April 11, 1936

hr.‘n. C. Rouster
iest 11lth Avenue

Dear lir, Rouster:

Your letter of Harch 3rd addressed
to the Kedical College of the University of Cincinnati
nes been rsferred to me for reply in as much as this
laboratory has been concerned for some years with the
PCﬁe%“l problem of the lead exposure and lead absorption
5f the American populaticn, Unfortunately we have not
baen | rmach involved directly in the spray residue problem
although it is undoubtaﬁly one factor in the lead intske of
the poprulation, ¥We are anticipating some precise studies
on t*e seriousness of this questlion but we have no results
at the maument which are worthy of your attentione. However,
I ean toll you, I bellevo, what the general status of this
question Is and I can cite you to some of the literature
on tge subject which is chﬁh your considerationg

| In expressing the present problem
*n 143 most prectiml terms, I should like to point out
#hat the Department of Pure Food and Drugs In the Departe
ment of Agriculture has established the permiss*ble quan=
tities of lead and arsenic which may occur on or in food

materials 4in interstate commerse, The tolerance for lead
is ﬁout 2«1/2 pep.ms and that for arsenic is about 1 pe.p.m.
Any fruits or vegetables which are found by the agent of

this\department to be in excess of these tolerances in ine

torstate commerce are condemned end destroyed. As to the

tolenances themselves, they have beean established as a

result of the judgement of a group of experts who have

defin*te oplonions on this 'subject. Undoubtedly the best

judae ent of these men has beoen eoxercised in establishing =
the tolerances. Unfortunately, however, there 1is no present N
sound| sclentific basis for these tolerances, Judgement has

been arrived at on the basis of indireect observations and

on the basis of snalogies [from animal observatlions. We do

not know precisely whether the tolerances should be lower

ey are or whether they might with safoty be considerably

+ On the other hand it 1s quite well known that many

s 8nd. particularly apples, as they am picked from the

3 have on their surfadea quantities of lead and arsenic

uch 'in excess of the tolerance., The quantities may

ht or ten times more than the tolerdnce permits, This

of course, that there ‘these materials are destined for
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Interstate shipments, they must be cleaned to the level of
the tolerance before they can be dlspatched., The Federal
Depdrtment maintalns some supervision, and presumably most
of this materisl which gets into interstate commerce is
falnly adequately cleaned. The extent to which uncleandd
naterial may be uased wlthin the states depends uoon the
regulations and the enforcement of such “eguTatians within
the state, There 1s a very considerable lack of wniformity
cn this score, some of the states having rather effective
programs, and some having 10N 6.

The extent of the achtual danger to the
cemmunity 13 conjsctural, So far as I know no adequate
cliniczl or experimental information has been obbtained to
indicate that the dengers in this respect are sericus.
Some investigators have reported vague cases which they
nresume to be the result of lead and arsenic sbsorntion.

fe cases have aprarently been reported in which children
% ‘been made definitely f11 s and asutely 111, On the whole,

nowever, the evidence here 18 exceedingly scanty and uncone
vincing, To the best of my belief, persons who regalarly
ingest as rmch as 2 milligram of lead o day are likely o
devalop plumbism, It 1s easy to caleulate how much lead
would be ingestzd from sating on aepple a day when the fruit
has on 1ts surface 3 or L times the tolerance. At the
pressnt tolerance, one apple represents sbout .l} mgs. of
lead, It is apparsnt, therefore, that 1n the present state
ur Ymowledge, there is good reasson for regarding the
tolerance level as not unre sorably lows Despite the
difficulties asseciatod with waeshing fruits, therefore,

I ad inclined to beiieve that there is nothing unreasonable
in the demands of ﬁhe Department of Agrienlture, Obviously
1f they are to be mistaken at all, they should err on the
side of safety. The mere fact, that it is difficult for =
frult grower to follow these specifications at present is
cgrﬁainly no reason for subjecting a commnity to undue
PLOSKS e

The cpinion of the ma jority of persons
vho ‘are supposed to be authorities on this subject is that
the present toleranee for lead is too high. The Department
utbcritiea ghare this opiniocn, I believe, and they think
evegtually it will be decressed. They alsc think that the
1deal thing is to eliminate lead arsenate ss a spray materisl.
Obvic:isly until {t has been shown beyond a doubt that it is
entlrely safe toiingest certaln quantitles of lead in excess
of that which is inevitable from the patural lead content of
focd materials, the logicsl thing is to eliminate from the
dietary all avoidable lead, I think here it is not safe to
walt until clinical evidence has aceumilated to show that
lead poisoning is actually developing in the commnlty as
ac nsequence of spray residues., I am guite skeptical of _
there having been any considerable denger to the public health
as the result of spray residues up to the present., On the
other hand, I know that there has npt been such thoroughegoing
investigation on the subject as would enable us to say with
1inty that there have not been numerous cases of mild
polgsonine, Thuga until there is more adecuate Investization
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‘£ the matter than has been carried oub, and until there
is more certaln evidence of where the margin of safety is,
and until-this entire problem has been brought under such
gene al regulation that wide variations in the lead content
of frult have been prevented, we must regard this as s
potentially important problem. There 1s every justification,
I belleve, for the tolerances which have heen established,
and #here is every Jjustification for insistence on thse part
of the PFederal government and the states that frulis which
are 12 exoass of the tilerance be adequately washed until
have boen: brought within the tolerance. There ls now
! ate control and thére 1s no adequate information
on th present significance of this matter to the public
heelth. I have my opinions an 1t, varioas other peoplé
have ﬁheirs, and the best that can be sald is that all

' ly opinions based on inadequate andy, fur

irect evidence. There are a very large
which I could cite from the literature
ave missed the mein point, and few of them

oy vory o

t relation to the question of the safeby
of the public: le A recent reviaw of tais guestion by
W, A, futh of niversity of Illinois presents fairly

well both the
‘of view of the
a faig*statahe

% of view of the government aud the point
; growers, In geﬁaral I consider this
of the situation and it cites soms of the
: ‘ sub ject, among which 1 eall perticular
attention to the second reference on the first page.

| I have gone to some length to point
out a number of facts which I consider of importance.
I confess that I think the great need at the moment 1s
not for more discussion of this subjeset but more investie=
gatioP.

Very truly yours,

RAK 318 : , RobOrt A. Kono6, HeDs
o _
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