April 30, 1935

Dr. Grohanm Tdgar

Ethyl Gasoline Corporation
Chrysler Bullding

New York City

Hew York

Hy dear Ldgar:

Thanks for sending me the branscript
of the testimorny in the Hobinson case wvhich T have
looked over wi h congldorable amount ol inberest,
It . would seem that T hed gone & llttle aheed of the
stenographer in some of my testimony and some of 1%
apparently does not make very good ssnse. or that
reason I am somewhab reserved -in cogmenting upon the
testimony of Drs. Grimes, lprris, and Gettler since
it seems possible that their testimony may bave been
reported in o faulby menner. Yesvertheless bthers are
several points in the thing that seem to be sufficiently
unequivocal to dlsserve commente.

It is guite apparent that none of the
three men have any ldea of the quantltative relatione
ships of exposure to leaded gascline as comparsd to the
exposure ab Bayway which resulited in the fatal cases
which provided them with some experlence in this question.
This is the same confusion that we have met frequently
and it seems inevitable that it will persist. I& 1s
also quite obvicus that none of the men are femiliar
with the published information on ths subject of Ithyl
Gasoline. They apparently regard the investligations
of the United States and British govermments as white~
washing excuraions, and they apparently have not examined
the evidence at all, This confusion, I think, accounts
for the point of view of the patholeglst Dr. Grisies who
having found congestion and edema of the brain and viscera
remembered that these finﬁings were assoclated with acute
fatal tetraethyl lead poisoninge. These same findings ere
associated with death from a variety of causes. It would
seem to me that the cross quaﬁtioning had established
falrly definitely. the inconsequential nature of the
avidence on which the pathologist mrrivediat a judgment.
That 1s to say, 1t secems ou*he spparent that his judgment
was not founded on any kncwladga of the facts but on unsupport-
ed belief, and that hs is not, therefors, entitled to go

beyond the acbual facgs ascertained by his examination. - ieorn



.am Edgar

The testimony of Ir. Horris can clearly
be dismissed as impertinent not only by reason of its
lack of precise informatlon, but more aspecifically tecause
on cross questioning any value which it seemed to have
was rather completely obliterated. It wonld seen to me
that. Dr. Norris. demons trated himsgelf on the wibness stand

to he an authoritative an& opinionate&‘offici“l pﬁrsan with
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There 1s only one other point In the
testimony at which I do not think the record is quite clear
and T am afraid that Mr. Wilsdon has conbributed something
to the uncertainty by repeated reference %n his ques tions
‘to0 the absorption of tstraethyl lead- without differentiating
between tetrasthyl lead itself and tetraethyl lead in dilute
solution in gasoline. The record may not be oxact but it
did not seem to me that elther direct or cross examination
of these three wimneés@s resulted in making clear differentiation
of these mabtersm I am quite confident that if I as a dise
interssted person‘unaaquainted with the facbs, were to review
thisg testimnvy, I‘would not be at all clear on this guestion.




asham Edgar

T would te inclined to accept a certaln justificailon
for the conclusion that thls man may have alsorbed

significant amounts of lead since it appeared quite
certain that some years ago other men FX\OSed to tetrae
Gthjl load unquestianably absorbed s suff%ciant amounb
to csuse their desth., The diffemenczation of ths two
polnks was made clear to Ghe referes in my tegtimony,
but if this tbanseript is In any way btypical of the

rt of record that would be supplied to a gourt, my
mony would certainly be regardsd with a fishy eye,
if for no other reason than that I seem to have made
any number gf statemenha that have no sense to them at
all. I exanined the recerds with the pecifia purpose
of ﬁob&bli"hlﬂg whether this question had been clearly
glueid atcd, <nJ T am led to the conclusion thab 1t has
not beene. ‘now nething of what is pernlssible In
IEgal chcedurea in the way of cavroct?n roconds 46
coincide with- uh@ s*a? ements of witnesses, bub if
nothing can be done in this direeticn, I think It will
have to be accepbed that much of my Sestimony is quite
useéless in the record as 16 now stands.

I thieva I have commenbed
adegquately on my ﬂ@ﬁnt of view and I leave it to you
to transmit to Hr. Wilsden such portion of #y comment
as may seem to bte useful to him, :

Very truly yours,

RA¥:is Robvert Aa. Kehoo, i,D.

2.8, I wonder if 1t would be at all ;0501?15 for ne to

obtain a copy of this transcript. If it is impossible

or difficult, 1t makes very little difference but 1t would be
be interesting exhibit and I an® particularly anxious to give
Dr. Hachle an opportunity to lock it over. If 1t is impossible
to provide me with a copy, perhaps Mr. Wilsdon could return

1t ta me at a later dae.

B,8, I have looked over Mr. Li&tlefieldss report which you
Bemt me yesterday. If I have any comments to makeo, I shall
send them in a 11ttle later when I have had a chance to glve
a little more thought to the subject. RAK.
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