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Dr. Herbert £. Stokinger, Chalrman
Threchold Linitc Committee
Amcricen Confuercrice of
Governumental Incustrial Hyslenlsts
U.C. Publiec Hcalth Serviee

1014 Broacway

Cincinnatl 2, Culo

Dear Herb:

I am finally getting around to answerinb your letter of
May L, 1552, in which you ask for any comments relative to
questions about vinyl chloride and boron trifiuvoride. I
wangted To get to talk to you about these when we were in
Washingoon, but somcnow or other this was one of the things
I falled to do.

In rezard to vinyl chlorilde, I have agaln reviewed our pube
lication and the data upon which our conecluslons were based,
I believe we have deseribed our fincings 1in adeguate detail
to allow an individual to draw his owun concluslons with re-
gard to what limits he wishes to apply in his situation.
There 1s no cdoubt that the effects produced at 200 and 100
prw in our laboratory were minimal. At 200 ppm, you will
note that we had some histological changes in rabbits and
organ welsht changes in rats. At 100 ppm, the organ weilcht
change in the livers was the only adverse effeet. Ve have
interpreted such a change as belng evidence of stress, and

we qucstion the deslrabillty of plaelng that stress on the
human unnecessarlily. I have no explanation for the discrep-
encles between our fincings and those of Lester and Greenberg
and uniortunately I dld not hear theilr paper in Viashington.

I hope that I willl have an opportunity before too long to ree
view thelr complete paper and to sce under what condltions
and upon what basls they roeached the concluslons they did.

If you have a copy of this paper, I would certainly apprnci-
ate having an opportunity to sece 1it.

In answer to your direct quastion, 1 do not believe that in
our studles there werce effects proauccead by infective pro-
cesses or otner chemical agznts to account for our findings.
I guesss my poslition 1s that I will check and call all batus,

In regard to boron trifluoride, we have again I belleve,
given the results of our findings in sufficlent detall to
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allow other persons to draw thelr oun conclusions. They
are czriainly at libercy to disasree with our conclucilons,
but as far as thza data are concernzd, 1 have no reason to
bzlicve that thzy are not poerfectly sound. 1In regard to
this partliculur material, we had consicerable difficulty
exrly in thz2 gane obtalning reproducible analytical results.,
I an woncéaring, pernans, if any anparent dlscrepencles be-
vween the aniwal worls aad the effccts reportedly obtalned
on humans may posslibly b2 atiributed to differences in
anzlytical tecitiniques., e have found that this can b2 quite
critical 1n ceallng with such low concentrations of sube
stances such as BF3.

I certainly reallze, EBerb, that I have not given you the
ansuwers to your cuzstions, but I have no reason at this
time for not standing pat on our cdata. Interpretation of
said data 1s another matter and you and your cormittce are
certalnly competent to cdo this.

I should like very much to receive your comments and if I
can b2 of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to

call on me.
With best personal rcgzards.

Sincerely yours,

V. K. Rowe
Blochoemleal Research Laboratory

1701 Building
VKR/jd
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