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Dear Doctor Andre:

The reference of the record of UGG . o>, 72927, to

me for an opinion poses a problem which 13 quite émbarrassing
and ecannot be nendled in a satisfactory menner Iin accordance

ith the usual procedurs. Accerdingly I am addressing ihis
_3etter to you ineztead of making the customary specialist report,
and I am not sending a fee bill since none is justified at this
time. : : :

There is nothing of factual consoquence to .peviev in the record,
and 'there iz pnothing in 1t whatever, except the umsupported
statement of Dr. Hopple, to indicate that this man suffered fram
lead polecning. Perhaps the opinion is correct, since 1t 1s not
impossible that this man vas i1l in Hay of 1951 as the result of
mnﬁﬁe apsorpticon of lead. This is unlﬁkely, nowever, even if he
haﬁ compliote fyeedor from any cccupational exposurse to lead from
it ting cn Until October 30, 1951, whon Dr. Hopple obiained
mples of blocd and urips Irom this man and a group of fellov
.oyees of extilaauher Corporation. I say this because the
ngentraticn of lead in the blood and urine of ithis man on
‘,? “u, 1551 was not only within nommal amiam, but vas in
‘low level of normal values, actually under the average valus
pemscns uith no. unusual exposure to lead. I% iz rare, io
'3 *reatest unlikelihood, that such low pesults
ed some six nonths after an gpiscde of lead intoxie
owed upon & period of years of alleged significant
al exp nUre to leed compounds. Moreover, the results
PLS een other man in the group of the same plant, as
my letter of interpretation to Ir. Hopple, were
ﬁate that none of them had sulfered any recent
ure to lesd compounda.

I have no infoymation on the occupational or symptomatic history
or cn the cli&idal‘status of these men, although it iz our practice
to require &uah information in connection v;th such analyses, and
sueh was requested. Therefore, I have no basis fopr interpreting
the results, except to say that all except one {the blocd of
Dalten %111@%; vere wlthin normal limits. Moreover, I remarked
upon the aegatide character of the data in relation to the -
Latl gfaua.‘wx@osure which was appawentlj under study, and

IgEeate ﬁz‘:‘thare must have been scme reason for ;ne analyseas
and ' some background ”om the belief that the exposure had been
‘hagardous. No information has been foprtheoming. I do not like

to pe used in this manner, and I cannct avoid the feeling that
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there is something in this entire sftuatfcn tnat does not meet
In any case,‘Lhis claim, as 1t has been presented, is
3oyt &nd’ﬁﬂibﬁﬁ ths Cormission 1s prepared

*cgﬁt'vhas been pigued by these circimstances, narticularly
' compensation elaims have been made LY all
-and urine vere analysced in this Laboratory

in the doubt that any of these men vere Lhe
ing.  Certainly vitlout some scceptable
ce of significant acaupat*cnal exposure t
posaible. =4 shall he greatly Interested
ents in this case. It should “be investi-
the aspsct of the detalled employment

‘@we unaigtical “asui 5 are “Gperted in

Cordially yours,

Hobert 4. Kehoe, M. D.
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