February 16, 1939

Mr, Daniel ¥, Hone
Tide Water Assoclated 0il Company

79 New Hontgomery Street:

San Francisco, Callfornis
Dear Mr, Honej-

Please accept my thanks
for having informed me fully as to the status of
the joage, 1 am sorry indeed that this
matter has turned out so badly, '

I nave gone over your brief
in your letter of January 26th and it seems to me
that 1%t has made practically every polnt wlth regard
to the clinical information that could be made, with
one exoeption, The exception to which I refer has to
do with the manner in which Dr, Paul Qualntance dealt
with the analytical information, Just between ourselves
having read over Dr, Quaintance's resume, it 1ls quite
spparent that he 1s not an expert ln dealing with
analyticsl material. However not to labor that poilntg,
I wigh to call your attention to the fact that the -
two analyses of the urine which were used by Dr,
Quaintance as important evidence, were not carried
out in such a way as to inspire conflidenoe in thelr
accuracy, and that, moreover, the quantities of lead
reported are of such magnitude as automatlicalliy to
convict the analyst of gross error., I have not re-
viewed the record which 18 in my possgession but unless
I am very much mistaken, thesze analytical results were:
not brought into the record at the last hearing by the

plaintiffts wife and her attorney, They were made a part

of the record but I do not remember that they were ever
discugsed as evidence of thla man's lllnesa, or whether
I was ever questlioned oconcerning them, ©On the o%ther
hand I pointed out to you in our discussion of the case
that these results were grossly at fault and were, therefore,
of no wvalue at arriving at a dlagnoslig, The reviewer,
Dr, Qualintance, had he been familiar with the subject
would himgelf have recognlized these results as grossly
erroneous, How8ver, instead of so doing, he refers to
them as important evidence of the likelihood that the
patient had lead polsoning. On page 4 of the report
which you sent me, he states as a fact "Therefore, the
applicant's excretion was 164 to 205 times "norymalnt,
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It 48 falrly apparent to me

that Dr. Quaintance's report 1s the chlef reason
for the decision of the COmmisaion, for Dr, Quaintance
is very definite Iin his bellef that the patlent had '
lead poisoning, and dled of lead poiscning, and yet
he comes out with the bizarre statement that there
18 no evidence that JJN:bsorbed lead as a con-
sequence of his occupatlion, It is,; of courle,; podsible
for a man to absordb lead from non~ogcupational sources
but it is so improbeble in the case of an adult that .
the Commiasslion was right in not glving this statement
much welght, It would be fairly apparent to me that
1fé died of lead poisoning,; he obtained it
either as a consequence of his occupation or as a
consequence of his own or someone¥a.clse attempt to
practice deception, The latter situation, in nmy
opinion, 1s sparcely entitled to conslderation in
this case, In my opirlon, therefore, you are not

ulte right in saying that the deaision of the -
Commiasion 1s amezing. In fact I believe the Commission's
decislon wes more or lesa inevitsble regardless of the
legalistic aspects of the matier, if it could be granted
that Dn, Quaintance's conclusions were correct.

Incidentalliy I ghould be pleased
to know who Dr, Quaintanoe is and how he cones by his
fexpert" knowledge,

I should be nleased if you would

‘keep me. fully 1nfarmed. I hope 4% will not be necessary

for me to return to 8an Francisco in connection with this
caza, but if some situation should arise which wsuld quite
clearly justify such a trip on my part, I hope you will

“bring 1t to my attentlon promptly.

_With kindestvpersonal regaraa,

I am
.Cordially yours,
RAK:i8 A Robert A, Kehoe, H.ﬁ.

KE 0022043




