March 22, 1965

John H, Ludwig, Chairman

Viorking Group on Lead Contamination
Robert A. Taft Sanitary Englneering Center
4678 Columbia Parkway

Cincinnati, Ohio 15026

Dear John:

I return the second draft of the paper, and the Press
Release, with my suggestlons for editorial alterations. I
have exerclsed great restraint as to the language, and have
urged changes only when they seemed to me to be imperative -
not that my way of altering the text is the way, but that some
such alteration 1s called for. On one of these (page 10), I

became emphatlc, Decause I couldn't help doing so.

The more important suggestions for alterations in
stregs or interpretation in the paper are to be found on the
first vage. The filrgt of these ig, I think, essentlal. The
term "significantly increase the hazard” is most unfortunate if
interpreted literally, as it will be by some persons. There
must be hazard, 1f it is to be increased, and if there is hazard
and if it is increased, the situation is intolerable. It is
best not to walk into such & potentially ambiguous situation.

I have suggested a better way - not necessgarily the begt way -
of saylng thls. It 1s not a type of watering down, but a more
precise presentatlion of the issue.

My only other serious obJection relates to the loose
manner of speaking of the "body burden" of lead. There is a
relation between the concentration of lead ln the blood and the
"body burden" of lead, but this is something that reguires a
much more precise expression than can now be given. I am serious
about this, for the reason that the implication in the paper that
this can be determined directly by the analysis of the blood .
cannot be defended. In our experiments on the metabolism of
lead we are trying hard to establish the physiologlcal factsg
on which a mathematical expression can be arrived at. It 1s
because of this sltuation that I objected strenuously to John
Goldsmith's intention of discussing this subject. He had nothing
useful to say, and therefore I didn't think he should talk about
it. The only data (on humen beings) that bear significantly
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on this matter are those in our hands, and I am not ready to
release them, in this relationship, until their meaning is clear.

My other suggestions as to the paper are of much

lesser importance and can be taken or left. Those on the press
release are more important, and I wish to comment on certain
of them,

1, There is little difference between "shows" and
"indicates™, but there 1s a shade. There is no doubt, of
course, that the greatey the exposure to lead in the air

of arcas in which one worke, the greater 1s the evidence

of the absorption of lead (blood and urine). This is
something different from saying flatly that there ig real
evidence that variations in the concentration of lead in
the amblent air, as these are found, result in corresponding
variations In the lead in the bdlood and urine of persons
who live in these areas. There is a trend which suggests
that this is the case, but the evidence in the report

does not permit one to say so certainly that this is the
case. PFrankly, I do not belleve that 1t is the case.

If 1t is, why do not the groups in Los Angeles differentiate
themselveg from corrssponding groups in Cincinnati? The
regegon ig that these atmospherlc differences are too small,
in the total enviromment of the individual, to show up.

I will not argue againet the suggestive trend, btut I an
reasonably certain, in ny own mind, on falrly good
evidence, that they can be, and will be explained bhetter
on other grounds. This flat statement, therefore, mixes
two environmental factors in a statement that is nmuch

too bold.

2. My second criticism on page L of the pregs reclease

is equally serious. The statement that the "information
vag insufficient on which to rest a conclusion”, is not
altogether untrue, but 1t conveys the wrong impression.
The evidence was regarded ag good as far as it went, but
ag belng insufficlent in scope to cover the country and
(more importantly) to provide a basis for subsequent
comparison, Still more lmportantly, as a matter of public
concern and policy (and this was not written into the

" record for good reasons) it was derived from one source,
and had not been checked by the Public Health Service,

It is wrong, and it 1lg a disservice in the field of public
opinion, to imply that the evidence, in itself, was weak,
for the opposite 1ls true. It was simply lacking in
comprehensive applicability until it had been confirmed

in a broader bhasis, as has now been done,
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I have obgected, on page 2 of the press release, to
the use of the term "body burden s for reasons glven above,
and to the undue prominence given to the increment of exposure
to lead, represented in smoking, The latter is trivial, and
it should not be given such prominence.

I have thought it wise to eliminate “chiefly" from
line 6 from the bottom of page 2, for the simple reason that
there ig nothing in the report which justifies 1ts use., I
think it 1s probably true, but this is opinion without satis-
factory evidence., I don't llke opinions in gituationeg in which
we are talkling about conclusions from obsgerved facts. I would
leave out all of the guantitative relationships that are inferred
in this sentence. Other suggestlions in the press release represent
preferences in verbiage. I have indicated thenm enly when I
coulin't restrain my impulse toward change.

And now that I have expressed ny criticism, let me
say that the second draft of the paper is generally good. I
congratulate you on doing a difficult job and algo upon your
patience and fortitude., The latter cualities cnable me To gpeak
frankly, almost bluntly, without fear of giving oifense.
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Sincercesly yours

Robert A, Kehoe, M¥.D,
RAK:meh
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

DIRECTOR

ROBERY A, TAPY SANITARY EXGINEERING CEXTEN IR N 1Al R
AF70 COLUNBIA PARKWAY DA Ao M
CIMCINNATY, ONIO 43224

To: Members, Workin: “rcu. on Lead Contamination
From: John H. Ludwig, Chairman

Subject: Second Drafts of *~Il#A Taser and Press Pelease

I have prepared second drafts of the AIHA paper and the Tress
release for the Lead Study Report. I have incorporated those

i changes which I believe are within the context of the material

' in the Redbook and the Thrza-City Feport. I have tried to do

: this (as much as I could) from the position of the Chairman

: of the Working Group being guestioned by groups representing
various points of view. GHepefully, both the paper and tine

: press release reflect the results of the study and do not

i represent either an overempliasis on the atmospheric poliution

’ aspects nor a whitewash of ‘iz significance of lead in community

: atmospheres, In my opiniocnu we must protect ourselves from both,

! as neither attitude is geir; tc give cradence to these reperts.

With tnis in mind, I wish cach of you-would review ths second
drafts., If there are questicus as to why I did or did not
include your comments, or modified them, call me on the phone and
ve can try to resolve the disagreements. My number is Area Code
513, 871-1820, Extension 228, I would appreciate your comments
by Apz‘il 1.

John M. Ludwig, Chairmén
Working Group on Lead Contamination

CC: Dr. L. E. Andersomn

Mr. W. A. Burhouse e
y Mr. V. J. Castrop

Dr. C. R. Diggs

Hr. H., E. Hesselberj

Dr. R. A. Kehoe

Mr. J. A. Maga

Dr. R, 0. McCaldin

Dr. M. R. Plancy

P.S. The Lead Report went to the printers last week
and should be received in four or five weeks.
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