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Dr. R.4. Kehos,

Dept. of Physiology,
College of Yedicine,
University of Cincinnati,
Cincinnati,

Ohio,

U.5. 4.
Dear Dr. Kehos,

Tank Cleaning,

I have just completed reading with very greal interest your
monumental report on the inveastigations carried cut on the lead hazard from
tanks which have contained Ethyl gascline.

There is ons point which is not quite clesr %o me, and, as it
agsumes the very grestest imporiance, I am writinz to you to see if you will
be 30 kind as to elucidate the point for me. It concerns the incidence
of organic lead found in the sludge in the various categories of tanks.

On Page 26 and in Table 20 it is reported that the meén value for organic
lead for a fotal of 504 resulis gives & mean of 0.042, from which it is —
deduced thet the margin of safety between the recorded mean value and the
known lethel concentration is scant. However, the recorded means for the
various different zstegories of tanks given in Table 20 would seenm to lie
betwsen 0.015 and 0.018, this general level belng somewhat over one-third
of the quoted mean for all results of 0.042 and heing sbout one-sixzth of the
value 0,010 which is indicated as being a lethel concentration.

I am ready to admit that my interpretation of the deta summarised
in Table 20 is in error, and, therefore, I would be very grateful if you could
clear this matter up for ne.

Yours very truly,

Original by steamer.
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