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PATRICIA ANN MCDONALD §  INTHE COUNTY COURT
§
VS. § ATLAWNO.S
§
GAF CORPORATION, ET AL. §  DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS
TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR
- PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS

TO:  Plaintiff, Patricia Ann McDonald, by and through her attorney of record, Stephen Johnston,
Baron & Budd, The Centrum, 3102 Oak Lawn Ave., Suite 1100, Dallas, Texas 75219.

COMES NOW, Defendant Union Carbide Corporation, and makes and serves this its Objections and
Answers to Plaintiff Patricia Ann McDonald’s Second Set of Interrogatories, Request for
Production and Request for Admissions.

Respectfully submitted,

DeHAY & ELLISTON, L.L.P.
3500 Bank of America Plaza
901 Main Street

Dallas, TX 75202

(214) 2102400

(214) 2102500 (telecopier)

- | By: %/ Z?V///"/""?%/f #im—

GARY D. ELLISTON
State Bar No. 06584700
PAUL E. HAMILTON
State Bar No. 08838800
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UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION
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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.

/5 7</(w/z/b4 /n/lf)///'

Paul E. Hamilton
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GENERAL OBJECTION

Union Carbide objects to Plaintiffs’ entir. et 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 Plaintiff’s 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 Plaintiff’s 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 Plaintiff’s 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 information 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 unique 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. §:

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 produ-ts. 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. 1:

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
Carﬁide further objects to this Request on grounds that it fails to identify with any deéree 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 conceming Alexander McDonald’s work history, and therefore, it would be
DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS

TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 8

Union Carbide trial exhibit UC-2053: Union Carbide's Objections and Answers to Plaintiff's Second Set of Interrogat... Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
ACL Doc 17078 - Page 8 of 52 asbhestosclaims.law/library/17078/8


https://asbestosclaims.law/library/17078/8

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
empioyees 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 Unuon 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 ﬁot 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.

RESPONSEQ Un_ion 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 Carb'ide 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 unintelli-gible 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
respénsive 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 concemning 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 czfﬁcials. 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 naturg:;
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 prebably 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 frcility, 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 of.ﬁcials, 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 6f 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 timé and place.

Union Carbide manufactured and sold its Bakelite phenolic molding compound from 1939 to 1975.
Many, if nt most business documents pertaining to Bakelite were probably destroyed pursuant to S
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
DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS
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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
Mﬂtelligible Requesf for Admission. Ur;ion Carbid;states that it has made a reasonabié 1nqu1ry,

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.
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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 aresult,
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.
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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 unintelligib_le 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.
RESf’ONSE: _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 i:i 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
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response to a Request for Admission No. 5, on grounds that Union Carbidé’s objection and
subsequent denial, is a direct result of Plaintiff’s failure to provide Union Carbide with enough
information concerning Alexander Mc™ n1ald’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
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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 st 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
'consist;:nt with the meaning of Rule 196.1 (b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, and as a resul,
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 Admigsion 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 discevery sought be allowed.
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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

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.

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
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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 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 Plain;iff 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 Polys:Hone-manufactured at Union -
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
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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. 9:

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
conéistent 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. 7, on grounds that 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 comply with the
significant burden of production imposed by this Request, should the discovery sought be allowed.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8:

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

T - P

Carbide ivs called upon to speculate as to whether or'r;(;t it has béeﬁ provided wifh 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. 11:

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

RESPONSE: Uhion 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
impermiséiblé 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
rto 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 Plainiif‘t" s fallure to provide Union Carbide with enoﬁéh
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.
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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.
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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 no’E 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 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 thé 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 manrner
consistent with t’he 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
Ainrformation 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

DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND ANSWERS
TO PLAINTIFFS SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES, FIRST REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION AND FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS Page 30

Union Carbide trial exhibit UC-2053: Union Carbide's Objections and Answers to Plaintiff's Second Set of Interroga... Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
ACL Doc 17078 - Page 30 of 52 asbestosclaims.law/library/17078/30


https://asbestosclaims.law/library/17078/30

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 FQR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

If you deny the foreg;oing 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 deral 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 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. 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, zs drafted this Request is unclear and undefined, with the result being that Union P
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, 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 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 Tersey 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 natute 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 of this

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

i

. 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 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.
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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 425, 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 concemning 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 faciiity 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 thi’s Réquest >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 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 Iead 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. 19:

If yoh 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
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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
valué 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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tic erop. which provides fillava for
molding materals aud also serves as
tbw basis for cpecial typus of sy
Mcrulua...auqumomdbuet
sugar whicl provido s ssuree afatbyl
aloohel uced as 2
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solvent in the wmanulacture ot Bake-
lite resin solutions.

AN ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIFP

Thus, the farmer, the minec, the
ranchey, and the lumberman have
cluse ties with the plastics inductry.
They incruase their income by sell:
ing their products o Bakelita Plastict
Feadquarters. I return. ey spend
a portion «af that income tor the fin-
jshed plastic products that make
thetr lomes more livable. their
livoz more enjoyable. In thid cycle
have the. perfect wzample of
the modern pertaceship of tndas
fry apd sclence on one hand.
and those who wmake Ureir living
through the cultivation of e thiee
kingdoma of Rature on the ather,
tha-results of which benefit nul only
the partnots. bmt uveryons in every
wallc uf life.
This ever-widecing economic pats
necslip did not happen aver pight. It

. iz the continuwus story of the world

Jemanding paw and hetier things. It
15 the saqa ul the chemiat, the inven-
tor, the engieer—men aud womcn
whosa vislon and initlative provided
a means of meating thuse '

The tiret phenolic resin that Dector
Baskaland produced m 1907 po¥
seacod cerain properties that made
1t immediately deeirable to the in-
dustrial world. Iis very succeas in
meoting those needs revealed other
ueedsthntinmhdmthemadon
of newer matesials with widely vary-
inq charactenstics. Thus. todar. thore |
are mouse than 2,000 distinct matusials
availabla at Bakelite Plastics Head-
quarters.

SIMVING VIRTUALLY EVERY
BRANCIL OF INDUSTRY

Bacauss of the cxtramoly braad range
of plastice available, and the amaz-
ing versatility of each of theae ma-
terials, it is impossible to Ut all the
countlass thousauds of Balclite uses.
Huwever, the applicatons de i

in the following paragraphs Serve lo
emphasize two imporiant facts. Fiest,
tha unique combination nf use
tul propaeries that arc in-
herent in bakelite
plastics, an

second. the ex-
 tent to which these
LCoe"  plastics Bave “becowe
w0¥? jndizpensable W modern living.

For uxample. plastics. hauause of
their chemical inertnese and rensists
ance to solvents, aé widely om-

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law
asbestosclaims.law/library/17078/49


https://asbestosclaims.law/library/17078/49

loged i ocial hLeabresistant propertes
FM- ky b wché_m:al wd testle ha.?rz led 1o the widuspread adoption
m“omd 41 inRulating qualities ot plasiics for handlas on cooking
TLe m,g:ﬁnu have madu them utensils and elccmpd appphlhncﬂ-_°
Fricgd osaful in goilway sigoal Probably there u':: co |
hlq!.dpwy i here hnman lives de- 1B industzy In whi
P :nfuhnq aervics. equipmont recelver
T:d:pn;no appuarance. beautiful  harder service
ecolars, and wich lustre have added
greatly w© fmpoved product styling.
Modern dosigners have found
) Bakelte plastics 3 medium fu
combining funuliopal, 38
wyll as eathetic,
designs in

dsilling. Bakelite
’ impacr-rasislaal plastics
et used in the valve assembly
and ac shoe quides of such oqwp-
muat witbatand pressures of 172,000
poundthqL\ qroater than yuu
would ect from voncrets.
L.mi:\:?ed materials are widely et
produsts ployed fnr wall paneling, tabhwdmnaon-
\Jc/’” aking the v;oﬂd easler ter and bar tops _!adiomd " lem:
prpey) live in.  Stlent geard nnd_ pinions, :
‘,55‘"' o o m:lﬁ:'.o huuleriull perature insulation strips around, th‘o
- h?v:d:nﬁudah;nmhchxm 1o duors of meeha!mcll' “::sgmton.
‘:;;{ate gtinding wheals at increasod mnr.:uomst :n de‘:misbea. Bakelits
speads, with greates matety o e symhsﬁc ’.d ba:o p;:;lglej.flgrﬁ
Pt sz docorsttva and protec
ey ley.bodnqnd t&oﬁy:v%l::d ishes bY omh_lishiuq. n:wﬂ:tu::;:
et mxefv{nluuq dustries, transtormung of durshility in u‘v us yed ber®
G ood»g u: & orior syathetic ~ basic nflethcxla)ud mtmmhs.
MY" m: hwmidity, water, ver- cally since the days ou A
.dH;;gi —nons of these cae-  They have .pcedf?udil h:a ha diyiod
mia, m: rdiuary web glued veneerd time of ajrdry e s in
mies of of the lasling qualities of answered some o el
gat‘: ﬁln pa;‘esinoid-bonded plywood. gurface tualing
aknile

C e
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ors for ceptures.

g Flexiblo Bakalite gesine

oids are nuw employed in the
waterguooling of fahrics. Among the
outstanding uses for this new
wet ace draperies. and upholsty.
ovaning wispd, shower uustains:
beoch wear and aporta wos.

B Nakelite mauix material used for
the farming of rubber printing plates
has brought about fmpostant ecob-
omies In lulter-prece prntng.

giill anether form of plactics, cast
reginolds, provide beauttful transpas-
¢ent apd traasincent matezials which
rival nature's oW jowels In depth of
colot and brilliance.

Plastics play vitel réles in the
world of science, 38 durable housings
for scientific instrumaris. jor Xy
tube shiolds. as handlos on ghysi
rany’ instraments. As part of the
dentist's aquipment, 81 tor modetn
dental platce, they aid the ecientist
in bis datly wiforts 10 roake lLife roove

. s=ucth living. . .

‘Whets yuu seelt ocreation snd en-
{erlainment, you will find Bakelits
plastics raady to cerve you. Fishing
seels, gun socks. Sports glasses, bil-
liard balls. are made of plastica. And,
if you like cards. you will find plastic

cribbags boards, duplicate boards.
poker chips and tacks and other an-
cesgories. big aids in enjoying YOUT
favorte pastima.

RESTARCH AND PRUELOPMENT

1 little more than a quartor ceptury
the words “Bakelite Plastics” have be-
come househald tecms. B9 rapidiy
have these modern malerials become
a pazt of our daily existonce. The tre-

is a tribute to the lportanco of Sclen-
tific Research. At Bloomiield, Now
Jeraey, thers aré scversl acres ©
pulldings devoted solaly to Bakelite
Reacarch snd Development. Here
man wxpericnced in evary branch of
scicnce ore iapming the Bakelito
hotizons for REW Uses of plastics.
They are deveting themsnlyes to the
development of new epplicstions 23

undicamed of by the layman.
Thees e the men who will make
our lives Hvo ot ton yexm trom DoOw
more comtntlable, our hnuiss more
heaulilwl. These Ats the men who
may bring industry and the three

crugte new onteTpased that will pio

" vide mnte work for mom peorle.
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BAKELITE CORPORATION

PLASTI1CS ﬂEADQUARTERS

GENEZRAL OFFICES -

247 PARK AVENUE, NEW YORK, N. Y.
s@ANCH Orriome:
CHEORGO : CUEVELAND - KARTFORD .- DETROIT

TLE
LOR ANGEILED - BANW FRANGISCO - AEAT

PLANTS AT BOUND RROOK AND BLOOMFTFLD, N, J,

SAKELITE OORPORI\TIDN ar CANADA, LTD.
DA
{62 DUFFEEIN STREET, TORONTO, oNTARIO, CANA
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