April 30, 1935

Dr. Groham Tdgar

Ethiyl Gasoline Corporation
Chrysler Duilding

New York City

Hew York

iy dear Ldgar:

Thanks for sending me the &Granscrint
of the testimony in the Robinson case which I have
looked over with congldorable amount of inberest,
It would seem that T hed gone & llttle ahead of the
stenographer in some of my tesbtimony and some of 1t
apparenbly does not mske very good sgnse. Ior thab
resson I am somewhat reserved in cogmenting upon the
testimony of Drs. Grimes, liorris, and Gettler since
1t seems possible that thelir testimony mey have been
reported in a faulby manner. Nesvertheless thers are
geveral points in the thing that seem to be sufficlently
unequivocal to dilsssrve conmente

It is ogulte apparent that none of the
three men have any ldea of the quantltative relatione
ships of exposure to leaded gasocline as compared to the
exposure at Bayway which resulted in the fatal cases
which provided them with some experlence in this gusstion.
This is the same confusion that we have met frequenily
and 1t seems inevibtable that 4t will persist., It 1s
also quite obvious that none of the men are familiar
with the published informatlon on the subject of Hihyl
Gasoline. They apparently regard the investigstions
of the Unlted States and British govermments as white-
washing excuraions, and they apparently have not examined
the evidence at all. This confusion, I think, ‘accounts
for the point of view of the patholeglast Dr. Grimes who
having found congestion and edema of the brain and viscera
remembered that these findings were assoclated with acute
fatal tetraethyl lead poisoninge These same flndings ere
associated with death from a‘variety of causes. It would
seem to me that the, cross guastioning had sstablished
fairly definitely the inconsequential nature of the
evidence on which the pathologist mrrivediat a judgment.
That is to say, 1t scems ou*he apparent that his judgment
was not founded on any knowlﬁdga of the facta but on unsupport-
ed belief, and that ho 1is nok, therefores, entltled to go
bevend the actual fachis ascertained by his examination.



.am Edgar

The testimony of ir. Horris can clearly
be dismissed as impertinent not only by reason of its
lack of precise informatlon, bubt more specilically vecause
on ¢ross questioning any value which 1t seemed to have
was rather completely obliterated. It would seem to me
nhac Dr. Norris damanstrated himaelf anuthg wihness stand
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There 1s only one other point in the
testimony at which I do not think the record is quite clear
and I am afraid hhat Mr. Wilsdon has contributed something
to the uncsrtalnty by repsated reference In his questions
to the absorption of tetraethyl lead- without dlfferentiating
between tetrasthyl lead itself and tetraethyl lead in dilute
solution in gasoline. The record may nobt be exact but 1t
did not seem to me &hat«either‘dﬂnecb’errcrwss exemination
of these three w&kneémes resulted in making clear differentiatlon
of these mabtarsm I am qulite confident that if I as a dis-
1ntarested personxunacquainted with the facts, were to review
this testimﬂvy, I would not be at all clear on this question.
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sham Edgar

I would bte inclined to accept a certain justificaitlion
for the concluslon that thls man may have alsorbed
significant amounts of lead since it appesasred guite
cerbain that some years ago other men FX\OSE& to betrae
ethyl lead unguestionably absorhed a sufficiant amount
to cause thelir desth. The diffeweﬂu?aticn of the two
points was made clear to the referes in my tegtimony,
bub‘if this tbanscript is in any way typical of the

ort of recand that' would be supplied to a court, my
$mony would certainly be regarded with a fishy eye,
if for no other reason than that I seem bo have made
any numtier of st&temenha that have no sense to them at
gall, I examined the recsrds with the spacifia purpose
of @auabliu"mng whether this question had been clearly
glueid atc&, snd ¥ am led to the uanglubiwn that 1% has
noet been. I know ﬂmbh;ng of what s pernlsglible In
1wgal procedures in the way of c@“rcat?ng ruconds 48
coincide with- the gtnte emenks of wibneases, bubt if
nothing can be dune in this dir@ehgcnﬁ A think it will
have to be accepbed that much of ﬂg Lesbimony is quite
useéless in the racwrd as 1t now stands.

I hoTisva I have commented
adecuately on my QJ%nt of view and I leave it to mou
to transnit to Hr. Wilsden such pertiaﬁ of thy comrment
as may seem to bte ugseful to him,

VYery Gruly yours,

RA¥ :1s Robert A. Kehoo, i,D.

2:85. I wonder if it would be at all pesni?le for ne to
obtain a copy of thias transcylipt. If it is impossible
or difficult, 1t makes very little difference but 1t would be
be interesting exhibit and I an® particularly anxious to give

Dr. Hachle an opportunity to lock it over. If it is imnoasitle

to provide me with a copy, perhaps Mr. #ilsdon could return
it ta me at a later date. .

I have looked over HMr. Lithlefield's report which you
se t me yesterday. If I have any comments to make, I shall
send them in a 11ttle later when I have had a chance to giva
a little more thought to the subject., RAK.
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