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analyses, !ou will note in- Ba.rker'a 1e§ter, attaohed. ooncorn
ing the pour point of our Aroclor 125k, Mr. Barker has, checke:
powt points on the same waterial by five different people who
'_,fornorl: mlszod Aroolor regula.r);, ‘!hoso five pooplo inde

‘the 19

"’tha.t mdividual results on the same oil: in any’ ‘one’ la'boratary
" 'may vary by 59, vhich 1s'2,8%C end that different 1aboratcries :
- may vary by ].001, which 18 5.6°C although the average of three or
““more results in different leborataries should show the difforences ’
betveen averages no greater tha.n 5°F, vhich is 2. 8%%.

_ ... Xhe test tha.t Mr, Reab ran shovs & reproductivity of results of
Pplus or minus0®¢ and you will note that the tabulation of owr pour
point with thé G.K. pour paints;va.ries by only 1.8°F on the ave a.ge.

sample. In the range for Aroclor 125h ‘the GB analytical caul

for the use of uqu.’ul air or liquid oxygen. It is my belief that

‘the cooling by 1iquid air 13 very rapid at the outside of the tub.

and that the Aroclor can be stiffened defore a true and correct - -
temperaturs u ahmm on. the thermometer near the oenter of the tube. L

gpecification. This is not so as our spocificatien states that
resistivities shall be above 100 x 109. I am sure that both G.E.
. and our Sales Depertment is aware of this. I am unable to see why
. there 1s a difference between the resistivity results of our labora-
tory and G.E. They state that we may have a dirty cell. It may
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also be that there is & difference in methods or in the machinss
used for thin telt. I have bdeen unadle to find anything about
this. Ces e e

!, ~ -41g; ‘
8 ,m hrpouiblo to check on thin deternina.tion. T 4o not know the °
.. Whole story but Dr. Jenkins has- 1% in his ﬁln and has promised to.
aond 1% to me., Havenr, 11; seems that G.5; 15 awaro_ that they normal-

_ .and lsst _ ,
. the refractive ‘index 18 a‘bovo specification for tvo lotl The speci-
“fications for refractive index for Pyranol 1467 ere 1 6137 to 1 61h7.’
»'I dg not understand. vhy thene \lots aro high ;i

G.E. ovidently 15 \rc:rried about a- discrepancy in analytical results

rather than about any defective or off grade Aroclor or they would
: : be complaining about the quality of the material rather than about
o ... analytical results.. With the exception of-the refractive index of
-, 1467 and poesibly the resistivity of 1254, I see no serious error -
:‘on the part of the Anniston plant or. hbmtcry and 1t 1s quite 11ke-
1y that a careful check of resistivity will reveal e condition similar ~
- to_the pour point and v;l, cosity deternimtion where . the difference :
ca.n oaai]; be oxplaima.
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