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In my last letter I ,dvised you that we had filed
The
one day
is in

) xehoe:
etition for Zehearing with the Comnissicn.
1issed this Fetitiocn on the ground it wags Tiled
I am satisfied, however, the Commission
£iled in time.
setition the

that our Fetition was
is a printed document of
the

jccordingly, our next step was to

separate cover, I am sending you a copy of our
which inte

2rror ant
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Supreme Court to review the entire record.
T,,LL\_L\,I‘ B h e
retition to ths Supreme Court h i
some €44 pages.
The first 32 pages of this document consist of
Tormal aDJllcatlon, and I believe you will only be interested
Sart comrencing with Article XXV on page 15 and ending
~hici contains a brief summary of the testimony
62, will not

you

in that
with page 30, -
e“ore mne Commission.
The Zxhibits, from page 33 to page
ding ho
ich I think

particularly intereést you.
HJowever, commencing at page 70 and ending at page =244,
is a Zlemorandum of Foints and Authorities, whict
will find interesting.
The greater portion of it is devoted to substantiating
™

oint that there was no evidence before the Commissiodn to

show any causal connecti-n between Telepnev's disgbility and
iss 2

as there wags evi-

e did not particularly stress the issue z2s to whether
SON-NZ ,

the
vhere there is a conflict in the evidence on the point
Ve are

his empioyment.

or not Telepnev suffered from lead poisoning

“ence both ways on this point and +the Court will not review
However, I have covered this point in part, coupled

involved.

that such opinion was baseé on erroneous assumptions.
relying in the Supreme Court mainly on the sround that there
¥as no testlmony to show that hlS disability (whetner or not

evidence w
with the assertion that Applicant's medical testimony that
relepnev had lead poisoning must be disregarded for the reason
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did not result from his employment and that, as a matter of
fact,the handling of Zthyl ~asoline D resents no lead hazard
wh':tever.

in addition, you will note we have added additional

technical cdefenses which may or may not interest you.

If you have the opportunity to give this printed
prief your careful study, I would aopreciate your detailed
comments on same. :

1 am wondering, also, whether the attorneys for
Ethyl Gasoline Corporation would car= to give this brief
their attention and let me have the benefit of any suggest-
ions.

Jith kind regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
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