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. Dear Dr. Stevens,

| _ ‘
Dr. R.A. Kehoe,

MZ/T.11

. . May 17, 1956,

Dra Charlea.Dh‘Stevens

The Kettering Laboratory, _
University,otvCaninnati, 2
College-of. Medicine, ,
Eden Avenuei§ﬁ

CINCINNATL
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Thank you very much for your most kind 1etter of'

-May 11, .- I was very interested in your comments, the sum.

of which added:up to more or less what I expected. to hear .
on this subject.'ﬁ I will ook up Tartler's paper, as you .-
suggest. If iyou do ever find any.more on. this partieular .
subject, I would be most grateful if you would: bear me in
mind, and let e have any references that may.come your way.
Meanwhlle I feel happler in my mind now about advising the
peOple who originally brought the matter to mysnotice.

{ ‘... »’ - '
With regarﬂ to the question of analysirg for 1ruic

ltlead, did not mean in my letter. to imply. that we had an

o accurate quantltative ‘method for analysing ionic lead. ... ‘What

I meant to suggest was that the rapid screening method, iLwiet

- using iodlnei virtually brought down only ionic 1ead, and did
e

not pick up lead in'a more tightly ‘bound states .. Obviously,. i
this 1s not a strictly accurate’ situation~chemically, but for N

practical purposes We have assumed that therein lies the

difference between the short and long methods of lead analysis.
I am not sure at the time of writing whether in fact lead soap
would fail ' to come down in the short’ method,,but it might be
worth testing that out; DO :

With many thanksbindeed for~the 1nterest ana troublef

'you have taken.

With kind regards,A




