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Dr. R. M. An et Coyptrelidacs
[ [ L3 dre » ;311}}61“»".801‘ f‘} "4’ b
Mediocal Tection , | B Pbeiatie
The Indus Ei&l Pcwmi 1sion of Chio s ae
Columbus 15, Chio : ?\Aibﬂﬁﬁﬁy
Dear Doctor Apdre:! ) adatad
‘ A LA A

The reference of the record of UGG . o>, 72927, to

me for an opinion poses a problem which 13 quite émbarrassing
and cannct be handled in & satisfactory manner in accordance

with the usual procedure. Accerdingly I am addressing ihis
latter to you instead of making the cuatomary spenialist report,
‘anﬁ I am not sending a fee bill since none is justifled at this

There is nothing of factaal consoquence to .peviev in the record,
and 'there iz pnothing in 1t whatever, except the umsupported
statement of Dr. Hopple, to indicate that this man suffered fram
lead polecning. Perhaps the cpinion is correct, since 1t 1s not
opsible that this man wvas i1l in May of 1351 as the result of
undue aaaarptian of lead. This 4s alﬁkely, nowagver, even if he
had compliete fyeedor from any cccupational exposurse to lead from
ting cm Until Oetober 30, 1951, when Dre Hopple cbtained

Ly siocd and urigs Irom this man and & group of fellov
cyees of 1tilaauher Corporation. I say this bscause the
-aticn of lead in the blocd and urine of ithils man on

: s A 1551 was not only within nommal 1l2mits, but vas Iin
iow level of normal values, actually under the average valus
persons uith no. unusual exposure to lead. I% iz rare, io
‘paint Qf;aﬁa‘ﬁreatest unlikelihood, that such low pesults

aoaure to ie&d.campeunds. %eraover, the results

p”n otheyr man in the group of the same plant, as
EMJ letter of interpretation to Ir. Hopple, were
ate that none of them had suffered any recent
Pe to lead compounds.

I have no infoymation on the occupational or symptomatic history

or on the cliwidal‘status of these men, although it iz our practice

to require such information In connection v;th such analyses. and
suech vas raqu@aaaﬁ. Therefore, I have no basis fopr interpreting
the results, except to say that all except one (the blood of
Dalten Miller} were within normal limits. Moreoover, I remarked
upon the negative character of the date In relation to the
fonal exposure which wvas appawentlj undor study, and
that there must have been scwme reason for ;ne analysean
3 background ”om the belief that the exposure had been
‘hazardcu ‘ H@‘informmticn hasa. been fopthecming. I do not like
to be used in this manher, and I cannct avoid the feeling that
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d some six months after an eplscde of lead intoxie
ilowed upon a period of years of alleged significant

ikl
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+hsre 1s something in this entire situaticn that does not nmeet
the eye. In any case, this claim, as it has been. presented, ia
: r‘, and: unless the Cormission is prepared

' rofes imnal authgrity ef & nhgsio
atified In H

e

_cemﬁenaaticn elaims have been made bg ¢11
“and urine were snalysed in this Laboratory
the doubit that any of these men vere »he
ning. Certainly viilput some acoeptable
urce oft significant acaupaticnal exposure t
s possible. T3 qbail‘be greatly Interested
ments in this caze. It should be lnvesti-
n the aspect of the dctaflpd ﬁmplogmen=

05Q wna;g ical results a?e cported in

: : awa from ihcir g em§1ayment
‘-31&1?0&3?‘ .uf *lf)t, uﬂa{é 53, i
2llep “J ¥wVQ;ved acaupa anal

Cordially yours,

Robert A. Kehoe, M. De.
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