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Xiss !%:ary: .!-;6rtLa Me:;ar;lara 
3ushnell: Gage, Reizen and Byington 
1111 !;ineteenth Street, N.\<. --- 
kzashinyton, D. C. 20036 

Dear Ikry, 

Thank you fcr forwarding a copy of the testimony given by Drs. 
Infante and Kang at the Consumer Product Safety Co;nmission Public 
Eearing on Proposed Regulation for Urea Formaldehyde Foam Installa- 
tion, Earth 20, 1981. Although the contents of the testimony xere 
far from accurate, I am not surprised at the tone established 
dilring the testimony. I was suite surprised, however, when they 
stated that their "xriews do not necessarily represent those of our 
employment agency (OSEA)." Drs. Infante and Kang's opinions were 
quite implicit during our meeting in December with OSIi4 to discuss 
the IQIOSH Bulletin entitled "Formaldehyde: Zvidence For Carcino- 
genicity." In particular, they reA 'used to even consider a more 
comprehensive, balanced review of formaldehyde toxicity for the 
Bulletin and rejected outright all constructive comments. These 
views were further supported by 14r. Froines. 

In view of the credentials presented by Drs'. Infante and Kang,.I 
t;-as dismayed to read their interpretation of the findings taken 
from a Xational Cancer Institute Study entitled "Proportionate 
Wrtality Among New York Embalmers." Drs. Infante and Kang stated 
t*nat 

"The most significant finding was an unusually high 
proportion of deaths from skin cancer, aboi;t 2.5 
times greater than the expected (8 observed vs. 2.2 
expected deaths). The study also Dresents suggestive 
evidence for the deuelop,ment of skin cancer in rel ation 
to the degree of formaldehyde exposure and latency." 

If Drs. Infante and Kang would have conducted an appropriate 
review of Dr. 
skin 

Walrath's study, they would have found that eight 
cancers \<ere uncovered during the research, four were clas- 

sified as malignant melanonzs, three as squa.;;~ous cell carcinomas 
and one t;as unclassified. There are distinct differences of origin . 2 n a histopathologic structure bet\Jeen these r,aligencies, and they 
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s'nould not be added to determine excess cause-specific mortality. 
Although the study would be more complete if the pathologic 
diacnoses of the ma1 ignant melanomas were available., a skin cancer 
excess a!53ars . L 0211 w:-len t;?2s2 distinctly c2ifferer,t ~~alignancies 
are combined. In .sL;;;r;,ar)', th2re iS nc .suG,-2stive evidence ior the 
development of skin cancer followinc + formaldehyde exposure when 
these distinctly di fferent skin cancers are ?ro?erly characterized. 

The authors further state that "organs that are targets of car- 
cinogenicity may I-ary Greati:. in different species and under 
different exposure conditions" and use as examples, benzidine and 
bis(chloromethy1) ether (BCIeX) which have no relationship to 
formaldehyde. Numerous animal studies indicate that the upper 
respiratory tract is the primary target for action by formaldehyde. 
This is further confirmed through metabolism studies t:hich have 
s hoLx-i-l that toxic metabolites do not appear to be formed in 
animals or humans and that both endogenous and exogenous formal- 
dehyde are rapidly metabolized to formate. The formlate can enter 
the one carbon pool where it provides a source of carbon for the 
essential amino acids used for protein synthesis. 

It also should be noted that several studies have been conducted 
using hexamethylenetetramine (I-iNT) i,*hich decomposes in an acid 
media to release formaldehyde and ammonia. No treatment-related 
tumors were observed in mice or rats administered HXT in drinking 
water for 60 weeks or 104 weeks, respectively. Evidence for 
transplacental carcinogenicity was not observed in a s>lbsequent 
study in which rats were given 2% FG:T in drinking xater over 
three consecutive generations. The lack of a toxic response, 
including tumorigenicity, further su??orts contentions that the 
tuz0rigenic effects of formaldehyde are exhibited only on tissue 
which is directly assaulted with formaldehyde such as the cF,per 
respiratory tract (nasal epithelim) in animal inhalation studies. 

Dye &I. Iniznte and iiang state in the final ?aragra?h of A--L Lea Limo,nv __ 
that daring a meeting in Lyon, France in February The Internaticnal 
Ji52nc> for Research on Cancer (IARC). concluded "that available 
data from humans are insufficient to allow evaluation of the 
carcinogenic'ity of formaldehyde." IARC has es 
criteria for 

tablished stringent 
evaluating rese arch to determine the soten&' LIZ 1 

carcinogenicity of comiz~ounds. Preliminary drafts from I.>RC haxle 
actually concluded that t-here is limited evidence for the car- 
cinogenicity of formaldehyde in experimental animals and that on 
the basis of all available data which included the conflicting 
results from three epidemiology. studies, no eviluation coilid be 



made of the carcinogenicity of forxaldehyde to humans. It is 
cuite obxyious that this prestigious organization is waiting for 
the published results of current research. It is not rell-ing on 
preliminary or cxrscry infcrzatlcn. 

The results of carcinoseriic evalua:ions produced by The Inter- 
national Agency for Research on Cancer leave generally been ~211 
received by the scientific community. It is inerative that ILRC 
remain independent and unencumbered by.the activities of reg.d- 
latory agencies. I, therefore, cuestion the wicc70rn, motives and --.A 
insistence of Dr. Han f;ang to voie on the issue of the potential 
carcinogenicity of formaldehyde when in fact he was involved in 
regulatory activities at both CPSC and CSEA. Such actions serve 
only to foster a misimpression that IARC acts as an instrument 
for regulatory activities. I welcom2 your suggestions to insure 
the independence of evaluations conducted by agencies such as 
IARC. 

Sincerely, 

Joel R. Bender, Ph.D., M.D. 
Medical Committee Chairman 
The Formaldehyde Institute 
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