November 30, 1938

¥r, 4, G, Stone
. Rummel, Blagg and Stone
Charleston, West Virginia

Deay HMr, Stonete

I have examined the contents
of your letter of November 2%rd concerning the case of
”v. Stendard 011 Company of Hew Jersey, I
Tiave a1lso received a letter from M¥r. Scholl of the
Legal Department of the Standard 011 Company eoncerning
this seme casc. =

There are certain phases of
the case which make 1t questionable in my mind as to
vhether we should e¢xamlne at this time., My
judgment on this matter wi ere in large measure
on whether or not I am abls to dbtailn informaticn from
the Mayo Clinlec and also on the nature of the information
which I may cotain. I have written to Dr, Wilder of the
lMayo Clinie in such a way that I believe I shall get
mogt of the information I need from his replyg Es@ever
I mast recognize that I msy not be able to obtaln any
information at all. I shall let you know just as soon
as I hear fram Dr, Wilder.

‘ Regerdless of whether or not
shculd be examined now, I think it will be

necessary for me to confer with you over the detalls of
this ecase. I shall be able to supply you with the
avallsble sclientific Information, and I shall doubtless
be able to assist you in & varlety of ways in the pre-
paration of the csse., Perhaps Jou are in some doubdbt as
to why I offer to do this without having precise infore
mation as to the nature of the man's illness. My answer
to this is that I am wholly convinced both from experie
mental svidence and from my clinicel sxperience of the
past fifteen years in thls field, that exposure to lead
in the handling of lesded gasoline is of such an entirely
negligible proportion that 1t is quite impossible, in my
opinlon, for lead polsoning to occur as a consequence of
sueh exposure, OS50 far eas I have been asble to discover,
both from experimental and clinical evidence, no cases of
lead poisoning have ever oecurred from this cause, nor
are any ¢ases llkely to occur. Consequently, in my opinion,
if the Mayo Clinic group of physicians, or any other group,
mede a dlaguosis of lead poisoning on the assumption that
lead was absorbed in the case pf the £illing station '
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operatorts cccupation, they were almost certainly in
error in thsir assumption and they were probably entirely
wrong in their conclusims, albhough I eonsider it very
improbabze that any such diagnﬂsia was maﬁe.‘ The reasons

ciates‘in this 1aboratory, but aleo by rspren
' s‘gi the Unitad bta%es Public Health Service and
‘tish Minls i

The great difficulty in this
cese 1s likely to arlse from the fact that mr. Capps
was apparently; 111 in 1937 Whereas he may not be 111 in
any way at the present time, <The strategy of exemining
him at this time might, therefore, be unwise 1n that 1t
might be guite impeossible to make gny diagnosis as %o o =
what was wrong with him in 1937. If we were unable Lo e @
£ind anything wrsng with him at present, we might be in ' i

the position of finding 1% qulte difficult to interpret e
properly hls iliness &f 1937,  On the obher hand if he 5
is 111 at present and if g dlagnosis eonld be mads, and o i
could be 1linked %o hlsg earlier illness, thils would be
useful informgtion. In any case my commente will serve
to let you know that I do not consider 1t neecessarily -
advisable to have this man examined et once and I will
wish to confer uwith you further on this polnt befors it B
iz definitely éeeiﬁeé. : S

Very truly yours,

RAK3isn v Robert L. Kehog, H.D.
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