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TIDE WATER ASSOCIATED OiL COMPANY

ASSOCIATED

DIVISION

79 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA April 1G, 1939

Dr. Aobert A. Xehoe
“niversity of Cincinnati Coliege of :ledicine,
sincinnati, Chio

Sear Sr. Xehoe:

In my last letter 1 sdvised you that we had filed
a Fetition for Rehearing with the Comnissiocn. The Commission
dismissed this fetition on the ground it wgs Tiled one day
too lzte. I am satisfied, however, the Commission is in

error and that our retiti:n was filed in time.

dccordingly, our next step was to petition the
Zupreme CZourt to review the entire record.

nder separate cover, I am sending you a copy of our
ition t thzs Supreme Court, which is a printed document of
some €44 pages.

The first 32 pages of this document consist of the
"ormal apslication, and I believe you will only be interested
in that Sart commnencing with Article XXV on page 185 and ending
73 page 30, vhich contains a brief summary of the testimony

The Zxhibits, from page 33 to page 52, will not
particularly interést you.

However, commencing at page 70 and ending at page 244,
is a llemorandum of Foints and Authorities, which I think you
will find interesting.

The greater portion of it is devoted to substantiating
the point that there was no evidence before the Commissiodn to
show any causal connection between Telepnev's disgbility and
his employment.

e did not particularly stress the issue as to whether
or not Telepnev suffered from lead poisoning, as there was evi-
cence both ways on this point and the Court will not review
evidence where there is a conflict in the evidence on the point
involved.

However, I have covered this point in part, coupled
with the assertion that Applicant's medical testimony that
Telepnev had lead poisoning must be disregarded for the reason
that such opinion was based on erroneous assumptions. ¥Ye are
relying in the Supreme Court mainly on the sround that there
was no testimony to show that his disability (whether or not
it was lead poisoning, Bright's Disease, or something else),
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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
whatever.

In addition, you will note we have added additional

technical defenses which may or may not interest you.

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

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

Jith kind regards, I am

Sincerely yours,

YE 0022011



