
CAUSE NO. 01-CV-0476 

LAFONDA DIXON, INDIVIDUALLY 
AND AS THE REPRESENTATIVE OF 
TBE HEIRS AND ESTATE OF 
KENNETH DIXON, DECEASED 

Plaintiff, 

VS. 

A. P.GREEN INDUSTRIES, ET AL 

Defendants. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF 

GALVESTON COUNTY, TEXAS 

10™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

DEFENDANT. UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S 
PONSES TO P *S TS FOR ADMISSIONS 

TO; Plaintiff Lafonda Dixon, Individually and as the Representative of the Heirg and 
Estate of Kenneth Dixon, Deceased, by and through her attomey of record Ihn P. 
Cloud, ROBINS, CLOUD, GREENWOOD & LUBEL, L.L,P., 810 Travis, Buite 
2020, Houston, Texas 77002. 

COMES NOW, UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION D/B/A UNION CARBIDE 

CHEMICALS AND PLASTICS, INC., ("Union Carbide”), Defendant, and makes and serves 

the attached Responses to Plaintiff's Requests for Admissions. 

PLAINTIFF’S EXHIBIT 

UC-5334 

vf
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Respectfully submitted, 

POWERS & FROST, L.L.P. 

Rarnarii ewes. 
es H. Powers *by permission 

Texas State Bar No, 16217400 
Sharla J, Frost 
Texas State Bar No. 07491100 
Gwendolyn S. Frost 
Texas State Bar No. 07488750 
2600 Two Houston Center 
909 Fannin 
Houston, Texas 77010 
Telephone: (713) 767-1555 
Telecopier: (713) 767-1799 

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT 
UNION CARBIDE Soy ORATION 
D/B/A UNION CARBIDE CHEMI 
AND PLASTICS, INC. 

OF VICE 

I do hereby certify, that on this date, a true and correct copy of the above and fo oing 
DEFENDANT UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION’S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSHS TO 
PLAINTIFF'S REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS was forwarded via certified mail, 
return-receipt-requested to counsel for Plaintiff, and a copy of the transmittal letter was tT to 
all other counsel of record via First Class Mail on this 3rd day of May, 2002. 

Wwde.L OO% 
Eraka L. Childs 

Texas Bar No: 24001879 
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GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

Union Carbide Corporation (“Union Carbide”) objects to the entire set of me 

Requests for Admissions on the following grounds, which are hereby incorporated by refi 

in Union Carbide’s responses to individual Requests for Admissions below: 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 1: 

Union Carbide states that trial preparation and factual investigation are ongoing. U: 

Carbide's answers to these Requests for Admissions are based on information known to Usion 

Ce 

ion 

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

Union Carbide does not in any way assume a continuing responsibility to update its responsds to 

these Requests for Admissions, and specifically objects to each of these Requests for Admissfons 

to the extent that they seek to impose any such continuing obligation upon Union Carbide. 

the extent the information contained herein differs in any respect from any prior response to 

discovery, this response shall be deemed to update and supersede such prior responses. 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 2: 

Union Carbide objects to plaintiff's Requests for Admissions in their entirety on 

To 

the 

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

present action, with the result that Union Carbide is called upon to speculate as to v 

information relevant to the present case, if any, may be deemed to fall within the scope of the 

Requests for Admissions as phrased. 

yhat 
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GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 3: 

Union Carbide also objects to all Requests for Admissions insofar as they would ‘.
 

u 
the disclosure of information protected by the attomey-client privilege or work pr 

doctrines. 

GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 4: 

ct 

Union Carbide objects to providing information about any asbcstos-containing prodpcts 

which it has manufactured, sold or distributed, on the grounds that the asbestos fiber in th 
Ose 

products was encapsulated by or embedded in other material and on the grounds that the plaintiff 

has made no allegation of exposure to those products. According to Union Carbide's est 

presently available information, these products consist of the following: a tree sprout inhibhto
r 

used primarily to inhibit growth on telephone poles; a phenolic molding compound used 

electronic parts and products such as switches and radios; a thermoplastic molding material u 

primarily in camera cases; Prestone radiator products; acetylene cylinder liners; a steel scaj 

machine; a heat exchanger, and, possibly, certain polyethylene or polystyrene or other products 

sold in very limited quantities or on an experimental basis. Union Carbide no longer 

manufactures any of the above products. 

in 

bed 

fer 

Union Carbide acquired its Coalinga mine site in 1958. From 1960-1963, as U: 

Carbide developed its mining and milliag operation, Union Carbide provided fiber sampl 

potential customers. From 1963 until June 30, 1985, Union Carbide mined and sold short Sp
e 

chrysotile asbestos initially as "Union Carbide Asbestos" and then under the trade nq 

“Calidria” (some distributors marketed Calidria under other trade names). All responses to thpse 

Requests for Admissions refer to Calidria asbestos only, unless otherwise stated. 

on 

to 

me 
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GENERAL OBJECTION NO. 5: Pas Ea Nn Rian Ab Sn RED ad 

Union Carbide objects to this entire set of Requests for Admissions to the ext
ent thatfthey 

call for information about Union Carbide employees or premises, or policies p
ertaining to Upion 

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 cont
rolled by Union 

Carbide, such information is imelevant and immaterial to matters at issue in this case
, fAny 

pertinent information which the employee or premises information can be sa
id to reflect be 

requested dircctly without requesting the irrelevant and immaterial information or docu
mentation 

about employees or premises. 

ADMIT OR DENY THE FOLLOWING: 

REQUEST 1: 

Union Carbide Corporation was aware that asbestos caused deadly diseases prior tol the 

first day it began to mine asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects 
to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous, 
assumes facts i in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. 

Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

Union Carbide recognizes that the excessive inhalation of asbestos fiber mayj be 

associated with the development of serious and potentially fatal disease. Union Carbide piso 

understands that the onset and development of such disease in a person may be re
lated id an 
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affected by, among other factors: the particular type of fiber that is inhaled; cigarette smokjng; 

and environmental conditions, in addition to the perso
n's medical history and condition. 

Union Carbide's knowledge concerning, potential health hazards pos
sibly associated with 

excessive asbestos fiber inhalation has gradually developed
. Sources of information as 

possible health concerns of which Union Carbide is presently aware i
ncluded general hnd 

to 

acjentific literature on the topic and reports or memoranda by Union Carbi
de employees. Upon 

the plaintiff's request and at a suitable time and place, copies o
f such reports and memorar 

f) 

which Union Carbide has located, will be made available for review a
nd duplication. 

REQUEST 2: 

Union Carbide Corporation was not aware that asbestos caused deadly dis
eases priof to 

the first day it began to mine asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

da, 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to t
his Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, assumes facts not
 in evidence and is mot 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its odjectic 

Union Carbide responds as follows: 

’ Admitted that Union Carbide was not ever aware that asbestos cause
d deadly diselpes 

under any and all circumstances. 

See also Union Carbide’s Response to Response to Request for Ad
mission No. 1. 

REQUEST 3: 

Union Carbide Corporation was aware by 1957 that asbestos caused d
eadiy diseases. 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous, a
ssumes facts in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissibl
e evid 

Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

See also Union Carbide’s Response to Response to Request for Admission No. 2
. 

REQUEST 4: 

Union Carbide Corporation was not aware by 1957 that asbestos caused deadly diseases. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 
[ 

ce. 

| 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated t
o lead td the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide respond
s as follows: 

Sce Union Carbide’s Response to Response to Request for Admission No. 2. 

REQUEST 5: 

Union Carbide Corporation was aware that asbestos caused asbestosis before 1963. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this w
ake 

t 
for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous, as

sumes facts n 

y q 

in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissi
ble evidence. 

Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

Union Carbide trial exhibit UC-5334: Union Carbide Corporation's Responses to Plaintiff's Requests for Admissions…
ACL Doc 19785 · Page 7 of 52

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law

asbestosclaims.law/library/19785/7

https://asbestosclaims.law/library/19785/7


See Union Carbide’s Response to Response to
 Request for Admission No. 2. 

REQUEST 6: 

Union Carbide Corporation was not aware that asbes
tos caused asbestosis before 1964. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union
 Carbide further objects to this Rais 

for Admission on the grounds that it is ove
rly broad, vague, ambiguous, assumes fact

s nq@t in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated t
o Jead to the discovery of admissible evide

nce. 

Subject to its objections, Union Carbide tespo
nds as follows: 

Admitted. 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Response to Re
quest for Admission No. 2. 

REQUEST 7: 

Union Carbide Corporation never attached a la
bel to its bags of asbestos warning ofthe 

risk of mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further obj
ects to this Reghest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly
 broad, vague, ambiguous, assumes facts nog in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated to 
lead to the discovery of admissible evidel ce.

 

Subject to its objections, Union Carbide respon
ds as follows: 

Denied that Union Carbide’s asbestos, known after 1967 as “Calidria.” cajses 

mesothelioma. 

Union Carbide had used two cautionary stateme
nts on its Calidria packaging: The first 

cautionary statement was used from June 22, 
1968 through May 1972, and read as follqws:

 

"Waming: Breathing dust may te harmful. 
Do not breathe dust." The second cautiog a

ry 
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j 

statement was prescribed by OSHA in 1972 and was 
first printed on Calidria packaging in June 

of that year and was used by Union Carbide until the sale of 
the Calidria mine and mill in 1985; 

this second cautionary statement read as follows: "Caution. Contains asbestos fibers. Ayoid 

creating dust. Breathing asbestos dust may cause serious
 bodily harm." 

Union Carbide had also developed an additional label v
ariation which, according to 

Union Carbide’s best information was never applied.
 Upon plaintiffs request, Union Carbide 

will make available a copy of that label draft as 
well as all correspondence and doc 

pertaining to label development. 

REQUEST 8: 
| 

Union Carbide Corporation attached a Jabel to its bags of a
sbestos warning of the risk of 

mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbi
de further objects to this Reghest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonebly calculated to lead w
e 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its obj
ections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied that Calidria asbestos causes mesotheli
oma. 

See also Union Carbide’s Response to Response to R
equest for Admission No. 7. 

REQUEST 9: 

Union Carbide Corporation never attached a label to i
ts bags of asbestos warning of the 

risk of lung cancer. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbi
de further objects to this Reghest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad
 and not reasonably calculated to lead tq the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its object
ions, Union Carbide responds as follows: 
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Admitted that Union Carbide's warning labels used only the language set forth in Upion 

Carbide’s Response to Response to Request for Admissi
on No. 7. 

REQUEST 10: 

Union Carbide Corporation attached a label to its b
ags of asbestos warning of the risk of 

lung cancer. | 
] 

RESPONSE: 
| 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further
 objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad an
d not reasonably calculated to lead taj the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objecti
ons, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied that Union Carbide’s warning labels used language o
ther than that set forth in 

Union Carbide’s Response to Response to Request for A
dmission No. 7.. | j 

i 
i 
i 

{ 
{ 

REQUEST 11: 

Union Carbide Corporation sold asbestos. 

RESPONSE: | 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reghest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and
 not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its o
bjections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted that from 1963 to 1985, Union Carbide sold Calidria asbestos fiber to va
rfous 

third party manufacturers ‘or distributors. Calidria consisted of raw chrysotile asbestos b a 

unique short-fiber formulation which Union Carbide mine
d at or near King City, Catitodbia 

Calidria's chemical formula is Mg6(OH)8Si4010. Union Carbide produced four graded of 

Calidria asbestos: standard, super standard, high pu
rity, and resin grade; the different grades - 

reflect varying degrees of purity of content. Each grade
 was sold in both pelletized and spfous 

10 
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form. Calidria, due to its unique physical properties
, short fiber length in particular, wad not 

guited for use in thermal or frost insulation. 

REQUEST 12: 

Union Carbide Corporation sold asbestos for use i
n joint compounds, 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. 
Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly b
road, vague, ambiguous, assumes facts in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidehce. 

Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds
 as follows: 

Admitted. 

Calidria consisted of raw asbestos which was mark
eted and sold by Calidria distributors 

to manufacturers or producers who incorporated and use
d Calidria in their products or 

production processes. Union Carbide also sold its raw fiber to third party manufac
turers, ho 

used it in manufacturing various products used in the c
onstruction industry. Union Carbide fhad 

no involvement in the manufacture of those products 
and had no control over the nature off the 

products the fiber was used in. Calidria was not sold by Union Carbide or, according 
to the best 

information available to Union Carbide, by Calidri
a distributors to consumers or other “pe 

users”. Certain formulations of Calidria asbestos were us
ed ip joint compounds, 

REQUEST 13: ) 

Union Carbide Corporation did not sell asbestos for us
e in joint compounds. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Uni
on Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly br
oad, vague, ambiguous and not reason biy 

11 

Union Carbide trial exhibit UC-5334: Union Carbide Corporation's Responses to Plaintiff's Requests for Admission…
ACL Doc 19785 · Page 11 of 52

Published by AsbestosClaims.Law

asbestosclaims.law/library/19785/11

https://asbestosclaims.law/library/19785/11


calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence
. Subject to its objections, Upion 

’ 
j 

Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for
 Admission No. 12. 

REQUEST 14: 

Union Carbide Corporation mined asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union
 Carbide further objects to this Reshe 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly
 broad and not reasonably calculated to lead ta

 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its
 objections, Union Carbide responds as follo 

Admitted that Calidria consisted of raw chrysotile asbestos in a unique short- 

formulation which Union Carbide mined at or nea
r King City, California. 

REQUEST 15: 

: Union Carbide Corporation did not mine asbesto
s. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union
 Carbide further objects to this R: 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly bro
ad and not reasonably calculated to lead t 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its
 objections, Union Carbide responds as follo 

_ See Union Carbide’s Response to Request fo
r Admission No. 14. 

REQUEST 16: 

Union Carbide Corporation never conducted, or had conducted on its behalf, 

epidemiologic study on its employees who worked 
in its asbestos mine to detect the prevale 

or rate of ocourrence of asbestos-related disease
s. 

12 

the 

mice 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union C
arbide further objects to this on 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly br
oad, not relevant to the subject matter 0 

litigation and not reasonably calculated to lead to the di
scovery of admissible evidence. Subject 

to its abjections, Union Carbide responds as follo
ws: 

Admitted that no formal epidemiologic study was
 conducted. 

REQUEST 17: 

Union Carbide Corporation conducted, or had conducted on its
 behalf, an epidemiolpgic 

study on its employees who worked in its asbestos mine
 to detect the prevalence or rat 

occurrence of asbestos-related diseases. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reche
st 

this 

of 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad
 and not reasonably calculated to lead td the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its object
ions, Union Carbide responds as folloys: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No
. 16. 

x. 

REQUEST 18: - 

asbestos, or asbestos-containing products, sold or dist
ributed by manufacturers or onihers 

other than Union Carbide Corporation contributed to
 Kenneth Dixon’s mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1,2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this R fest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly bro
ad and not reasonably calculated to lead tq the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its object
ions, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

« Union Carbide lacks sufficient information 
to admit or deny this request. 

Union Carbide reserves its rights to pursue all availa
ble defenses at trail. 

13 
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REQUEST 19: 

Asbestos, or asbestos-containing products, sold or
 distributed by manufacturers or mihers 

other than Union Carbide Corporation did not contri
bute to Kenneth Dixon’s mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union 
Carbide farther objects to this Reqpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad
 and not reasonably calculated to lead tq the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its o
bjections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

, See Unjon Carbide’s Response to Request for Adm
ission No. 18. 

REQUEST 20 - | 

Kenneth Dixon was not at fault for the causation of his m
esothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and
 not reasonably calculated to lead taj the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, U
nion Carbide responds as follows: 

- Union Carbide lacks sufficient information to admit or de
ny this request. 

Union Carbide reserves its rights to pursue all availabl
e defenses at trail. 

REQUEST 21: 

Kenneth Dixon was at fault for the causation of his mesot
helioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbi
de further objects to this Req 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and no
t reasonably calculated to lead t 1 the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections
, Union Carbide responds as follo 

Union Carbide lacks sufficient information to admit or deny
 this request. 

14 
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Union Carbide reserves its rights to pursue all available defenses at trail. 

REQUEST 22: 

Smoking cigarettes whose filters do not contain asbestos has no causative affect injthe 
development of mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and §. Union Carbide further objects to this Reghest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide objects to this Request for Admission tojthe 

extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render an expert scientific or medical opinion. Subjegt to 

its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

REQUEST 23° 

Smoking cigarettes whose filters do not contain asbestos contributes to the developolent 

of mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and S. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead tojthe 

discovery of admissible evidence, Union Carbide objects to this Request for Admission tojthe 

extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render au expert scientific or medical opinion. Subjeqt to 

its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

"- |} “Union Carbide lacks sufficient information to admit or deny this request. 

15 
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A contributing cause in Kenneth Dixon’s death was mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead to fhe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as f
ollow 

Union Carbide objects to this Request for Admission to the extent that it calls for Unfon 

Carbide to render an expert scientific or medical opinion. 

‘ Union Carbide lacks sufficient information to admit or deny this request. 

iegothelioma was not 2 contributing cause of Kenneth Dixon’s death. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead ton 

discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide objects to this Request for Admission tokbe ) 

extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render an expert scientific or medical opinion. Subjedt to 

its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

, .kInion, Carbide lacks sufficient information to admit or deny this request. 

REQUEST 26: 

Asbestos causes peritoneal mesothelioma. 

16 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Uni
on Carbide further objects to this 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is over
ly broad and not reasonably calculated m

a
d
 

Q 

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

Admission to the extent that it calls for Union Ca
rbide to render an expert scientific or medi 

opinion. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide re
sponds as follows: 

ral 

Denied that exposure to asbestos, under any a
nd all circumstances, causes dise4se. 

Denied that exposure to Calidria causes mesotheli
oma. 

REQUEST 27: 

Asbestos does not cause peritoneal mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union 
Carbide further objects to fhis 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is ov
erly broad and not reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide objects to this Request }for 

Admission to the extent that it calls for Union Ca
rbide to render an expert scientific or med} 

opinion. Subject to its objections, Union Casbide 
responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admissi
on No. 26 

REQUEST 28: 

Asbestos causes pleural mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

cal 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad a
nd not reasonably calculated to lead'td 

17 

the 
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discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide objects to this Request for 
Admission to 

4 

extent that it calis for Union Carbide to render an expert scientific or medi
cal opinion. Subjec 

its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied that exposure to asbestos, under any and all circums
tances, causes disedse. 

Denied that exposure to Calidria causes mesothelioma. 

REQUEST 29: 

Asbestos does not cause pleural mesothelioma. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. I, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects 
to this Reqy 

f 

re 

to 

est 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasona
bly calculated to lead to fhe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide objects to this Request for A
dmission to the 

extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render an expert scientific or m
edical opinion. Subjecq 

its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No. 28. 

REQUEST 30: 

Asbestos causes asbestosis. 

RESPONSE: 

to 

See General Objections Nos, 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further
 objects to this 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and n
ot reasonably calculated to 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide objects to this Request) for 

Admission to the extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render an expert scientific or medical 

opinion. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied that asbestos always causes asbestosis. 
- 
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REQUEST 3X 

Asbestos does not cause asbestosis. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to 

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

Admission to the extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render an expert scientific or medal 

opinion, Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

~ Union Carbide lacks sufficient information to admit or deny this request. 

AEQUEST 3p: 

Hive million particles per cubic foot of dust containing asbestos is invisible to 
ordinary: user in the absence of special lighting or instruments. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague and ambiguous and 

this 

for 

the 

this 

mot 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide object to 

this Request for Admission to the extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render an ex 

scientific or medical opinion. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

19 
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we . 
5 

BS QUES 33% ve 

_tayetniition particles per cubic foot of dust containing asbestos
 is visible to the ordinary 

“aS BA ‘the absence of special lighting.or instruments. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects 
to this 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reason
ably calculatedito 

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

Admission to the extent that it calls for Union Carbide to render an exp
ert scientific or medial 

opinion. Union Carbide also objects to this Request for Admission to the exte
nt that it calls for 

Union Carbide to render an expert scientific or medical opinion and as it is phras
ed in suck a 

manner as to be completely incomprehensible. 

Union Carbide Corporation sold asbestos for use in joint compounds even after asbesto
s 

free joint compounds were on the market. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. }, 2, 4.and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous, assumes 
facts no in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidertce. 

Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: | 

Admitted that at the relevant times, the joint compound market contained many diffedent 

kinds of competitive products, some of which did not contain asbestos. From 1963 to 1985, 

Union Carbide sold Calidria asbestos fiber to various third party manufacturers or distributbrs. 

Calidria is a short-fiber chrysotile which Union Carbide extracted from a mine in Central 

California. Union Carbide sold its raw fiber to third party manufacturers, who used i in 
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-
y
 

manufacturing various products used in the construction industry. Union Carbide hadj no 

involvement in the manufacture of those products, no control over the nature of the prodicts 

fiber was used in, and had no authority over the manufacturers to require any type of w 

Starting in at least 1969, Union Carbide placed a warning on the bags of fiber that it sold to tpird 

party manufacturers. 

2. 

REQUEST 35: Union Carbide Corporation did not sell asbestos for use in jpint 

compounds after asbestos free tape joint compounds were on the market. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqnest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead ta the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No. 34. 

RFQDEST 36: Union Carbide Corporation’s “Toxicology Reports” on asbestos were 

eteated bysie marketing department of Union Carbide Corporation. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead tq the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

During the early days of Union Carbide's Calidria business (which began in 14963), 

medical and industrial health officials at Union Carbide issued asbestos toxicology reports which 

were distributed to sales and other appropriate personnel. 
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REQUI€T ‘7 : Union Carbide Corporation's “Toxicology Reports” on asbestos 

not created by thé wurketing department of Union Carbide Corporation. 

RESPONSE: 

peere 

‘ See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to-this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasormbly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Upion 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 

See also Union Carbide’s response to Response to Request for Admission No. 36. 

REQUEST 38: Union Carbide Corporation considered placing a warning on the bag 

its asbestos warning the user of the hazards of cancer. 

RESPONSE: 

s of 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasompbly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, U 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 

Union Carbide had used two cautionary statements on its Calidria packaging: The 

cautionary statement was used from June 22, 1968 through May 1972, and read as foll 

hion 

{first 

DWS: 

"Waming: Breathing dust may be harmful. Do not breathe dust." The second cautionary 

statement was prescribed by OSHA in 1972 and was first printed on Calidria packaging in 

of that year and was used by Union Carbide until the sale of the Calidria mine and mill in 1p3s; 

yune 
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this second cautionary statement read as follows: "Caution. Contains asbestos fibers. Avoid 

creating dust. Breathing asbestos dust may cause serious bodily harm.". 

Union Carbide followed the guidelines of the OSHA regulations in reaching its decisjons 

regarding warning labels. OSHA, Title 29, Chp. 17, Part 1910(3), Vol. 37 Fed. Reg. No. 1110 

(6/7/72). OSHA considered requiring a cancer warming for asbestos and decided against # as
 

"“unwarrantedly alarming." 

REQUBST 39: Union Carbide Corporation never considered placing a warning on the 

baf's of tes\pshestos warning the user of the hazards of cancer, 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4. and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasongbly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Ugion 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

Union Carbide followed the guidelines of the OSHA regulations in reaching its decisjons 

regarding warning labels. OSHA, Title 29, Chp. 17, Part 1910(3), Vol. 37 Fed. Reg. No.|110 

(6/7/72). OSHA considered requiring a cancer warning for asbestos and decided against jt as 

"unwarrantedly alarming." 

REQURST, 40: Union Carbide Corporation was a founding member of the Asbestos 

Information Asfociation. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasorpably 
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calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unipn 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied as stated. Admitted that Union Carbide was an early member of the Asbesjos 

Information Association /North America. 

REQUES ‘41: Union Carbide Corporation was not a founding member of the A
sbesfos 

Information Assopition. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated
 to lead to he 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follo
ws: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No. 40. 

REQUEST 42: Union Carbide Corporation was on the Board of Directors of fhe’ 

Asbestos Infermfation Association. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this 
Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to 
lead tojthe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied as stated. Admitted that Union Carbide representatives did serve as members 
of 

the Board during certain limited time periods. 

REQUESKLS: Union Carbide Corporation was not on the Board of Directors offic 

Asbestos Information Association. 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Req 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reas
onably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as foll
ows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission
 No. 42. 

REQYEST 44: Union Carbide Corporation served on a committee or 
committees of the 

Asbestos Intprmation Association. 

/ 
RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide further 
objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasona
bly calculated to lead to¢he 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbi
de responds as follows: 

Denied. Union Carbide admits that Union Carbide employees served on such commits 

at certain times. 

REQUEST 45: Union Carbide Corporation did not serve on a committee o
r committees 

of the Asbestos “ihormation Association. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to 
this Reqyest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonab
ly calculated to ‘ead to}the 

n
 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Ca
rbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No. 44. 

REQUEST 46: The Asbestos Information Association membership included compapi
es 

that mined adtigstos or that manufactured or sold asbestos-containi
ng products. 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not teasonably calculated to lea
d tojthe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as f
ollows: 

Admitted that Union Carbide was a member. 

/ 

REOQUBET.47: The Asbestos Information Association membership did not inclhde 
companies that @uned asbestos or that manufactured or sold asbestos-containing pro

ducts. 
‘ . 

RESPONSE: . 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqyest | 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated 
to lead tothe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No. 46. 

p. REQUEST 48: Union Carbide Corporation knew that sanding an asbestos-containing 

Pint compound could exceed the Threshold Limit Values for asbestos in 1974. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to his 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is pot 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Union Carbide also 

objects to this Request for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad in terms of time And
 

that the legal definition is in the public domain and equally accessible to plaintiff. Moreoved t
o 

the extent the Request for Admission seeks a scientific definition, it improperly seeks without 

foundation to require an expert opinion. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide respond as 

follows: 
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Calidria was not an asbestos-containmg product but rather consisted of asbestos with a 

unigue configuration which was marketed and sold by Union Carbide and by Califiria 

distributors to manufacturers or producers for use in their products or production processes. 

| Denied as stated. Union Carbide conducted air testing during sanding of jpinc 

compounds and found the results were within the relevant TLV requirements. 

REQUEST 49: Union Carbide Corporation did not know that sanding an asbestds-, 

containing joint compound could exceed the Threshold Limit Values for asbestos in 1974, 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead tolthe 

discovery of admissible evidence, Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s response to Response to Request for Admission No. 48. 

“REQUEST 50: By 1974 Union Carbide Corporation knew that drywall workers 
expexenred similar levels of positive findings of fibrosis on chest x-rays as did insulafion 

WOIKES. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably calculated to Jead tojthe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

te 

REQUEST 5: By 1974 Union Carbide Corporation did not know that drywall workers 
experiegcesimjgi icvels of positive findings of fibrosis on chest x-rays as did insulation 
worket 7 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad a
nd not reasonably calculated to lead to] the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Un
ion Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s response to Response to Request for Adm
ission No. 50. 

REQUEST 52: By 1974 Union Carbide Corporation was 
aware that Dr. Irving Selikoff 

advised removing asbestos from joint compounds. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further
 objects to this “T 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, am
biguous and is not reason 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 53: By 1974 Union Carbide Corporation was not aware that Dr, Irving 

Selikoff advised removing asbestos from joint compounds. 

RESPONSE: 

bly 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects
 to this Reqgest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is n
ot reaso 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

“ REQUEST 54: Union Carbide Corporation continued to sell asbestos for use in 

compbunds after 1974. 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably 
calculated to lead tq the 

discovery of admissible evidence, Subject to its objections, Union Ca
rbide responds as follows: 

Union Carbide admits that it sold Calidria to manufacturers of joint compounds 

after 1974. 

REQUEST &5: Union Carbide Corporation did not continue to sell asbes
tos for u 

joint compounds after 1974. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasonably c
alculated to lead td the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide res
ponds as follows: 

See also Union Carbide’s response to Response to Request for Admission
 No. 54. 

REQUEST 56: Union Carbide Corporation was aware that by 1974 Dr. Irving s
elf 

= in 

advised that the two fiber limit as proposed by OSHA in the time weighted av
erages of its 

regulations governing asbestos was not adequate to protect against asbestosis. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Ri st 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and
 is not reasonpbly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

| REQUTESY 52 ‘Union Carbide Corporation was not aware that by 1974 Dr. Inbing 
Selidoff advikatikceat-re two fiber limit as proposed by OSHA in the time weig

hted averag§s of 

its regy'ation:-gpverning asbestos was not adequate to protect against asbestosis.
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to Fhis 

Request for Admission on the grounds that i
t is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and isn

ot 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of ad
missible evidence. 

REQUEST 58: Union Carbide Corporation sold asbestos to the Geo
rgia Padific 

Corporation. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this Reqgest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and no
t reasonably calculated to lead tojthe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, 
Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted that Union Carbide sold Calidria to certain Ge
orgia Pacific plants, dufing 

certain periods of time. Union Carbide possesses copies of invoices of Calidria sales madq
 by 

Union Carbide to Calidria customers. Since Union Carbide sold its Calidria business in 1985, 

Union Carbide, at present, can make no representation as t
o the completeness of its records. 

aforementioned constitute the most complete records of
 Calidria sales currently avatlabl¢ to 

Union Carbide. Union Carbide lacks, however, a record o
f sales made by Calidria distributors, 

who accounted for approximately 25% of all Calidria sales.
 

REQUEST 59: Union Carbide Corporation did not s
el] asbestos to the Georgia Paqific 

Corporation.! 

RESPONSE. 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not r
easonably calculated to lead tq the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Uni
on Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s response to Response to Request for Admiss
ion No. 58. 
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REQUEST 60: “Wnion Carbide Corporation sold asbestos to the Georgia Pad fic 

Corporation that was used to manufacture Georgia Pac
ific products in Lufkin, TX. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Car
bide further objects to this Reqgest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and n
ot reasonably calculated to lead tolthe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its object
ions, Union Carbide responds as follovds: 

Union Carbide denies that Georgia Pacific sold Calidria-containing prod 

i. manufactured in Lufkin, Texas. Union Carbide admit
s that it sold 230 pounds of Calidria to 

location. 

REQUEST 6% Union Carbide Corporation did not sell asbestos to the 
Georgia Pacific 

Cétporation that ™as used to manufacture Georgia Pacifi
c products in Lufkin, TX. 

See General Objections Nos. f, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide further obje
cts to this Reqyest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad a
nd not reasonably calculated to lead to#he 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its object
ions, Union Carbide responds as follow: 

Sce Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admissi
on No. 60. 

REQUEST 62: Union Carbide Corporation advised
 the Georgia Pacific Corporation 

++ would remove Wamings regarding asbestos from its bags, i
f the Georgia Pacific would buf at 

least a car load of Union Carbide Corporation’s
 asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Car
bide further objects to this Reqi 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly bro
ad, vague, ambiguous and is not reason 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible eviden
ce. 
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“y 

REQUES« #3: Union Carbide Corporation did not advise the Georgia Pao fic 

Corporation that ut Would remove wamings regarding as
bestos from its bags, if any, if 

purchaser would buy at least a car load of Union Carbi
de Corporation’s asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide furthe
r objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vagu
e, ambiguous and is not reasonaply 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEGW 64: Union Carbide recommended its asbestos for use in facial tissue 

RESPONSE: 

See Gen gal Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this
 Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, amb
iguous and is not reasonaply 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
Subject to its objections, Udon 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied as stated. Union Carbide admits that at certain times it marke
ted Calidria for 

in various paper products, including facial tissues. Union Carbide de
nies that Calidria was ever 

actually used in facial tissue. 

REQUEST 65: Union Carbide did not recommend its asbestos for u
se in facial tissue 

RESPONSE: 

See Genera Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

the 

pse 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not r
easonably calculated to lead to fhe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union
 Carbide responds as followp: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No. 64. 
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REQUESA6: Union Carbide Corporation was a manufacture
r of asbestos-contaiping 

products as well asy4 priner of raw asbestos fiber. 
' 

RESPONSE: ‘ 

See General Objections Nos, 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further obje
cts to this Reqpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not r
easonably calculated to lead tal the 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unio
n Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted that during certain years Union Carbide manufactured certain asbeptos 

containing products in which the asbestos was encapsulated and theref
ore was not respirable. 

See Union Carbide’s General Objection No. 4. 

Admitted that Union Carbide was a miner of raw asbestos fiber. Calidria consisted of 

raw chrysotile asbestos in a unique short-fiber formulatio
n which Union Carbide mined + or 

near King City, California. Union Carbide operated its Calidria mine and mill from 195
8 Until 

June 25, 1985. 

REQUEST 67: Union Carbide Corporation was not a manufacturer of asbesjos- 

containing prodn&s. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Regpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reas
onably calculated to lead tothe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unio
n Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No. 66 

REQUEST 68: In 1957 Union Carbide Corporation believed that the Coalinga asheptos 

deposit was the largest single mineral deposit in the world. ° 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Req 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, 
vague, ambiguous and is not reaso 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence
. 

—~- 

REQUESH65. /n 1987 Union Carbide Corporation did not believe that the 
Coalifga 

asoestos deposit wanyyt largest single mineral deposit i
n the world. 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this a 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague,
 ambiguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 70: After discovering its asbestos deposit Union Carbide Corpor
ation began 

research and development efforts that recommended asbes
tos for use in products that had f 

before contained asbestne 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide further 
objects to this Req 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague,
 ambiguous and is not reasoneply 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence
. 

 RKQUES'R 71: “After discovering its asbestos deposit Union Carbide Corporation f
e 

not begin reseakch development efforts that recommended asbestos for use 
in products 

Pod ex befoo canta i Sa asbestos. 
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RESPONSE: 
t 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is over
ly broad, vague, ambiguous, and is not reas

ongbly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible ev
idence. 

REQUEST 72: Union Carbide Corporation recom
mended using its asbestos in plack of 

materials that were “inert” or generally considered le
ss harmful than asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further object
s to this Reqpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, v
ague, ambiguous, assumes facts not in 

_ evidence and is novrsasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

° REQUEST, W: Union Carbide Corporation did not recomme
nd using its asbestog in 

place of materialymgilwere “inert” or generally considered
 less harmful than asbestos. 

1 * ar 

RESPUNSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Car
bide further objects to this Reagfest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague
, ambiguous, assumes facts not in 

evidence and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the d
iscovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 74: Union Carbide Corporation advised manufacturers of asb 

containing joint compounds that the “construction industry was exempt from O 

regulations.” 

RESPONSE: 

OS- 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Car
bide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad,
 vague, ambiguous and is not rasonoly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
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REQUEST 75: Union Carbide Corporation did not advise manufacturers of asbegtos-
 

containing joint compounds that the “construction industry was exempt from Og§HA 

regulations.” 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqhest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague,
 ambiguous and is not reasongbly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUBST 76: In 1976 the “construction industry” was not exempt from the Osta
 

regulations. , | 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqpest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous, calls for a 1¢gal 

conclusion and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of a
dmissible evidence. 

REOODEST 77: In 1976 the “construction industry” was exempt from the OSHA 

regulations. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this “ft 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambig
uous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 78: Union Carbide Corporation advised at least ons p
urchaser of its asbeftos 

on the language that should be used on the warning of products co
ntaining asbestos. . 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to t
his Req 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly
 broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reason 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 79: Union Carbide Corporation did no
t advise any purchaser of its ashertos 

on the language the purchaser should use on the warning
 of products containing asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

nest 

bly 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide fu
rther objects to this an 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broa
d, vague, ambiguous and is not reason 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible eviden
ce. 

Company. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects t
o this Reghest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and no
t reasonably calculated to lead to 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections
, Union Carbide responds as follov 

Admitted that Union Carbide sold, during cert
ain time periods, Calidria asbesto: 

REQUEST 80: Union Carbide Corporation sold asbestos to the United Sta
tes Gypjum 

ly 

the 

iS: 

to 

certain plants operated or owned by United States
 Gypsum Company. Union Carbide po es 

copies of invoices of Calidria sales made by Union Carb
ide to Calidria customers. Since Usion 

Carbide sold its Calidria business in 1985, Uni
on Carbide, at present, can make no represent

ation 

as to the completeness of its records. The aforemention
ed constitute the most complete recerds 

of Calidria sales currently available to Union Carbide,
 Union Carbide lacks, however, ar 
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of sales made by Calidria distributors, who accounted fo
r approximately 25% of all Califria 

sales. 

REQUES'¢ 81: Union Carbide Corporation did not sell asbestos to the United St
ates 

Gypsum Company.+~ 

RESPONSE: ~ 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reqyest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not r
easonably calculated to lead tojthe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, U
nion Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s response to Response to Request for A
dmission No. 80. 

REQUEST 82: Union Carbide Corporation's asbestos is not “safer” than Canadi
an 

chrysotile asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos, 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further 
objects to this Reqyest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambigu
ous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
 Subject to its objections, Urgon 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. Union Carbide’s Calidria asbestos, a short fiber asbestos, l
acking remeite 

contamination, was less likely to cause certain diseases than 
other types of asbestos, including 

longer fiber, tremolite containing Canadian chrysotile asbest
os, 

REQUEST 83: Union Carbide Corporation’s asbestos is “safer” than Canadian 

chrysotile asbestos. 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects 
to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, v
ague, ambiguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidenc
e. Subject to its objections, Unjon 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Union Carbide admits that Union Carbide’s Calidria asbesto
s, a short fiber asbestos, 

lacking tremolite contamination, was less likely to cau
se certain diseases than other types| of 

asbestos, including longer fiber, tremolite containing Can
adian chrysotile asbestos. 

REQUEST 84: Union Carbide Corporation’s asbestos nev
er was a “cofer” alternativg to 

chrysotile asbestos mined in places other than Coalinga, California. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide furthe
r objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambigu
ous and is not reaso ly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidenc
e, Subject to its objections, Unfoa 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission No
. 83. 

REQUEST 85: Union Carbide Corporation’s asbestos was “safer” than 
Canadien 

chrysotile asbestos. : 

RESPONSE: . 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide further obje
cts to this Regu t 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not reasona
bly calculated to lead to | 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbi
de responds as follows: 

Union Carbide lacks sufficient information to admit or de
ny this request. 
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W 

REQUESES6: Union Carbide Corporation sold asbestos for use in th
e production 

beer. fi 

RESPONS): 

See General Objections Nos. 1,2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide
 further objects to this Rears 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly b
road and not reasonably calculated to lead to 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its
 objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

REQUEST 87: Union Carbide Corporation did not sell asbestos for use in 

production of beer. 

‘RESPONSE: 

of 

the 

he 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union C
arbide further objects to this Req 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad a
nd not reasonably calculated to lead to 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objection
s, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 

REQUEST 88: Union Carbide Corporation’s own animal studies, or s
tudies it had 

conducted on its behalf, demonstrated that in certain
 instances its asbestos “produced a mqre 

severe reaction” than did asbestos minec. in Canad
a. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbid
e further objects to this Requpst 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly bro
ad, vague, ambiguous and is not con 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evide
nce. Union Carbide further objects 

plaintiffs’ characterization of the test results, which documents
 speak for themselves. 
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REQUEST 89: Union Carbide Corporation's own animal studie
s, or studies it had 

conducted on its behalf, did not demonstrate that 
in certain instances its asbestos “produced a 

more severe reaction” than did asbestos mined in Can
ada. . 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union 
Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly 
broad vague, ambiguous and is not ede 

to 

calculated to lead to the discovery of adm
issible evidence. Union Carbide further objec’ 

plaintiffs’ characterization of the test result
s, which documents speak for themselves. 

REQUEST 90: Union Carbide Corporation knew that paint
 containing its sess 

would be “sandblasted” off the surface on whi
ch it was painted. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Unio
n Carbide further objects to this Request 

—
 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly 
broad, vague. ambiguous and is not reasonably

 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissi
ble evidence. 

REQUEST 91: Union Carbide Corporation did not know t
hat paint containing |its 

asbestos would be “sandblasted” off the surface on
 which it was painted. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Un
ion Carbide further objects to this mre 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly
 broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasona 

ly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissi
ble evidence 

REQUEST 92: When two or more gubstances 
are present, both of which have Hf 

assigned a threshold limit value, the two thresho
ld limit values must be considered together wien

 

calculating time weighted averages so that the re
sulting threshold limit value is lower than any it 

would be if each of the substances was 
used by itself. 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects 
to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overl
y broad and not reasonably calculated to lead

 to fhe 

discovery of admissible evidence. 

Union Carbide also objects to this Request for Adm
ission on the grounds that it is overly 

broad in terms of time and that the legal definition
 is in the public domain and equally accessi ble 

to plaintiff Moreover, to the extent the Request for Admission s
eeks a scientific definition} it 

improperly ‘seeks without foundation to require an
 expert opinion. 

REQUEST 93: When two or more substances a
re present, both of which have baen 

assigned a threshold limit value, the two threshold l
imit values must not be considered together 

when calculating time weighted averages so that the resul
ting threshold limit value is lower 

any it would be if each of the substances was used b
y itself. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this R t 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and not r
easonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 94: Since the short-fiber asbestos market could not be use
d in 

conventional markets, Union Carbide Corporation dedicated resourc
es to developing n' 

applications for its asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union 
Carbide further objects to this Requ¢st 

o
t
e
 

for Admission on the grounds that it is so vague and ambig
uous as to be incomprehensible, itis 

also overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead to th
e discovery of admissible evidencg, 
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REQUEST 95: Although the short-fiber asbestos market could not be used in many 

conventional markets, Union Carbide Corporation did not ded
icate resources to developing jew 

applications for its asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. J, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is so vague and ambiguous 
as to be incomprehensible, # is 

also overly broad and not reasonably calculated to lead to
 the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 96: By 1977 Union Carbide Corporation predicted it would represent 

seventy percent of the asbestos used in tape joint co
mpounds. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this 
Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous 
and is not reasonaply 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 97: By 1977 Union Carbide Corporation did not pr
edict it would repre 

seventy percent of the asbestos used in tape joint compounds. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5, Union Carbide further objects 
to this Reavest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vagu
e, ambiguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible eviden
ce. 

REQUEST Pr: By 1976 Union Carbide Corporation represented fo
rty-six percent of the 

asbestos used in theasbestos-containing tape joint compound market.
 

‘ 
4 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union 
Carbide further objects to this Req 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly
 broad, vague, ambiguous and is not teasonabl

y 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible e
vidence. 

REQUEST9: By 1976 Union Carbide Corpora
tion did not represent forty-six perchnt 

of the asbestos used jn the asbestos-containing
 tape joint compound market. 

RESPONSE: 

t 

See Genbtal Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4. and 5. Union Carbide further obje
cts to this me 

I 
for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, v

ague, ambiguous and is not reason 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 100: By 1980 asbestos sales by Union Car
bide Corporation were at an t 

time record high. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. I, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this Requ 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, 
vague, ambiguous and is not reasonal 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evid
ence. 

REQUESM{01: By 1980 asbestos sales by Union Carbid
e Corporation were at an f 

time record high. * 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union 
Carbide further objects to this Requ 

AS 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, 
ambiguous and is not reason 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

y 

st 
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oa 

REQUEST 102: John Myers was coached by Union Carbide C
orporation prior to giving 

deposition tesfmony in litigation pending in the 
state of Texas. 

RESPONSK:! 

See General Objections Nos. 1-5. Union Carbide further objects to this Reques
t jfor 

Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous, harass
ing and is nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery o
f admissible evidence. Subject to its objectiqns, 

Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

wad 

REQUEST 104, John Myers was not coached by Union Carbide Corporati
on prof to 

giving deposition testimony in litigation pending
 in the state of Texas. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further
 objects to this Reales 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overl
y broad, vague, ambiguous, harassing and pot 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery o
f admissible evidence. Subject to its objoctidas 

Union Carbide responds as follows: , , 

Admitted, 

REQUEST 104: By 1980 Union Carbide Corporation had no plans of exiting hhe 

asbestos mining business unless they were force
d out by adverse publicity or regulatory action. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague,
 ambiguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible e
vidence. 
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REQUEST 105: By 1980 Uni
on Carbide Corporation did not

 consider adverse publigity 

or regulatory action in decidin
g when it would cease mining

 asbestos. a 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 
1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide 

further objects to this Request
 

for Admission on the grounds t
hat it is overly broad, vague, am

biguous and is not reasonaply 

calculated to lead to the disco
very of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 106: Even as late
 as 1980 Union Carbide Corpor

ation retained discretior] to 

deny its employees access to t
heir own medical records. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1,
 2, 4and 5. Union Carbide furt

her objects to this Rea 

for Admission on the grounds
 that it is overly broad, vague,

 ambiguous and 1s not reasona
 bly 

calculated to lead to the discover
y of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 107: Union Carbide Corporation did n
ot consider denying its employke

s 

access to their own medical recor
ds. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 
2, A4and 5. Union Carbide furth

er objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds t
hat it is overly broad, vague, am

biguous and is not reaso ly 

calculated to lead to the discover
y of admissible evidence. 

REQUEST 108: Union Carbide Corporation prepa
red ““T’ echnical Service ReportsT 

to 

customers recommending the form
ulas for production of the custome

rs products. 
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cs 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further 
objects to this Reghest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad and
 not reasonably calculated to lead tojthe 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its 
objections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied in part. Union Carbide admits that it marketed Calidria f
or certain applicatjons 

with examples of formulas for those applications. 

ay 

REQUESY 109: Union Carbide Corporation did not prepare “Technical Serfice 

Reports” to custgrpesp recommending the formulas for
 production of the customers products. 

RESPONSE: 

See figheral Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union C
arbide further objects to this Reqyest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broa
d vague, ambiguous and is not reason ly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evide
nce, Subject to its objections, Unjon 

Carbide responds as follows: 

See Union Carbide’s Response to Request for Admission
 No. 108. 

REQUEST 110; Union Carbide Corporation pushed an ave
rage of twenty-five tong of 

ore to the side of the road every year during its hauling oper
ations from its mine to its processing 

center in King City, California. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this Reqyest 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous 
and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Denied. 
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REQUEST 1s Union Carbide Corporation did not pu
sh an average of twenty-five tbns 

of ore to the side of the road every 
year during its hauling operations from its mine 

col. its 

processing center in King City, Califo
rnia. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5
. Union Carbide further objects to this Re

quest 

for Admission on the grounds that it i
s overly broad, vague, ambiguous and 

is not reasonaply 

calculated to lead to the discovery of a
dmissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unjon 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 

REQUEST 112: Dust containing asbestos c
an be in excess of five million particles per 

cubic foot and not be visible in the absenc
e of special lighting or instruments. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 an
d 5. Union Carbide further objects to th

is Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is o
verly broad. vague, ambiguous and not r

easonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissibl
e evidence and seeks an expert opinion. 

REQUEST 113: Dust containing asbest
os in excess of five million particles per 

ai 

foot will be visible in the absence of spe
cial lighting or instruments. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. 
Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is ov
erly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not r

easonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admis
sible evidence and seeks an expert opinion

. 

REOQUESE 114: Ian Sayers wrote a report for Union Carbide entitle
d “Asbestos ab a 

Health Hazard in fhe? tnited States.” 
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RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 
4 and 5. Union Carbide further obj

ects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that
 it is overly broad, vague, ambiguo

us and is not reason ly 

calculated to lead to the discove
ry of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unjon 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied | 

REQUEST 416: Jan Sayers d
id not write a report for Union 

Carbide entitled “Asbetos 

as a Health Hazaxa im United States.” 

RESPONSE: 

See Gegisral Objections Nos. I, 
2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide furth

er objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds th
at it is overly broad, vague, amb

iguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discov
ery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unjon

 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 

~ 

REQUE,T 416: In his report, “Asbestos as 2 Health Hazard in th
e United States,” fan 

Sayers reporter, that the five million
 particles per cubic foot exposure lim

it for asbestos wasjan 

arbitrary choice, ant had no experimental foundation. 

/ 
RESPONSE! 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2,
 4 and 5. Union Carbide further o

bjects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds 
that it is overly broad, vague, a

mbiguous and is not reason ly 

calculated to lead to the discove
ry of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Urgon 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied, 
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REQUEST 517: if his report, “Asbestos as a Health Hazard in the United States,” fan 
Sayers did not report "ha, the five million particles per cubic foot exposure limit for asbestos was 

an arbitrary choice, anny h ‘d no experimental foundation. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. I, 2,4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, 

REQUEST 118: Union Carbide Corporation mislead purchasers of its asbestos as to he 

level of its toxicity. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Requést 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unipn 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

REQU::¥¥ 119: Union Carbide Corporation did not mislead purchasers of its asbestes 
as to the level o} Xt: toxicity. ] 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objects to this Requ 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, ambiguous and is not reasonab 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Uni 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 
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REQUEST 120: The waming provided on bags of Calidria asbestos, if any, Was 

inadequate. ; ‘ 

RESPONSE: ‘. \ 

‘ See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide further objec
ts to this Request 

for Admission an the grounds that it is overly broad, vague, a
mbiguous and is not reasondply 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
Subject to its objections, Usfs 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

REQUESE 4%: ‘The warming provided on bags of Calidria asbestos, 
if any, was 

adequate. arn 
ea 

% 

RESPONSE: 

win General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide
 further objects to this 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broa
d, vague, ambiguous and is yot 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admis
sible evidence. Subject to its objectiogs, 

Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 

REQUESY 122: Union Carbide Corporation was negligent in the manner in which|
it 

marketed its asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. !, 2, 4 and 5. Union Carbide 
further objects to this Requast 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly broad, v
ague, ambiguous and is not reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible eviden
ce. Subject to its objections, Uniqn 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 
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7 

REQWESW 123: Union Carbide Corporation was not negligent in the m
anner in which it 

marketed its 480estos. 

RESPONSE: ~ 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5
, Union Carbide further objects to this 

Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is 
overtly broad, vague, ambiguous and is n

ot reasona ly 

calculated to lead to the discovery of a
dmissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Unipn 

Carbide responds as follows: 

Admitted. 

4 t 

REQUESE {242 Union Carbide Corporation acted 
with malice in the manner in whichlit 

marketed its asbextos. 

RESPONSE: | 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5. U
nion Carbide further objects to this Request 

for Admission on the grounds that it is overly br
oad and not reasonably calculated to lead to 

discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its o
bjections, Union Carbide responds as follows: 

Denied. 

pEqubé«T. 125: Union Carbide Corporation did not act wit
h malice in the manner 

which it marketdi jis asbestos. 

RESPONSE: 

See General Objections Nos. 1, 2, 4 and 5 Union 
Carbide further objects to thi 

Request for Admission on the grounds that it is
 overly broad and not reasonably calculated : 

lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to its objections, Union Carbide responds 

as follows: 

Admitted. 
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