, should have ressonably foresesn or
anticipated that such event or & similar svest weuld follow
mach cagss as & satural and prabably consaquenca in the lighc
of attanding circumstances. Thers may be more than ons proximace
ciuss of sn event,

Tha tarm "new sud indepsndent cause' as ussd in the
definiticn ot’:wm'-mmutum-m of a
sepArate and t ageacy which bresks the sequance and
dastreys the cagsal conpsction betwssn the original act ox
omizeion of the dafendacrs, or any of them, and the scoidemt snd
injury complained of and which of itself is sufficiant to amd

doas procducs the accident or injury cosplained of and thersby
becomas the lsmediste céuse of the injery,

DETENDANT'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION/EM

GIVEN: ’ Y i ————
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED ;

JUDGE PRESIDIHG

CIVIL RO, 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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INETRUCTION MO.
LADIEE AND GENTLEMEN F THE JURY:
You are instrooted in this case that if you ebould
find that cthe plaintiff's physical condftfon is producad or
capsed or has been produced or caused by tha ssoking of
cigarwttes snd that such condirien and/er disability would

oot hive occurred axcept for tha emoking of cigarsties or the
combinatrion of the smoking of cigarettss snd the inhalation of
aabestos dust, then you will find for the defsndant,

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTIGHN/SEORCEINER

’ ATEORNEY R DEFENDANT

GIVEN:

REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 3402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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DISYRUCTION NO.
LADIES AND CENTLIMEM OF THX JULY)

You ars isstrueted that preof of mere injury furniehes
me ratiomal basis fer isferving that tha preduct was dafeotive

for ita latendsd uen,

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION

" H Y .
GIVEN: LT A dex ey

REFUSED :

JULGE FPRESIDING

CIVIL WO. 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT V5. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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IRSTRUCTION RO, ___

You are furcthar imstrusced ino this case that the
iosulation product contaiuing soms asbestcs sanufgciured by
the dafendant, ¥ibrsbeard, wss sxactly as intended by tha da-
fendant and thera is no evidence of any miscarriags or dafsct
in the production of the product and no fersign substance was

in the product.

DEFENDANT 'S BREQUESTED INSTBUCTION/JE

'

GIVEN: R
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT

REFUSED ¢

JUDGE TRESIDING

E%Vﬁt NO, 3402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERIRNG,
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INSTRUCTION MO,

You are instructed that for a produst to ba "unrsason-
ably dangerous” te the contracter or profassiensl insulator, the
product when seld must be in a "defective condition,”™ which msans
there must bs & miscarrisge or defact in the production of the
product or a foreign substance which was not intended to be placed
in the product and the product mast be not reasensbly fit for the
intended use for which it was sold, and dangerous to an extent
beyond that which would bes contemplated by an insulatiom con-
tracter or professisnal insulator, and in determining whether
such product is unreasonably dangerous and unfit for its intended
uss, you will taks into consideration the knowlsdge svailable
te the contractor or professional insulater as to the characteristic
of the product, and you will alse take into coansideration and
weigh the utility and nesd of the product to the industrial
comsunity, against the probability of harm arising from its uss.,

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION/IPRE

GIVEN:

REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

E%Vit NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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OISTRUCTION MO, ____

Touw are instructad char & sdaufscturer of & preduat
is not an sheeluts impurex Of gEATSALST SENiRSC cOuDEPIINSES
a7 physical mmris ecewrring in tha course of the nevml use of
tha preduct of which ne seveleped mwmen skill aad fevesight
davelopad at or prier to the time of the sesufTaucs could aiferd

kaowlsdge,

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION/S®

GIVEN:

REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 3402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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DNSTRUCTEOH MO, _____

You are iostructed that the imsulatiom product centains
asbastes, which is the ingredient and guality which makes thwe
insulation product fit for the purpase for which it was manu-
factured, and in ths instant case the askeatos in the product
is claimed to be harmful, Asbsstes is & nateral and nedeagssry
ingredisnt of the product and where the user of the product koows
that it contains some szimatos snd knows that ha Is working with
an agbastos product which will prohucs dust when sswed or cut,

such product is sot dafective,

DEFENDANT 'S REQIESTED INSTEUCTIO

GIVEN?

R e
REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

g%v-ii NG. 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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INSTRUCTICON NO.

The plaintifi contends in this case chat Fibreboard,
a manufacturer of insulation products, which contain some per-
centage of asbestos, for sale to insulation contractors or
industry, impliedly werrants that such product is reascnably fit
foxr the purpose for which the product is sold and that such
product is defective in that it contalas "asbestos' which is
harmiul to insulation workers employed as applicators by cone
tractors, &nd particularly Claude J, Tomplait, and that the
defendant wag negligent in not warning the plaintifi and other
users that the use of their product containing asbestos would
cause the disease of mebestosis, The mineral, "asbestos,” iz a
well known term and the plaintiff in this case, as well as his
employers, at all times knew that the insulation product or
products which they were applying, and particularly the product
of this defendant, contained asbestos, and therefore the plaintiff
is charged with notice of the fact that he was working with
asbestos, The plaintiff likewise knew that the insulation product
with which he was working created a dusty condition when the
product was sawed and installed and he koew that he would breathe
such dust when he was working in crowded conditions, As &
fundamental principle of law, before & manufacturer can be charged
with negligence of this sort it must be established that &t the
time and date of the occurrence complained of that he had knowledge
of some inherent danger or defective condition resulting from the
use of his product, This knowledge m&y be either actual knowledge
or such knowledge as a reasonably prudent manuifacturer should have
#écquired under the circumstances, Plaintiff must prove that de-
fendant knew or should have known before Mr. Tomplait's asbestosis
started that their product could cause that disease, and it must
be established that Tomplait worked with & product manufactured
by this defendant contasining some asbestos during tha year 1959
or 1960, or prior to August 1, 196l, Under the circumstances of
this case, such knowledge can only be had by this desfendant if
medical science also had it and had made it publicly known &t the
time that Mr, Tomplait's asbestosis started. You will also take
into consideration the fact that American Conference of CGovern=-
menta&l Industrial Hygienists Committee had determined that if
people working with asbestos were subjected on the average to five
million particles of dust per cubic foot that such conditions were
reasonably safe and that persone working in asbestos construction
on the average worked under conditrions where the dust exposure was
less than the recommended averape,

The plaintiff in this case knew that the product contained
asbestos and that he was working in asbestos dust and that dust was
harmful, but he contends that the defendant was negligent in failing
to warn him that if he worked in asbestos dust over & long period
of time that he would sustain the disease known ag asbestosis.

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION/SPECABL TNERROGATORY NO.

GIVEN: el R e Sl
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED: F l L E D
MAY 14 1369

JUDGE PRESIDING

M NS | I

James R, /Cooney, Clerk, (T, 8. Court
CIVIL MO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. CO US;E%I I 4
ET AL bgs? ’j;ﬁi; EE. n *ﬁf.ﬂ.‘{‘
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INSTROCTION WO, _____ (Cooc'd,)

The mare failurs to warn againet the result whish eould
not bave besn resasondbly amticipatsd by this defendswmt, is mot
actisnabla nagligemce, This dafendant eannot ba held gullty of
negligence on the bapis of wedical opinion, surveys, or sther
similar wararials which wers not racepmissd apd which wers not
snnounced uacil after the tims of tha alleged sxposures smd
contraction of asbestosis.

You should not cemsider the defendant's knowlsdge zlons
but you can censider the knowledge gemerslly smomg the mimuisctursts
of insulation products containing asbastos, In this commactisa,
the burden ip on the plxintiff to sstablish that the dafeadant
maw or should have known of cthe msdical or seisncific rasulta
bafore it iv hald respomsible for sems medical or sclentiiic
mowledge which has besn daveloped At & later data,

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION/BRRSERE

GIVEN:

REFUSER:

JUDGE PRESTIDING

CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COME
ET AL
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INSTRUCTION RO.

If there is any unreasonable risk or danger from using
Fibreboard's products containing some asbestos, which risk or
danger must be the risk or danger beyond that which would be
contemplated by an insulation contracter or professional insulator
with the knowledge available to him as to the charscteristic of
the product, such unreasonable risk or daager from using deiend-
ant's product must have been reasonably foreseen by the manu-
facturer. When the risk or danger itsell 1s unknown at the time
complained of, there is no proximate cause. If you find that
plaintiff came {n contact with defendant's product, and developed
asbestosis thereafter, and at such time of contact, the product
containing asbestos manufactured by the defendant wag usable as
such, and that the state of known medical knowledge was then such
that the defendant could not have anticipated in the exercipe oi
reasonable care that its product would cause the plaintiff to
develop asbestosis, then your verdict must be in [avor of the
defendant,

Under the circumstances of this case, such knowledge
can only be had by this defendant if medical science also had it
and had made it publicly kanown at the time that Mr. Tomplait's
disease of asbestosis started.

Lartique v. R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company, 317 F. 2d
19 (5th Cir, 1963). Case cited with approval by Cudmore v,

Richardson-Merrell, Inc., 398 5. W. 2d 640 (Civ. App. Tex. 1965,
rehearing denied 19¢6).

O, M. Franklin Serum Company v. C, A, Hoover & Son,
et al, 437 5.%. 2d (Civ. App. Tex. 1309).

DEFENDANT'S REGQUESTED INSTRUCTIONASER i;qo 9
GIVEN: /_‘fﬂ'.‘—?’t\_ '\_-Q__.C ( (_ el

7 T ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT 5%
REFUSED

FILED
JUDGE PRESIDING o MAY 141969 49
James B oo:w}. Clerk, Y 5. Conrt
CIVIL WO. 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. comaus'r’ya NG INEER ddarA.
ET AL g R AT ?
7 DERUTY
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INSTRUCTION NO, ____
LADIES AND GENTLEMEN OF THE JURY:

You are instructed that it is a well recognized principal
of law that a person cannot voluntarily encounter a danger or
potential danger, and then recover damages because of his voluntary
exposure to this danger or potential danger,

The plaintiif cannot recover say damage [or those
exposures to products containing asbestos and asbestos dust
trom such products afiter he had knowledge that he has suffered
injury, if any, as a result of contact with such products, and
that further contact with asbestos dust would further affect his
bealcth,

You are further instructed that the plaintiff, Tomplait,
was advised by his physician on or prior to August 1, 1961, that
he should not expose himself further to asbestos dust, and to
"get out’ of the insulation work, If a person receives injury
to his person by the act or acts of another, he must exercise
reasonable care and diligence to avoid loss and to minimize the
consequences of his injury,

If & person fails to exercise reasonable care and
diligence to avoid loss and minimize the consequences of his
injury, and by reason of his failure to do so his injury or damage
becomes agyravated, he may not recover damagas for such part of
the injury as may be attributed to his omission to take preventive
measures, and his recovery, if any, will be limited to those
damages that would have resulted had he fulfilled his duty.

Authorities:

Brief filed with this Court on Motion to Certify.

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED nqS'rmm‘mti?‘é“&ﬁﬁXt%&ﬁGMi no, 10

e — 2 1 5
GIVEN: r __é{,,_z,x_.%g_:i_;\\
T ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:
FILED
JUDGE PRESIDING o wAY
_y v g,
CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. C by St
ET AL
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Tl

INERRCCGATORY B0, 1

To you find from » prepewderwnce of tha avidence that
Yomplait worked in the yunr 1%39 or 1960 or in 1961 prior to
Awmgust 1, 1961, with aa imsulstioe product coataining asbestes
mamufsctured by Fibreboaxd?

Answer: "Yaa' or "Wo."

o MR
Cooney, Clerk

¢ & Maddard

WAY }jﬂﬁg 19—

—t

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED INSTFICEENN/SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. L

GIVEN!:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED ;

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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1f your suswer to Iaterrogatsry o. 1 iz "Yes,“

chon aaswer Chis IimterrOgatory:

DEERROGATORY 0. 2

Vhen end whers 414 Tomplair work with am imsulstion
produst containing asbestos which wes memmfactured by Fibreboard
Papar Producta Corperationt

Answar by givipg the date or dates amd the place,

FILED

MAY 14 1969
N {: I
James R, Corney, Clerk, 4. 8. Court

vy Alaped & flid dap A

DEPUTT

This iasterrogatery sheuld be predicatad om 2 "Yaa"
smower to dofomident's requestsd imterragatery Fo. L,

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED NAHISEMIS¥/sPECIAL, INTERROGATORY No, 2
CIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED ;

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 3402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT V3, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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1f pouwr amgwey 1o Intervegecery Bo, 1 Lo “"Tes,” and
you have spasmyed Intsrvegatery Bo. 1, them ansemr this lucay-
g eTy 1

JEI ARG TS N0, )
bn you find frem o prepomderence of tha svidemse thet

Toapleit had o disssse dascribed su rgbestagis sn or prior te
Auguet L, 1317
A\nswer: “Tas’ or ‘'he.”

AN &3

FILED

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED INSIREAZLOM/SPECIAL INTERRCGATORY No, ¥
SIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED ;

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 = CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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1f youo bawe ansuared Interrogatery No, 3 “"Yes," then

amnswer this intsrrogstery:

ANTESROGATONY MO, &
Do you fimd that Tomplait tad the dissase deseribed

a8 asbeostosis priar to the ysor 19397
Angwar: 'Yes" or "No."

e

‘ FILED
 MAY yam68
lerlk, 8. Ut

Jm}njl Coonay, C
By %_é

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED XUXERREKXAM/SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO, &

GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED :

JULGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT vS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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If you have answered Imterrogatory No. 1 "Yes,"
and bave answered Intarrogatory Mo, 2, them answar this

interrogatery:

JNTERROGATORY MO, 5
Do you find thet Towmplait sustained asbestosis as o

proximats csuse or ons of the proximste causes of nsing s product

maufactursd by Pibreboazrd containing asbestos, in his work

during the year 1959, 1960 ov 1961 prior to August 1, 19617
Aoswer: “Yes* or "Wo."

ANSVER ;

e L

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED RNSTRHGRIGH/SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NG, _ %
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL WQ. 3402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL

The Tomplait v. Combustion Engineering Case File (1962-1969), Proposed issues under Rule 49 Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
ACL Doc 10837 - Page 17 of 51 asbestosclaims.law/library/10837/17


https://asbestosclaims.law/library/10837/17

If you hawi: snewered Intertogatery Ko, 1 "Yes” snd

No. 5 "Yas," then anzwer this:
DXIERROGATORY MO, 6

Taking iuto considaration the instruction below dafining
"anreasonably dangarous," do you find From & prapenderance of the
svidence thatr tha insulation product contsining asbestos manu-
factured by ths defendant, Fibreboard Papar Products Corporaticn,
ac the time of delivary, was in a defective condition and
"unrsasonsbly dangerous" fer use by exparienced insulacion
contractors or sxperisnced iosulators as pipe imsulation or
fnsunlation material?

Answer: “Yes" or "Ne."

AMEWIER J

In cengidering your answer to this issus you will taks
into consideraties Instruetion Wo. 5 sttached,

™ FILED

a PAY 147968,

Jumes B Couney. Clerk,

DEFEMDANT 'S REQUESTED XWEERBGDENE/SPECTAL INTERROGATORY NO. ©
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED

JUBGE FRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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DISTRUCTION WO,

You ara insgructed that for a product to be "unressode
ably dangerous" to the contractor or professional iasulator, the
prodiet when sold must be 1o a "defective coodition," which maans
thers must be & miscarriage or dafect in the production of the
product or & forwign substance which wis oot intended to be placed
in tha product and tha product samwst be oot reasooably fit for the
intended use for which it was sold, and dengerous to an extent
beyond that which would be coatemplaced by an insulatien oon-
tractor or profassionsl insulator, aod in determining whether
sugh product is unreasouably dangerous and wunfir for its intended
use, you will taks iato coosiderstion ths knowledge available
to the comtractor or profassionnl insulater as to the characteristic
ol tiw product, and you will aleo taks into consideracioo and
weigh the utility and need oi the product te the iudugtrisl

community, against the probability of hars arising from its use.

FILED

1869
M H 11 9. —
Jamuz Cooney, Clerlf 1. 8. Ceourt

By

DFPUTY

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION/EKS

GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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If you have snswered Interrogatory No, & "Yes," thea

saswer this interrpgatory!
EIERROGATCRY KO, 64

Do you find from & prepondersnce ef thw svidence that
the defeadsat, Fibrebosrd Paper Producis Corporation, prier to
Agmst 1, 1961, coqld by the reasocable application of human
skill and foresight bhava known that construction workars, such
as tha plaintiff, Tomplait, spplying its insulation product
{which containad same ashestos) in counstruction work umder usual
fod exdicary cmditisos in censtruction, weuld sustain sabastosis
by working with its produce?

Anpwar: "Yus" or "Mo."

ANSWER:

In considaring your answer to this issue you will
cake into consideration Instruction No. 9 atcached,

Y O FILED =
May ; 4 1959

Jlnwa Cuoncs C‘mr U. & Court

Ra' h%

LA:PUTY

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED FNSPRFeYTON/SPECIAL INTERROGATORY Ko, o8
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FQR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

JUBGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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INSTRUCTION NO,

If there is any unreasonable risk or danger from using
Fibreboard's products containing some asbestos, which risk or
danger must be the risk or danger beyond that which would be
contemplated by an insulation contractor or professiocnal insulator
with che knowledge available to him as to the characteristic of
the product, such unreasonable risk or danger from using defend-
ant's product must have been reasonably foreseen by the manu-
facturer. When the risk or danger itself is unknown at the time
complained of, there is no proximate cause, [f you find that
Plainciii came in contact with defendant's product, and developed
asbestosis thereafter, and at such time of contact, the product
containing asbestos manufactured by the defendant was usable as
such, and that the state of known medical knowledge was then such
that the defendant could not have anticipated in the exercise of
reasonable care that its product would cause the plaintiff to
develop asbestosis, then your verdict must be in favor of the
defendant,

Under the circumstances of this case, such knowledge
can only be had by this defendant if medical science also had it
and had made it publicly known at the time thar Mr, Tomplait's
dicease of asbestosis started,

rtigue v. R. olds Teobacco ny, 317 F. 2d
19 (5th cir. 1963). Case cited with approval by Cudmore v,
Richardson-Merrell, Inc,, 398 S.W. 2d 640 (civ. App. Tex, 1965,
rehearing denied 1966),

0, M, Franklin Serum Co 0oy v, C. A. Hoover & Son
et _al, 437 5.W. 2d (Civ. App. Tex. 1969),

FILED
MAY 14__1959 "

1. 3. Oourt

Jame;j Cooncy, \‘H:Bt—
By .._'-é_?i.«.(, ke

TDETFUTY

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED INSTRUCTION/ SE??%&X&%&W}R :'E‘EKIEE_IO.
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:$

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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AEIERROGATORY NO, )

Do you find fTom 5 prependderance of the evidense that
.t-p.'l.li.t worked is either of the ysars 1939 thaeugh 1964, in-
slupiva, with an imsulatisa praduct costaisisy ashestss mano-
factuyed by Jelms-Mesvilis Frodusta corporxaciom?

Amntvar: "Yau" ox “Ne,"

ARSVER 1

FILED
M A 14 1969 1

Jaemaes 3 Cooner, Clerk, (I¥. A Conrt

Bﬂ’g{

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED ™ SNAOFEIIIR/ s FLOTAL INTERROGATORY MO, 7

GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

JUNGE PRESTDING

CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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1f you bevs snsweted Lha foregoing Intarregsatery Me.

T "Pes” aad ImterTegarory ¥0. 3 “Yas," chem asswer this intex-
~ FRgALery:
REARROGATORY MO, 0

Do you find thet Towmplait sustained asbeatoceis as
the proximate caupe or one Of Liw proximste causes of uaing
4 preduct mmuisctured by Jolms-Manvilia Preducts Corporation
comtaining ashestes ia ais werk during slther of tiw years
1939 ox 1960 or 1961 or 1962 or 1363 or 19641

Answar; 'Yes* or "No.”

ARSVER 3

FILED
pro_MAY 141969 g

Fames B Cuoney, Clerk, 8. 5. Court
By{é&—é'_‘j - -:{_.c_ét‘z'.,‘—gL,

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED MMM/ SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. B

GIVEN:

REFUSED :

JUDGE PRESIDING

g%‘a'ﬁ NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ERGINEERLNG,
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i1 you Save snswered the fenegeing IntesTagMery ie.

4 “¥as,” thes saswer this imtervegaserys
JEIERORATINT. IR, 2

Do you find fyem & prapendevaave of the evidenss thmx
Johua-dnavilie FPredusts Cowperstise, prise to sugust 1, I9sl,
souls by the ressentble applisation of hemmn shill snd fexwsight,
Mve taswm et comtiutiisn werhere, sueh oo the plalasiis,
Swplain, sppiying tts ilesulaxion predust (whish semgatesd seme
Sobuetus) in evestruetion werk wader wsusl and ordiansy sendistens,
weuld sustain eshestesis by werking with ioe produss’

dmower: “Tes” ex “We."

ARTRER

FILED
MRY 1419_E_i§

L
James RS Cooney, Clerk, /M. 8. Court

By

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED MISPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. !
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED

JUDGE PRESIDING

(E'.‘%VEL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
L
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JERESAATIRY 0. 13

be yiu fiod frem & prepemnderdsmds of the avidescs thak
Yonplait worked Lo aither of the yuars 1959 chrsugh 1944, in=
alusive, with sn issslasion predust conteining ssbsstes mema-

fastwxed by Eagle~Fizker Industrise, Ine.?

Answer: “"Tea" er "Ne."

FILED

4 “Sﬁg‘_ . L
N :_'. {:‘_ﬂ"""j " -
E;;uﬁ B F I
By --’?ﬁi&f”'ﬁwﬂ

19

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED *PHeoRIEARR/SPECTAL INTERROGATORY NO,

GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT

REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,

ET AL

The Tomplait v. Combustion Engineering Case File (1962-1969), Proposed issues under Rule 49
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If you heve saswered tihe feregoing Intexvogasery Ro,
10 "Yes™ and Intexrogatory Ne. } “Yes," then saswer this inter-
Tegatoxyl

JEXEEROUAIORY WO, 11

Pe you find that Towplait sustained ssbestesls a»
the proximsta cause or eus of the pramimste csuses ef using
e praduct mawuisacturad by Eagla~Pichar Industries, Inc. sam~
talaing ashbastes in his work duriag sither of che years 1959
ox 1960 ox 1961 or 1962 or 1963 oy 1MAY

Asgwer: “Yes" ox “Neo."

ANSYER :

FILED

MAY 141889 49

Mo 1
Jamez | ( \-arvw Clerl, S. Con
J/ %Jﬁﬁdﬁl

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED ‘PRETRICC IO SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No, M
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED;

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
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12 ym hve Susered the fereageing Istocvaghtexry e,

U “¥ee,” thes anmwer Shis LatsvvegiCerys
JENBRRAATIRY .12

v you {imd ifvem a prepenievanse of Lhe evidowss ek
tagle~-Fichar Indusizion, Ime,, prisx o Angest 1, 191, esuls by
the resssushbls sppliestise of bumin 811l A0d Corssight, heve
eve that soestyustisw werkevs, sueh 68 the plaistitt, Templals,
applying tia Lismiscios produet (whish coutaland semn asdhasien)
ia venstrustion wuth Sader nousl and evdinary sendicisne, wesld
metaln asbasteris by werhing with 1ts predast?

dnshus ;1 “Yos" ax "Se.“

S

DEFENDANT'S REGUESTED DYFNGISFISN/SPECIAL INTERRCGATORY no, M
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFLSED:

JUDGE PRESTIETTH:

CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT V5. COMSNSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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INIELBOGATIRY MO, 1)

Do ysu find frem s prepeaderanca of the evidencs thet
Tomplait worbed in either of the ysaxs 1959 through 1964, inelusive,
with as insulstion preduct zeatsiniag ashestos mamufactursd by

Owvens-_ocning Fibar Slass Cexrperatioat
Tun" or "Ms."

# FILED

o _MAY 141969 g

&

PEAUTY

13

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED TNMOEMM/seeciar 1vTERROCATORY MO,

JULGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 ~ CLAUDE .J, TOMPLAIT VS

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT

- COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
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1f youw have snswered the fovegolismg Interrogatery No,
13 "ves” and Intsrrvigatory MNe. 3 "Yes," chen answer this inter-
Togateryl
INXERRQGATORY NO, 1A

Do you Cimd that Tesplair sustained ashestosis as
tha prasisste cause or ome of the proximars causes of using
a product wsmufactured by Oweas~Corning Fiker Class Cerporatiom
centaining ashestes In his work during sither of the years 1939
ar 1960 er 1961 or 1962 or 1963 or L964?

Answert “Yes' or “Me.”

ANEVER ¢

FILED

may 141989

M
James R , Clork, §) 5. Cenrt
& Lo
By @’D A UTT

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTEDM/SPEGIAL INTERROGATORY NO, u
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR D
REFUSED; EFENDANT

JUDGE PRESIDING,

E%Vit NO, 5402 « CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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I you Mive dgapwared the ietegeing Intmrvegitecs Ns,

A Yee," Lheq Azewary Ihis LOtEXTeLRALSTY
JUTAROCATORY F0. 18

De you fisd /vom & propendersans ¢f the svideses thae
Cosni~Corning Fibar Slmss Corpambhisa, prisx te dagwst §, I},
wanld by tha vemsonible applisacion o! hamsn skill sad iowesighs,
have kaoww Lhet censtrectisn werisre, sush sa she plaissift,
Tanplais, applying (is teeuistism preduve (whish soutntined ssmn
aaberties) in vommiructisun werk usdiey weedl end evdistry com~
diciows, woild rurtain sabettesis hy werking with Lt preodust?

Answer: “Yes' &r “We."

AREVEL ¢

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED wﬁﬁismcm INTERROGATORY NO, o
GIVEN:

ATTO
REFUSED ! KNEY FOR DEFENDANT

JUBGE PRESTDING

g%\?ii NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT V5. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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LETRRROGATORY MO, 1%

Do you fimd from A prepindaranes of the evidemce that
Tamplait worked {m eithex of tha years 1939 through 1964, ia-
eluaive, with an insulation preduct cootaining ashastos masufactured
by PictpburgheCorning Cerporatiom?

Asswari “Yes" or ™Me,"

ANEVER ¢

" FILED
mm' 14 1969
hm & Ghzr A t‘,rmrt
and
g DE’PUTY

DEFENDANT'S REQuESTED TRSYEOEREN/specran 1nTERROGATORY Mo, 18
CIVEN:

ATTORNE
REFUSED : Y FOR DEFENDANT

JUDGE PRESIDING

E;V:E NO. 5402 ~ CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
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1f vou beave saswered the foregoing Imterreogatory ¥o.
15 “Yer™ and Iaterregatory No., 3 “Yas," thew ssswer this iazeye
TRgAtOTY §
JRYERROCATORY ¥0.17

Do you find that Towplait yostaioed sabestosis e
the proximite ciuse or sowm of the proximsts couses of wiilag
& product msmufszctured by Pittsburgh-Coraing Cerporatiom coa-
taining ashestes im bis work deuring either of tha yeaxrs 1939
ot 1960 or 191 or 1962 or 1943 e 19T

Answer: "“Yes® oy "No."

“ FILED
ey 1469 e

—_—
James R./Couney, Claris, [Ji. 8. Coazt

DEPUTY

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED BHSTRHE¥ T3/ SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No, 17

GIVEN: .
ATIORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

JUDGE FRESTIDING

g‘%\?ﬁ NO., 3402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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If yeu hive sxtwered the fovepeing Intakvegitely Ne.

17 "W, " thm dswwsr Chis inxeveasaissy)
MIAAMSIGAY 80, 0%

be yem (in: fxeom o gyrageodevensd of the svidenes thald
Pireshurgh-Comning covpstatiou, prisc to ssgust 1, 191, aelr
by che venspanbis appliitsiisn of husas skill ssw leresight, bave
Imgbe Chat coustrushiss wariers, such av the plalntifi, Tomplatx,
tppliylag its imsuiscion pruduct (Bhizh cantaing soam asbestos)
s comiTundion Wk waldT wicll Sed scdiadiy ceadiilens, weald
btais avbesietis Wy usralag wizh ity predacaet

onplaindy "o ' o "No,”

AR

FILED
MEY 14 1969 19

M
=l SERY

DEFENDANT'S RRqUESTED RSB /spEcTAL IMTERROGATORY WO, M8
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDART
REFUSED :

JUDGE PRESTDING

g}‘fﬁ NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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AMIREROCATORY 0, 13

Lo you find frem a4 prepomdarance of the wvidemos that
Touplair worked in eitber of the yesars 1959 through 1964, in-
clusive, with an iasulation product containing ssbeston msny-
factured by Userce Inusstriss, Inc.?

Answer: “Yes" or ‘He."

ANSMER 1

FILED

WAY 14 1369

Jan' Canrer, Cler U 8. (‘ourt
5(53?2:’1

DEFUT Y

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTEDXNNFIRMEER/SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO, A9
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

JUDGE PRESIDING

E%Vﬁ NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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If youu have answered the forepcing Interrogatory Mo.
19 "Yas™ mud Intarregatary No, 3 "Yes,” cthen saswsr this inter-
ropaALory)
IMIERROGATORY NO, 30

Do you find thiat Tomplait sustalosd asbastoris as
tha proximsts cavse or ene of the preximate ssuses of wsing
& preduct mavutfactarad by Unarco Industries, Inc. containing
ashestos in his werk during eithex of the yesrs 1939 or 1950
or 1951 or 1962 or 1961 ar 1964

Answar: "fes™ or "No "

ANEVER ¢

M 8 .
James ¥ Oooney, Clerk, . Coart
Br gfar_gsgg &t W-—

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED XNSTRPYNR/sPrcIal, INTERROGATORY NO. 0
GIVEN:

"ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

JUDGE FRESIDING

gé\?ﬁ NOQ. 3402 ~ CLAUDE J. TOMPIAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,

The Tomplait v. Combustion Engineering Case File (1962-1969), Proposed issues under Rule 49 Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
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L you bawe sEewaTe¢ the Isvaghing Iatarssystety Pe,

% "he,” thea v this lmtevregatevy)
JRAMORSRINY NG, £L

e yan fime INwm A pinpundssgace sf the evidenss that
Yanroe Dmimasvise, Inc., prier o Aagwist i, 19¢l, seuld by zhe
respcushle spplistsion oo Wusal skill sad Sevesight, Nave anenn
Chax camgiruciion weshers, wusik &8 Lhe plaiatlic, Teapials,
applying s lnsulscion psomxt (Which sanblingd S Asbescas)
in eputireatios WOilk uaisyY wousl Snd srdlatsy seudiilens, wen)s
metals sabaviasis by Berhiag wish its preduns!

ABBUST: e’ or “Ne, '

-’??E*””'}_EIEED

M MAY 1471989
James R, oy, Clorle 11 2 ot

By £l

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED MBTAMMd%/specisrL wrerrocaToRY WO, 33
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY TOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED;

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIV:E NO. 3402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET
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AKTERROGATORY NO, 22
Do you [ind from & prapondarance of che sviiemce that

Tamplate worked in aither of tha yearsz 1959 chwough 1964, in-
clusiva, with an insslation product comtaining sshestos msmnis
Eactured by Copbusiinn Eogineering, Inc. or R & 1 Wefzetory
and I[msulatign Corporation?

nsex: “Tes" or 'Mo."

ANEWER ©

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED FHEPRIOXON/ SPECTAL INTERROGATORY NO, 3
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED ;

JUDGE PRESIDING

g;\?:t NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT V3, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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It you have soywared tie ieTegeing Interzegatery Ne.
21 “Yes™ and lataxvegatery Bo. 3 "'Yes," theo aaswer this imter-
rogatexy:

LIRSEOGATCRY N0, 72

De yeu find chat Templait sustaimed ssbestosis as the
pronisats ciuse or sos of the proximste sawses of usiog & preduce
seautsstured by Cambustion Rmgissexing, Inc. or B & I Reiractesy
omd Insvlatios Cerperatiss cemtaluing asbestes in hip werh desrisg
wither of tha yuars 1959 or L1940 or 191 or 1942 er 1943 or JPée?

Anguey: “Yes" sox "N,

ANSNER 3

FILED
VIR R - L
e G s Cov

James R C0oreY,

By DEPUTY

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED *PSPRIST I/ SPECIAL INTERROGATORY %0, 13

CIVEN: o _
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL KO, 3402 ~ CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTLION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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it you bove sassersd the fevsguing latervepstery Do,

1) “¥ee,” Ciean amswer this iatsrrogstorys
JERERRSURY B, 24

e yuy fiad Zrqm & prependeranss «f he evisease thas
Cabustion Muglesering, Ine. sr & & I NefrSctory and Insulation
Cacpenation, peisr so dmgust 1, 1561, oesld Dy tha yedseuable
Spplisaties of bumtn skill and forusizie, hove baews she8 cou~
strpssion werkars, euch &0 the platncizi, Tewplaic, spplyiag
ize iasulation predust: (whinh ceatdined eoms aghestos) 1g coas
stiunsion oWtk waiey wswtl sl sudinary conditions, vuld metats
sspmatanis by werking vith 1ts produst?

jasweri "fas” ov "o,

AER )
FILED
g B AER
Jm?/._—a;;ay. cleck. (Y- S Court
B9 _,_a?t-!—r

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED*HSSSSSEDR/SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No,
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED;

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO. 5402 - CLAUDE 3. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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JNTERROGAYORY B0, 23
Dé yau find fvem & prepeandarenss of the evisemces that

plataciff, Tewplait, fuiled te smarcise ordimary sare fox his
oug saivty in vefuaiag te use & Yespiratey or face meak while
working wnder weusually dusty sewditioms with imsulacien preduete
wontaisiag ashestos?

Angwar) “Yas” or "So."

ARNER 1

* FILED

¥AY 14 1969
M _

James B.Conncy
By @Lﬁ‘

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED ENEFKFS¥¥EE/SPECIAL INTERROGATORY NO. 29
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED :

JUGGE PRESIDING

CIVIL NO, 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL
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If you have mmswared the forsgoing I[uterrogatory Mo,

25 "Yes," then samwer thig imtarrugatery.
TEIXRICGATORY ). 26

Do you find thet the failurm of the plaintiff, Templsir,
t» woh a reapirater or face mask vhile working with imsulatios
preducts coptaining 20005r84 wie & prozisats cause of kis injery,
Lf amy?

Avower: “Tes™ or "We."

ANSER

FILED

]
w148

James ByCodncy, Cher
By ;-”-u_j?z?/("__ é

o

TR Conet

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED XEEXENKENERE/SPECIAL INTERROCATORY NGO, 28
CIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED ;

JUDCE PRESIDING

E%VE NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J, TOMPTAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERIHNG,
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ANTERROGATORY 39, 27
B you find fyvem a prapendsrapce of the evidense that
the plaintiff, Tesplait, fajled te emarcim srdigpary same for
bhis swa sufsty in woridag with products csataining asbepetes in
suwsutlly duity or cuvwmtilated places?
“Yas" or "i0."

Anpwer:

FILED
WAy 141989

. i
James §. Dooney. Cer, {1
gz . (L oA
B TPLTLTY

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED RISGBUNXXXRN SPECTAL INTERROGATORY No, 27
GIVEN:

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED:

—

JUDGE PRESIDING

CIU;L NO., 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS, COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
ET AL

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
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I you bawe answered the feregoing Iaterrogatory No.

27 "¥ss,” them smewer this imterrogatory:
JMTEERQGATORY MO, 28

Do you fiad that the failure of Templait to exercise
erdimary osxa for his own safety im working with asbestos produete
in veusumlly dusty or savestilated places was a preximats cause
of his i{ajury, Lif amy you have found in smswer tv Istarvegatery
o, 31

Answer; ™Yes" or "ie."

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED JNECEMOUDON/SPECIAL INTERROCATORY NO. 28
GIVEN: ‘ _

" ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
REFUSED :
JUDGE PRESIDING T

g%v‘it NO. 5402 - CLAUDE J. TOMPLAIT VS. COMBUSTION ENGINEERING,
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INTERROGATORY %0, 29
Scaring in mind that tha plajotiff, Tomplsit, bas

sdmitted that be kmew be was working with preduety csontaining
ashestes, that e Imew sald products would cresta asbeptas
dnst whes cut or pawed and thst Tomplait kwew b would Inbhale
such dugt from time to time, and assuming these facts to be

troa, thin smswer this Interragatory:

e you find frewm 2 propenderanee of the evidewce that
Clawde J, Towmplait sssumed tiw risk of werking with asheatws
produsts and werking wnder wuimuslly dusty sonditises created
hy tha sutting and sawing of asbsatea preduita whils mowing
that b vould iahsle a part of such dust and that dust generwily

wapg barmfull
Anmar: "“Yas” eor “Ea."
ANSMER
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Jamas X

By —/&’Jlé/-é;;
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INRAAGATRY B, J0

Do you figd from a preponderasce of the evidesce chat
Claude J, Tomplait kaww snd zealised thet ha was wrking with
a pradwat comtaiming ssbastos, that the product wosld produce
an wmususl smoont of dust when it was eut o sswed apd that he
would fahels or breatbe such dust awd that puch dust way harafuel
to tis physizsl beimg?

iaswer: "Tea" or "Mo."

ANSWER:

FILED
MM141‘E‘,€:§ 1

T 3

!'N-‘E R Cuﬂnl,_!, Cer I- .
L R _'

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED JNSEBGGEBON/ SPECTAL INTERROGATORY NO, 30
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INTERROGATORY NO, 3]

Do you find from a preponderapce of the svidemce thet
tha plsiptiff's slleged injury and disadility is preduced or camsed,
or has been produced or cavsed, by the meoking of cigsretous sad
that such condition amdfor Jisability would sot have ovcurred
exeapt for the ssoking of cigarettes?

Answer: "Yes" or "W,"

ANIER s

DEFENDANT S REQUESTED XDGESORODIXEN / SPECTAL INTERROGATORY No, B
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If you haive antwersd the fovegoing Interrogarory Wo,
31 “Tas, " then you nead nov anpwer thiy Iintevvogacory, boe if
you have answarwd the foregoing intmrrogetory "To."™ them anmer
this laterrogatory:

INPRAGAYORY B0, 32

e yu find fyom a prepoudarance of the savidencs that
the plaintiff's alleged intury sméd disadility is prodwesd or
capgd, or haa beesn preduced or caused, by the mmaking of
eigarettes snd that zoch cenditisn sadfer disability would mot
hewe oceurrad excapt for rha smoking of cigaretres or a combinarisn
of the sweking of sigazetiss and the imkalstion of ashestes dunt?

Answey: “Yeu" or "We."

AWNER:

DEFENDANT'S REQUESTED XERKEXIXKELE/ SPECTAL INTERROGATORY NO. 32
GIVEN:
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INTERROCATORY RO, 33
Taking into considarstiom the Insgtruction of the Court

Az to the desiga problem snd the definition of "umressowsbly
dangarous,” do you find that the asbestos Insclation product
wonu factured hy Fibrehoard Prpsr Products orpocsation is wa-
rexsonvhly dmgerous?

tnewer: “Yea” or "Fo. "

ANSHER

e Insteuctisg which you will censifer ia:

"Tou are fmetrurted in this cape that the sabestes
insulatisn preduct wew factured by the defondunt wes sinetly
a8 was intsnided by such dafendant, theve 1s 9o svidencs of any
wiscaxriage ax dafect in the preduction of the product s w
faveign subatance wes im ths prodect. This case imwelwas what
bas haeow tevwed » “design problem,”

Tor the design of this predust ts ba smresspomably
damgareus, it sust bs 0 demgevvan that a veagpepable mep wenld
met pell the praduct if he knew the risk iawlwd, and ix som-
sidaring vhathay the design is umreaseasbly daugereus you will
tae inte comaiderwiien the wtility and mend of thia preduet or
a o prodesct fa imdustry awd this wtility amd meed shall be
weighed against the pesaibilicy of harm.

» FILED
MAY 1419689 19 -
James fmrea Clerk, ’Hﬂ_’
By T Ak e s .

DEFENDANT 'S REQUESTED XUEUSDDIMAY SPECTAL INTERROCATORY NO, 34
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DETERROGATORY JO, 34

De you find from a preponferanes of tiw evidmee tlat
in 1959, 1960 and 1961, imsulation comtracters whe ware saployers
of the pleiotif? koew that tha iasslstion produrts installeéd by
ther centained ashastos, that the sabastos when cut or gawed
would ersate dust and that asployess would bywaths or f{shals
such dust particles sad that dust was hamtul,

Answar: "“Yes" or "No,"

ARSUER 1

DEFENDANT'S RERUESTED ASSNRICUINN/SPECTAL INTERROGATORY No, W6

CIVEN: _ .
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
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INIEIBCGAYORY JO, 35
Po ysu Tind from 2 preponderance »f thw evidemee that

im 1959, 1940 and 1961, imsalation contructers who were smployers
of the plainriff, Tamplait, weuld furaiah mepirators or waske
for thos smploysss whe vequested tiwe whew he was workimg with
ashistes imszistiom products upder dusty cemditions?

Angwers "Yes or "Ne,"

ANSMER:

# FILED
g MAY 147088

Tamee B Ceonzy, Glerk, ‘
B 3&?@ Jid

DEFENDANT®S REIFSTED ZRISGUUMINMRE SPECIAL INTERROGATORY No. 35

GIVEN: _ e .
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
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