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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I do hereby certify, that on this date, a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing Answers to 

Plaintiffs’ Second Set of Interrogatories and Request for Production was forwarded via certified 

mail, return receipt requestéd to counsel for Plaintiff, Stephen Johnston, Baron & Budd, The 

Centrum, 3102 Oak Lawn Ave., Suite 1100, Dallas, Texas 75219, on this the 27th day of July, 2001. 

LAE Aen Me, Lairah 
fo E. Hamilton 
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GENERAL OBJECTION 

Union Carbide objects to Plaintiffs’ entir. .ct of Interrogatories, Requests for Production and 

Requests for Admission to the extent that they call for information about Union Carbide facilities 

or premises where the plaintiffs never worked. Over the course of its business, Union Carbide 

owned or operated a numerous amount of locations and premises. Ascertaining plant and employee 

practices for each Union Carbide facility or premises, even during a specified time frame, would be 

unduly burdensome, if possible at all. Moreover, the nature of the processes and work conducted . 

at Carbide’s various plants and facilities differed considerably, and information relating to another 

plant or facility is not necessarily relevant. 

- OBJECTIONS TO DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS 

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 1: 

Union Carbide objects to the instructions and definitions supplied by Plaintiffs with regard to these 
Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission on the grounds that the 

definitions are overly broad, vague and often inconsistent with the normal common usage and 

meaning of such words. As a result, these definitions constitute an unreasonable expansion of the 

Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission themselves. Union Carbide 

has therefore responded to this discovery consistently with the common understanding of the 

language used in the Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission. 

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 2: 

Union Carbide objects to Plaintiffs’ definitions and instructions to the extent those definitions and 

instructions request Union Carbide to make any inquiry beyond that which is required by the Texas 

Rules of Civil Procedure or to the extent they seek to include documents not within Union Carbide’s 

custody or control. 

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 3: 

Union Carbide objects to the terms “plant and facility” and “Defendants Premises at Issue” as 

defined because it renders these Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission 

over broad and not reasonably limited to matters which are relevant to the subject matter of this 

lawsuit or to the discovery of matters which are reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Because Union Carbide has operated the Bound Brook and Marietta facilities 
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for a number of years, and because the various processes contained in those facilities have been 

altered significantly over the years, Union Carbide objects to this entire set of discovery on grounds 

that Plaintiffs have failed to provide Union Carbide with a sufficient amount of information 

concerning which specific units and buildings at each of the respective facilities that Plaintiff was 

allegedly present, the relevant time periods invoived with each facility, and a description of the 

various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at the Bound Brook and Marietta facilities. As a result 

of Plaintiff's failure to reasonably limit the scope of this discovery to those matters which are 

relevant and reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, Union Carbide 

is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount of 

information to enable it to adequately and thoroughly respond to the full breadth of Plaintiff's overly 

broad discovery. 

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS OBJECTION NO. 4: 

Union Carbide objects to the term "Time Period at Issue" as defined because it renders these 

Interrogatories, Requests for Production and Requests for Admission over broad and not reasonably 

limited to matters which are relevant to the subject matter of this lawsuit or to the discovery of 

matters which are reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The years 

set forth in Plaintiffs work history are rarely consistent with those years set forth in Plaintiff's 

discovery requests, with the result being that Plaintiffs seek to impose upon Union Carbide, the 

overwhelmingly burdensome task of discovering information from time periods which are irrelevant 

to this lawsuit, beyond the scope of discovery, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible.evidence. Therefore, where possible, in light of the significant burden imposed by 

Plaintiff's overly broad discovery requests, Union Carbide will attempt to provide Plaintiffs with 

general, plant specific information concerning the Marietta and Bound Brook facilities, but objects 

to providing information, where such information on the face of Plaintiff's discovery responses, does 

not appear to be reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
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OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFF’S SECOND SET OF 

INTERROGATORIES, REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION AND REQUESTS FOR 

ADMISSION 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 1 

Union Carbide states that trial preparation and factual investigation are ongoing. Union Carbide’s 

answers to Plaintiffs Interrogatories and Requests for Production are based on information known 

to Union Carbide at this time. Union Carbide reserves the right, however to make reference at trial 

or at any hearing in this action to facts and documents not identified in these responses, the existence 

or relevance of which is later discovered by it or its counsel. By this reservation, Union Carbide 

does not in any way assume a continuing responsibility to update its responses to these 

Interrogatories and Requests for Production, and specifically objects to each of these interrogatories 

and requests to the extent that they seek to impose any such continuing obligation upon Union 

Carbide. 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 2 

Union Carbide objects to Plaintiffs Interrogatories and Requests for Production in their entirety on 

the grounds that they are not reasonably framed in terms of the facts and subject matter of the present 

action, with the result that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what information relevant 

to the present case, if any, may be deemed to fall within the scope of the interrogatories and requests 

as phrased. 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 3: 

Union Carbide also objects to all Interrogatories and Requests for Production insofar as they would 

require the disclosure of information protected by the attorney client privilege/work product 

doctrines. 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 4: 

Union Carbide objects to any request to provide izformation about any asbestos or 

asbestos-containing product that it manufactured, mined or sold other than the Bakelite products. 

The non-Bakelite products which may have included asbestos fiber as a component include the 

following: a tree sprout inhibitor used primarily to inhibit growth on telephone poles; Prestone 

radiator products; acetylene cylinder liners; a scarfer machine used to remove blemishes and 

imperfections from steel; and Calidria, a raw chrysotile fiber, with unique physical and chemical 

features and properties, sold in pelletized or fibrous forms to producers or manufacturers for use in 

their products, or production processes. Union Carbide no longer manufactures, mines or sells any 

of those products. Plaintiffs have raised no allegations of exposure to those products or to situations 

where exposure to those products would be expected. Fiber in the asbestos-containing products was 
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completely encapsulated and thus, not respirable. Calidria, due to its umique properties and 

characteristics, could not cause the hazards posed by other asbestos, and could not be used for 

insulation. Thus, information about those products is wholly irrelevant to this case. 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 5: 
Union Carbide also objects to any request to provide information about any Bakelite product other 

than Bakelite Phenolic Resin. Those products include the following: 

Epoxy resins and hardeners 

Phenoxy resins and solutions 

Polyethylene and Polypropylene 

Polystyrene and copolymers 

Polysuflone 
Polyvinyl acetate, polyvinyl chloride and copolymers 
Plaintiffs have raised no allegations of exposure to those products or to situations where exposure 

to those products would be expected. UDEL Polysulfone was manufactured and marketed for the 

limited use of Polaroid cases; fiber in the Polysulfone was fully encapsulated and thus, not 

respirable. Some polystyrene products may have included asbestos for experimental trail runs only. 

Union Carbide no longer manufacturer or sells those products. None of the other products ever 

included any asbestos content. Thus, information about any of the products listed above is wholly 

irrelevant to this case. 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 6: 
Union Carbide objects to this entire set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production to the extent 

that it calls for information about Union Carbide employees or premises, or policies pertaining to 

Union Carbide employees or premises. Inasmuch as the plaintiffs do not allege that they or their 
decedents were ever employed by Union Carbide or worked at any job site controlled by Union 

Carbide, such information is irrelevant and immaterial to matters at issue in this case. Any 
information or knowledge which such information could be said to reflect could be asked for 

directly, without requesting irrelevant employment information. 
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RESPONSES 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. I: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured at Union 

Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the use 

of the terms “ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured,” on grounds that said terms are 

unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to 

whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately 

respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Subject thereto, denied that Union Carbide 

manufactured one version of phenolic molding compound; admitted that some formulations of Union 

Carbide’s phenolic molding compounds contained asbestos as a filler until 1974. 

The Bakelite name has been widely used to refer to a variety of plastic or plastic-related 

products. Many of those products, or their antecedents, may have originally been manufactured by 

the Bakelite corporation. Union Carbide utilized Bakelite as a trade name to denote a variety of 

materials. Those materials included the following: 

Epoxy resins and hardeners, 

Phenolic Molding Compounds, 

Phenoxy resins and solutions, 

Polyethylene and Polypropylene, 

Polystyrene and copolymers, 

Polysulfone, and 

Polyvinyl acetate, polyvinyl chloride, and copolymers. 
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Only the phenolic molding compounds, in some brands only, were manufactured with 

asbestos. Most brands of Bakelite phenolic molding compounds never contained asbestos. In 

addition, UDEL Polysulfone, manufactured for a limited use for Polaroid camera cases, and some 

experimental polyethylene and polystyrene products, never put into full production, also contained 

quantities of asbestos fiber. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 1, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 
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unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

Without waiving these objections Union Carbide attaches Exhibit A in support of its partial denial 

of Request for Admission No. 1. Other responsive documents may be reviewed at Union Carbide’s 

asbestos related document repository maintained at Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP. 

Union Carbide maintains a Repository of asbestos-related documents and other material. The 

Repository includes a myriad of documents and other material from Union Carbide’s former Calidria 

business, from other former businesses which manufactured products which contained some 

asbestos, and from Union Carbide facilities which used and removed asbestos insulation and other 

asbestos products in accordance with the most advanced state-of-the-art industrial practices. The 

repository encompasses documents and material generated and received by Union Carbide 

employees or.officials, as well as published articles collected by Carbide employees and officials. 

Subjects which the documents and material discuss or pertain to include, but are not limited to, the 

following: Union Carbide’s former Calidria business; the unique physical and chemical properties 

of the Calidria fiber, which engender the fiber’s innocuous nature; information about asbestos 

containing products manufactured by Union Carbide or other producers; and information about other 

asbestos generally, including health officials of the other asbestos. The repository should include 

any of the material requested by this request to the extent that it remains in Union Carbide’s 

possession. Upon plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make its Repository, except privileged 

material, available to plaintiff for review and replication at a suitable time and place. 
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Union Carbide manufactured and sold its Bakelite phenolic molding compound from 1939 to 1975. 

Many, if not most business documents pertaining to Bakelite were probably destroyed pursuant to 

normal record retention guidelines. Union Carbide’s document repository does, however include 

many Bakelite related documents not destroyed, which will be indefinitely maintained. Those 

documents include the following: drafts for product labels; product formulations; manufacturing 

instructions and procedures; product and brand lists and descriptions; purchase records for asbestos 

fiber; and general business correspondence. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured at Union 

Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the use 

of the terms “ingredient in the version of Bakelite manufactured,” on grounds that said terms are 

unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to 

whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately 

respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Subject thereto, see Union Carbide’s answer 

to Request for Admission No. 1. 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: See Union Carbide’s answer ‘> Request for Production No. 1, including all objections 

asserted therein. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3: 

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of Bakelite manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably 

overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on 

grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union 

Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount 

of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that 

Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a 

description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to enable it to 

adequately respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has 

made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to 

enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. The 

Bound Brook, NJ facility included numerous buildings throughout the years, all but 2 or 3 of which 

had no involvement in the production of phenolic molding compounds. See Union Carbide’s 
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responses to Request for Admission No. 1. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No.3, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information conceming Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

Without waiving objections, Union Carbide maintains a Repository of asbestos-related 

documents and other material. The Repository includes a myriad of documents and other material 
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from Union Carbide’s former Calidria business, from other former businesses which manufactured 

products which contained some asbestos, and from Union Carbide facilities which used and removed 

asbestos insulation and other asbestos products in accordance with the most advanced state-of-the-art 

industrial practices. The repository encompasses documents and material generated and received 

by Union Carbide employees or officials, as well as published articles collected by Carbide 

employees and officials. Subjects which the documents and material discuss or pertain to include, 

but are not limited to, the following: Union Carbide’s former Calidria business; the unique physical 

and chemical properties of the Calidria fiber, which engender the fiber’s innocuous nature; 

information about asbestos containing products manufactured by Union Carbide or other producers; 

and information about other asbestos generally, including health officials of the other asbestos. The 

repository should include any of the material requested by this request to the extent that it remains 

in Union Carbide’s possession. Upon plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make its Repository, 

except privileged material, available to plaintiff for review and replication at a suitable time and 

place. 

Union Carbide manufactured and sold its Bakelite phenolic molding compound from 1939 to 1975. 

Many, if not most business.documents pertaining to Bakelite were probably destroyed pursuant to 

normal record retention guidelines. Union Carbide’s document repository does, however include 

many Bakelite related documents not destroyed, which will be indefinitely maintained. Those 

documents include the following: drafts for product labels; product formulations; manufacturing 

instructions and procedures; product and brand lists and descriptions; purchase records for asbestos 
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fiber; and general business correspondence. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 1: 

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of Bakelite manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey during 

the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following: 

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used 

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber 

c. The fiber type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc. 

RESPONSE:. Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive 

and harassing nature of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining 

to the use of asbestos involved in the production of Bakelite at the Bound Brook facility, without the 

existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative value of the 

information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide responds as 

follows: 

All asbestos used by Union Carbide in phenolic resin consisted of short fiber chrysotile, 

except for long fiber (African blue) used in one brand of High Impact resin discontinued in the 

mid-1960’s. Union Carbide purchased the short-fiber asbestos from the Carey-Canada Company. 

Union Carbide maintains a Repository of asbestos-related documents and other material. The 
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Repository includes a myriad of documents and other material from Union Carbide’s former Calidria 

business, from other former businesses which manufactured products which contained some 

asbestos, and from Union Carbide facilities which used and removed asbestos insulation and other 

asbestos products in accordance with the most advanced state-of-the-art industrial practices. The 

repository encompasses documents and material generated and received by Union Carbide 

employees or officials, as well as published articles collected by Carbide employees and officials. 

Subjects which the documents and material discuss or pertain to include, but are not limited to, the 

following: Union Carbide’s former Calidria business; the unique physical and chemical properties 

of the Calidria fiber, which engender the fiber’s innocuous nature, information about asbestos 

containing products manufactured by Union Carbide or other producers; and information about other 

asbestos generally, including health officials of the other asbestos. The repository should include 

any of the material requested by this request to the extent that it remains in Union Carbide’s 

possession. Upon plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make its Repository, except privileged 

material, available to plaintiff for review and replication at a suitable time and place. 

Union Carbide manufactured and sold its Bakelite phenolic molding compound from 1939 to 1975. 

Many, if nc! most business documents pertaining to Bakelite were probably destroyed pursuant to 

normal record retention guidelines. Union Carbide’s document repository does, however include 

many Bakelite related documents not destroyed, which will be indefinitely maintained. Those 

documents include the following: drafts for product labels; product formulations; manufacturing 

instructions and procedures; product and brand lists and descriptions; purchase records for asbestos 
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fiber; and general business correspondence. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4: 

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of such 

raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of Bakelite manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility 

in Bound Brook, New Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but not limited to invoices, 

price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or shipping 

documents of similar nature. 

RESPONSE: See Union Carbide’s response to Interrogatory No. 1, including all objections asserted 

therein. | 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union 

Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this 

Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been 

provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this 

unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry, 

but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit 

or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 16 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting 

your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 4, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union 

Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 
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RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the use 

of the terms “ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone,” on grounds that said terms are unclear and 

undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not 

it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to 

this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable 

inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide 

to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered iii a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 
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response to a Request for Admission No. 5, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander Mc™:ald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6: 

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New 

Jersey. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably 

overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on 

grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union 

Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount 

of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that 

Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a 

description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to enable it to 

adequately respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has 

made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to 

enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 19
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Rec'rst to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (6) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 6, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 20
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INTERROGATORY NO. 2: 

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’ s facility in Bound Brook, New 

Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following: 

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used 

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber 

Cc. The fiber type of asbestos purchased, 1.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc. 

RESPONSE: 

Union Carbide objects to this Interrogatory on the basis that this Interrogatory is overly broad and 

vague and constitutes and impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 

429, 430 (Tex. 1996). 

‘Union Carbide further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that Plaintiff has not alleged that 

he was exposed to asbestos-containing products manufactured by Union Carbide during the relevant 

time period and as such this Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8: 

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or-acquisition of such 

raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s 

facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but not limited to 

invoices, price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or 

shipping documents of similar nature. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 21
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impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive 

and harassing nature of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining 

to the use of asbestos involved in the production of UDEL Polysulfone at the Bound Brook facili
ty, 

without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative 

value of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide 

responds as follows: 

Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the full breadth of th
is 

overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the repository. 

Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially the same for the requesting party as for 

the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make 

its repository available to Plaintiff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspection and 

duplication at Plaintiff's expense. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7: 

_ Admit that raw asbestes fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polyselfone- manufactured at U
nion 

Carbide’s facility in Marietta, Ohio. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this 

Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been 

provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 
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unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasona
ble inquiry, 

but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbi
de to admit 

or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporti
ng your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and 
overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request
 constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 19
96). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be disco
vered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, 
and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any
, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide fu
rther objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as 
stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 7, on grounds the: Unien Carbide’s objection and - 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide 
with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comp
ly with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought
 be allowed. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS
 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at U
nion 

Carbide’s facility in Marietta, Ohio during the years 1951 to 1970. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly b
road, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to the us
e 

of the terms “ingredient in UDEL Polysulfone,” on grounds that said terms are unclear an
d 

undefined, with the result being that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether o
r not 

it has been provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respo
nd to 

this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable 

inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Car
bide 

to admit or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting 
your 

denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly 
broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope;and.as such this Request constitut
es an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Unio
n 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manne
r 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a resul
t, 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 
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Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 8, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9: 

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Marietta, Ohio. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably 

overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on 

grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union 

sae Tee ~ 

Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount 

of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Marietta facility that Plaintiff 

was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a description of the 

various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Marietta to enable it to adequately respond to this 

unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry, 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 
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but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit 

or deny this Request with specificity. Subject thereto, denied. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. I1: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your 

denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or Scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 9, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintif? s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’ s facility in Marietta, Ohio during 

the years 1951 to 1970. Please include in vour response the following: 

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used 

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber 

c. The fiber type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc. 

RESPONSE: 

Union Carbide objects to this Interrogatory on the basis that this Interrogatory is overly broad and 

vague and constitutes and impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 

429, 430 (Tex. 1996). 

Union Carbide further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that Plaintiff has not alleged that 

he was exposed to asbestos-containing products manufactured by Union Carbide during the relevant 

time period and as such this Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12: 

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of such 

raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of UDEL Polysulfone manufactured at Union Carbide’s 

facility in Marietta, Ohio during the years 1951 to 1970, including but not limited to invoices, price 

quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or shipping 

documents of similar nature. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive 

and harassing natute of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining 

to the use of asbestos involved in the production of UDEL Polysulfone at the Marietta facility, 

without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative 

value of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide 

responds as follows: 

Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the full breadth of this 

overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the repository. 

Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially the same for the requesting party as for 

the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make 

its repository available to Plaintiff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspection and 

duplication at Plaintiff's expense. 
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in Polyethlene products manufactured at Union 

Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this 

Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been 

provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this 

unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry, 

but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit 

or deny this Request with specificity. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 

_ asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene 

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 
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RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 10, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

See also Request for Admission No. 10, including all objections set forth therein. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in Polyethylene products manufactured at Union 

Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this 
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Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been 

provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this 

unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry, 

but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit 

or deny this Request with specificity. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 

asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene 

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14: 

If you deny the foresoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 
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responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 11, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiffs failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

See also Request for Admission No. 11, including all objections set forth therein. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12: 

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of Polyethylene produces(sic] manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, 

New Jersey. ; 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably 

overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on 

grounds that, 23 drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union 

Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount 

of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that 

Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a 

description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to enable it to 
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adequately respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has 

made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to 

enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 

asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene 

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 
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response to a Request for Admission No. 12, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

See Request for Admission No. 12, including all objections set forth therein. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 4: 

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of Polyethylene products manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, Ne
w 

Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following: 

a. The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used 

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber 

Cc. The type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc. 

RESPONSE: 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 

asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead tn the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene
. - 

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16: 

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of 
such 

raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of Polyethylene products manufactured at Union 

Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New 'ersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but 
not 

limited to invoices, price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other 

purchasing and/or shipping documents of similar nature. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes 
an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive 

and harassing natufe of the burden entailed in identifying each and every sales document pertaining 

to the use of asbestos involved in the production of Polyethylene at the Bound Brook facility, 

without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative 

value of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide 

responds as follows: 

Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the full breadth o
f this 

overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the repository. 

_ Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially the same for the reques
ting party .as-for - -- 

the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff's request, Union Carbide will make 

its repository available to Plaintiff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspecti
on and 

duplication at Plaintiff's expense. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 
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asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene 

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Polystyrene manufactured at 

Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook New Jersey. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this 

Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been 

provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this 

unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry, 

but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit 

or deny this Request with specificity. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 

asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene 

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS 

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 36

Union Carbide trial exhibit UC-2053: Union Carbide's Objections and Answers to Plaintiff's Second Set of Interroga…
ACL Doc 17078 · Page 36 of 52

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law

asbestosclaims.law/library/17078/36

https://asbestosclaims.law/library/17078/36


REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is ‘called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 13, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

See also, Request for admission No. 13, including all objections set forth therein. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14: 

Admit that raw asbestos fibers were an ingredient in the version of Polystyrene manufactured at 

Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey, during the years 1950 to 1969. 
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RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and overly broad, 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope. Union Carbide further objects to this 

Request on grounds that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been 

provided with a sufficient amount of information to enable it to adequately respond to this 

unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide states that it has made a reasonable inquiry, 

but that the information known or easily obtainable is insufficient to enable Union Carbide to admit 

or deny this Request with specificity. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 

asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene 

compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supporting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be discovered in a manner 
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consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, if any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Carbide further objects 

to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 14, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

See Also Request for Admission No. 14, including all objections set forth therein. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15: 

Admit that Alexander McDonald would have been exposed to the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of Polystyrene manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request on grounds that it is vague and undeniably 

overly broad, in that it has not been reasonably limited in time, scope, or in any manner designed to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide further objects to this Request on 

grounds that, as drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union 

Carbide is called upon to speculate as to whether or not it has been provided with a sufficient amount 

of information concerning which specific units and buildings at the Bound Brook facility that 

Plaintiff was allegedly present, the relevant time periods involved with each facility, and a 
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description of the various jobs allegedly performed by Plaintiff at Bound Brook to 
enable it to 

adequately respond to this unintelligible Request for Admission. Union Carbide state
s that it has 

made a reasonable inquiry, but that the information known or easily obtainable is in
sufficient to 

enable Union Carbide to admit or deny this Request with specificity. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for 
sale 

containing asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polye
thylene and 

Polystyrene compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. 
Any exposure to 

Alexander McDonald would have been diminimous. 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19: 

If you deny the foregoing request, in whole or in part, produce all documents supp
orting your denial. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is va
gue and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Req
uest constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex
. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any degree of 

reasonable particularity the types or categories of documents sought to be disc
overed in a manner 

consistent with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedu
re, and as a result, 

Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to what type of documentation, i
f any, might be 

responsive to the full breadth of this overly broad discovery Request. Union Car
bide further objects 
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to producing each and every document supporting our good faith, qualified denial as stated in 

response to a Request for Admission No. 15, on grounds that Union Carbide’s objection and 

subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff's failure to provide Union Carbide with enough 

information concerning Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be 

unquestionably characterized as oppressive if Union Carbide was required to fully comply with the 

significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed. 

See also, Request for Production No. 15, including objections set forth therein. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 5: 

Please identify the brand name, manufacturer, and supplier of the raw asbestos fibers used in the 

production of Polystyrene manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility in Bound Brook, New Jersey 

during the years 1950 to 1969. Please include in your response the following: 

a. ‘The year(s) each particular brand of raw asbestos fiber was used 

b. The quantity purchased in each year for each brand of raw asbestos fiber 

c. The type of asbestos purchased, i.e. crocidolite, amosite, chrysotile, etc. 

RESPONSE: Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale 

containing asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and 

Polystyrene compounds would have involved very small amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to 

Alexander McDonald would have been diminimous. 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20: 

Please produce all ordering and sales documents pertaining to the purchase or acquisition of such 

raw asbestos fibers for use in the production of Polystyrene manufactured at Union Carbide’s facility 

in Bound Brook, New Jersey during the years 1950 to 1969, including but not limited to invoices, 

price quotations, purchase orders, requisitions, bills of lading, and other purchasing and/or shipping 

documents of a similar nature. 

RESPONSE: Union Carbide objects to this Request to the extent that it is vague and overly broad 

in that it has not been reasonably limited in time or scope, and as such this Request constitutes an 

impermissible fishing expedition. K-Mart v. Sanderson, 937 S.W. 2d 429, 430 (Tex. 1996). Union 

Carbide further objects to this Request on grounds that it is unduly burdensome, and the oppressive 

and harassing nature of the burden entailed in identifying each and eveiy sales document pertaining 

to the use of asbestos involved in the production of Polyethylene at the Bound Brook facility, 

without the existence of any rational or reasonable limitation, substantially outweighs the probative 

value of the information sought should discovery be allowed. Subject thereto, Union Carbide 

responds as follows: 

Union Carbide states that any information which might be responsive to the 

full breadth of this overly broad Request may possibly be derived from the records contained in the 

repository. Therefore, the burden of deriving the answer is substantially the same for the requesting 

party as for the responding party. Union Carbide states that upon Plaintiff's request, Union Carbide 

will make its repository available to Plaintiff at a mutually agreeable place and time, for inspection 

and duplication at Plaintiff's expense. 

Polyethylene and Polystyrene were never manufactured by Union Carbide for sale containing 
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asbestos fillers. Therefore we object to answering this Interrogatory because it is not calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any experiments with Polyethylene and Polystyrene 

compounds would have involved very sr-~'l amounts of asbestos. Any exposure to Alexander 

McDonald would have been diminimous. 
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EXHIBIT “A”
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BAKELITE HORIZONS 
THE STORY OF MODE

RN PLASTICS 

If, in the manner of lhe pop
ular radio 

quizzes, you asked any
 group of peo: 

le to “name five articles 
made of 

Bakelite plastics.” the aver
age man or 

woman would probably receive a 

porfect scrre. They wo
uld mention 

items that are visible to 
the ey: items 

of everyday usc, auch
 a8 the tele- 

phone handset, the be
se of an elac 

tric toaster, the closure oo
 & bottle, 

an automatic pencil, & cnluctul 

bracelet. 

We ace so accustomed t
u such ar- 

ticles that the reel contributiou of 

these plastics t mederm Living 's 

seldom recognized. Back of these 

familiar articles and devi
ces are thou- 

sands of plastic applicat
ions that you 

never sew. In modem com
munication 

tho radio, the telenbone
; in modern 

transportation —— the aut
omubile ond 

the airplane: in the genoratio
n, Trans 

mission and naa of electric powst 

from the central station to
 the syitch- 

box in your hums, these pl
astics meet 

Gopyrlyid 1399. Bak
allle Carparailon 

a countless number of 
vitel needs that 

would lake volumes to desc
ribe, And 

so rapidly aw plastica tind
ing @ place 

our dsily lives thal a jis
t of current 

uses would be out of da
re the day it 

eamo off the pres
s 

If, however, You were 
again te re- 

sume a quiszing réle an
d ask your 

group, “Whal are thes
o plastics that 

have become 80 Impurtant (o our 
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comfort and well-
being?” you might

 

have difficulty in obta
ining an aceu- 

rate description. The 
purpose of this 

booklet, therefore, Is jo pr
ovide an 

answer to that ques
tion, not in the 

. af the chemist or 
the cir 

yineer, but in simpl
e lexma that can 

be understood by ever
yone. 

WHAT ARE PLASTIC
S? 

Im the ordinary sense “plastic” moa
ns 

“capahla of being m
olded vi mod 

eled, as clay,” and, no d
oubt, the 

earliest plastic materia
l was the primi 

tive potter's clay: Hroadly speaking 

rubber, lay, glass.
 Portland cement. 

and other materials
 may be classified 

heat and aze capable u
f being molded 

or prussed inte finiahéd parts and 

products. 
2 Te citer 5 - 

WHAT 1S “BAKELITE?
 

What mancex of material
 i it that on 

one hand rivals precious gems In 

depth of beauty gnd c
olur for cos- 

tuma jewelry, and 
om the other has 

the toughness aad 
nuces- 

sary for hoary-duty b
earings in cteo! 

mills: thal is almoct as 
hava and Lans- 

parent ac glass in one
 form, and satt 

ani pliable ae rubber ju another 

How can It serve deop i
n the eath's 

interior as an oil well bomb case. 

hacause it shattors £0 definitel
y, and 

yet be employed for prot
ective hel- 

mate to safequard workers 
on siy- 

scrapers from falling rive
ls because 

i{ wall nant shatter at
 all? 

That cooming paradox ia an
swered 

by thu fact that Bakelite p
lastics aro 

not one material, but many
. “Bake- 

lite’ ia a trade-mark id
uutifying pho 

nollc. urea, collulose-scet
ate, polysty- 

reno, and other plastics, developed 

by the Bakelite Researc
h Laboratories 

to maat the varied needs
 of ont meod- 

emn industrial workl, The
 tradesmerk 

“Bakelite” wac derived fr
um the same 

of Dr. L. H. Baekeland, not
ed for bis 

discovery of phenol resin
oid and sub- 

ing davelupments 

the ropid development 
of the modern 

plastics industry. 

IN WRAT FORMS 
ARE BAKELITE 

MATERIALE AVAI
LABLE? 

Bakelite Corporation p
roduces basic. 

or primary: matenals
 which in moe: 

inatances ere conver
ted ta finished 

pruducta by other m
anufacture: OF 

fabricators. These mate
rials are 3Up- 

plied in several fo
rma suitable fux 

fabrication by various preccemng
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metheds, euch as 
molding, laminat- 

ing, ancl casting. 

‘These are Bakelite molding ma-
 

teriala in powder, she
et and qrenule 

farm. Bakelite heat reacti
ve varnishes 

for the productiun of lam
inated plas 

lic matestala. Transp
eraut cast resin- 

olds. Cilwoluble rcsina f
or painix and 

varnishes, Plywuod-hending males 

rials, in film aind Liquid for
i. Flexible 

reainoids fur waterproo
fing dloth. And 

many other types of rocineids for 

specific industnal need
s. 

TUR ORIGIN OF PLAS
TICS 

Like everything alse. pla
atics can be 

traced beck to the three
 kdagdoms 

of nature—anil vegetable and 

mineral. The raw materi
als from the 

mins, forest and farm ara trens- 

formed’ by the magic 
of chemistry 

into aceful materials of i
ndustry. 

However, you will not recognize 

nature's matorials in the fini
shed plas 

tic products. In the cuuree of their 

trip through the Bakelit
e factory they 

axe convarted into totall
y new forms 

that are more unlfnrm.
 more 3 a, 

and muze useful to our 
modern world. 

A listing of the naturel sou
rces of the 

chemicals and other 
materials that 

enter into the production of 
Bakelite 

producta would. take us 
on 2 journey 

that would ancompass the
 globe. 

From coal we obtain p
he 

noel, carban 

dioxide for ureza, banzol f
o: dyes, 28 

well asa bost al other maa
terials whose 

names aro treed 

chemist, bul whoce properties «re 

utilized by yoru every da
y. 

The quarrioe furnish asbestos
, used 

for fillera in the manufact
ure of heat- 

rexictant plastics. : 

Ticber provides woodflou
r used as 

a filler in genetal-purposze Bakel
ite 

molding matezials. Tt also is tho 

source uf pulp for paper u
sed in 

laminated materials. 

Cotton ic tho basta fur cellulosc- 

acetate plastics, Wt algo furnishes 

fillers for phenulic ond urea ma 

teriola. 
Natural gas provides a so

arra af 

cthylana, the basis for poly
viny} plae- 

tics. 
From the fain and the reach 

low 

numerous other producis: 
animal fats 

trom live stock, a eouree of glycerine 

waded in the manufacture of 
alkyd re«- 

drying Bakelite rysiu finishe
s... the 

soy bean, now an impor
tant domec- 

tic crop. which provides 
fillers for 

molding materials aud al
ao serves a$ 

the basis for epocial typ
es of sya 

thetic resins ... sugar 
cane and buet 

sugar which provide # sou
rce a€ atbyi 

alcghel uced as a 
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solvent in the manufac
ture ot Bake- 

lite resin solutions. 

AN ECONOMIC PARTNER
SHIP 

Thus, the farmer, the miner, the 

ranchaz, and the 1] have 

close ties with the plasti
cs industry. 

They increase their inc
ome by sell- 

ing their products lo Bakeli
te Plastics 

Bradquarters. In return.
 they spend 

a portion af that income
 tor the fin- 

jshed plastic products thet make 

thatr lomes more livable. their 

livoa mere enjoyable, 
In this cycle 

have the. perfect wxample of 

the modern pertnership ot indus 

fry and science on ene hand. 

ancl those who make their living 

through the cultivation of
 the thee 

kingdoms of natue on the athe, 

tha results of which benefit
 nul only 

the partners, brt uveryo
ns in every 

wafle uf life. 
This ever-widering eco

nomic part> 

netalip did not happen over
 night. ft 

_ je the continuvus story of t
he world 

demanding new acd better
 things. It 

ig the saga ul the chemist, 
the jnven- 

tor, the engineer—men ami 
women 

whora vision and initiative pr
ovided 

a means of meating thus
e ¢ 

increasiny demends. 

The firet phenolic: resin that Decto
r 

Raskaland produced in $907 pos 

geacod certain properties tha
t made 

tt tmmediately deetrable to
 the in- 

dustrial world. Ite very success in 

meoting those needs revealed
 other © 

needs that in tum Jed to the c
rvation 

of newer matelals with widel
y vary- 

ing characteristic®. Thus. today
, thore 

are muce then 2,000 distinct m
atuials 

available at Bakelite Plastics Head- 

quarters. 

SIRVING VIRTUALLY EVERY 
BRANCI OF INDUSTRY 

Because of the catramely 
broad range 

of plastics available. and the 
amaz- 

lng versatility of each al these 
ma- 

terials. it is impossible to list all th
e 

countless thousands of Beleli
te wees: 

Huwever, the applications 
de i 

in the follawing paragraphs
 serve lo 

emphasize two imporlant facts, 
First. 

the unique combinadon of
 use 

ful properties that arc in- 

herent in Bakelite 

plastics. an 

second, the e% 

« tent to which these 

- so" plastics have “hecome 

eo"? indiepersable tu modera liv
ing: 

For uxample. plastics. 
hacause of 

their chemical inertnes
s and renist: 

ance to solvents, aé widely em 
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ployed in the chemical 
and textile 

i wstcies. 

The exceptional insula
ting qualities 

of Balalite matexiale ha
ve made them 

highly euccessful in rol
lway siqnal 

equipment where h
nman lives de- 

d upan unfailing service
. 

Their fino appearance, beautiful 

eolors, and rich iustre h
ave added 

greatly to improved p
roduct styling. 

Modem dosigners have found in 

Bakealita plastica & mod
ium fur 

combining funcional, a6 

well as cathettc, 
designs in 

pat 

~~ 
“ 

muchinemade 
. They are 

ye making the world easter 

wen te lool at a8 well as to live in 

As houds for abrasive materials 

they havo enabled m
anufacturers [0 

operate gtinding wheels a
t increased 

gpeeds, with greater 
satety to the 

operator. 

Bakelite Plybond waod
 adhesives 

aro revolutionizing the 
plywood and 

__venesring industries, tronsformung 

“woods inte a superior ryuthetic 

‘umber, Heat, humidity, wa
ter, Ver- 

;—none of these cn
e- 

set 

Spocial heabresistant properties 

have led to the widus
preed adoption 

of plastics for handles on 
cooking 

utenaile and electrical appli
ances. 

Probably there is no plac
e , 

m industry In which ‘ 

equipmont reoslvex 

haxdex service 

dsilling. Bakelite 

impact-resisiaal plastic
s 

uel in the valve asse
mbly 

and ac ahoe guides of su
ch oquip- 

muat withstand pressures
 of 172,000 

pounds—strength qroate
y than yuu. 

would expect from conc
rete. 

Laminated materials are w
idely ex- 

ployed far wall paneling, tabla
, coun- 

tec and bar tops, radiv insuletion. 

stlent geers ond pinions, an
d ay lem 

perature insulation stri
ps around the 

duors of mechanical refri
gerator, to 

mention just a few wsee.
 

In punts and varnishes, Bakelite 

syuthetic resins have pro
vided longer 

decorsttva and protecti
ve life for fin- 

ishes by ostahiishin
g new standards 

af durability in an indus
try where 

basic methods had not cha
nged radi- 

cally since the days of t
he aohs. 

speeded up tha dying
 

time of airdry finishes ond have: 

answered some of the p
roblems in 

surface cuating that have plagued 
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‘ The mgiatered Wade-cta
riel shown abzve distlayuish maleclals M

ande 

? raeucad Dy Beleliie Co
rporation. Undwr the 

capitel y” te the nume
i> 

. tacuced DY Wofinny. ov wgiiaiind enmity. 0 evens ee
 

number At pregent cod
 future wiles ‘ab Takenta Corpaeilon

's products. 

BAKELITE CORP
ORATION 

PLASTICS H
EADQUARTE

RS 

GEXERAG OFFICES: 

247 PARK AVEN
UE, NEW YORK,

 N.Y. 

RANCH Orrrone: 

SREQAGO « CLEVELAND - MARTFORD » DETROIT 

GOR ANGELES 
- BAN FRANCISC

O : QrATTLE 

PLANTS AT BOUND
 RROOK AND BLOOM

PFIFLD, N. 9d, 

BAKELITE C
ORPORATION

 or CANADA,
 LTD. 

163 DUFFERIN STRE
ET, TORONTG, ONTA

RIO, CANADA 

yanted ln 0, 5. Au 
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