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T September 26,1932

Mr,G.T.Hollmuth,
Chicago, North Shore and Milwaukee Raklroed Company,
72 West Adsms St., Chicago, Ill.
My dsar Mr,Hellmmth:
Dr,Greenburg has shown me your lebtter of September 21 end X
want to toks the responsibility of answsring for him and for myself and
setting forth our attitude with regard to the vhole mroblem of ithe sandblasting
study.

Mrat of all I think it vitally important to distinguish between
three questions, (1} Is the report a scientifically valld one? (2] Is
it expedient for the Safely Coungil to publish it? {3) If the Safety Council
does not publish it what rights hes the U.S,Public Health Service in regard
to the doeument?

Prom the standpoint of seientific validity I do not think there is
anything in Mr,Hoyt's memorandum that relses ‘any new question of significance.
It is not true as stated that two well qualified workers will obtain widely
different results with the same method bub it is true thet different methods
of dust determination give varisble results and therefore require different
;tandards in their interpretation. This was fully allowsd for by the Cormittee
The Cormmittee also considered ecarefully the question of silieosis and decided
at the outset that the evidence was overwhelming and that there was no need
to go into that matter again. The committee had also brought before it very
fully the question of the represemtative character of the sanmpling and

decided that the procedurs followed was sound, The ecommittee went into all

of these matters in great detail and adjourned sine die. I can see no
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jus”c'ii*iicati@n«forxcaﬂing the eormittee together again and fael pretty suwe that
its seientifiec members would not be willing to devote the time to the rehashing
of these questions.

The problem of the expediency of pablqishing the report 1sen entirely different
one, I think Mr.Hoyt iz right in saying thet much of the good we hoped for will
undoubtedly be aceomplished by sueh pblicity as has been obta)ined. Furthermore the
basic material, as you may perhaps be aware, has already epmesmed in & forelgn
publieation in a paper which I sent to Germany early last March at a +ime when we
all had reason to asssume the report of the committee would be published in May
before the appesrance of the German jonma}. I enclose & copy of this pmphlet for
youwr information, I can say very frankly that in view oij the oppositlion that has
been arcused I can sse thre are strong erguments of poll tieal expediency against
the publicaticm of the report by the Council. This, however, isa prectical question
which rests with the exaoutive Committes and has nothing to 4o with the technical
gommittao.

If the Cowneil deeldes not to publish the report, thg question as to the

up
policy to be pursued by the Public Health Service ¥ill have +0 be taken ,\directly

with them.
Yours very sincerely,
Enec.
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