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Imperial To%moco Products Ltd,, : 7
PO Nox £100,
Montreal 101,
PQ, Canada, 10th January, 1973

Dear Bot,
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8 bit delayed in thas poat-Christmas 'aail,

As vou will sese. from the snclo<~d copy letter to Geoff
Todd at iHC, soms of your views got =n airing at a recsnt
TRC maeting, One difficulty fs to «11de at vhat point in
tise should n11o select the cn— =umpt: sattern in order to
compare it with currsat lung <nncer i, .dence. Ve opted
for youghly a 15«year lag.perind for no really walifid reason
except that eariier than 1950, the war and postewar cone
sumption patterns were 10% really stable, There is the
additional complicaticn that individual smoksrs probably
have Lheir owi iaddvidual meuditivi. <4 &nd any group of
surrent luns cancer decndents may wxn!l have smoked to
different ox Nnts and for Jifferent "lazx periocds", It is
certainly not a straigh:tforwvard corvalarien,

Your other suggestions bave been considered here, with
warving desrass af agroamont, Your nronnasd aafety indexs

Mg niz~tins shsorbed

e aroke inhnl o

. has bean criticised over the definition of "oc smoke inhalea®

and- how this might be memsured, I thought at first you
mersly meant “total puff volume®” L,s. integrated over the
cigarette;, but that wul#not-Lit in ¥vith your wish to
administer nicotine without any Inhslation. Perhaps you may
ears to reconsider tha definition.

Most pecple agree with your suggestion 1, provided you
mean "habitual smoikers o° fluseCured vs. baditual swokefs
of airecured cigarettns”, -

Your suggestion 2 was given a bit of a test both uader
Jariud ana by tRC, wheu i% was found tnat spevirioc activity
of aondensate did devsnd upen ths ouff volume and, in
perticular, tbe puff airflows but the sm=all diffsrence in
specific astivity was entirely svampad by the big difference
in TPM delivery in the opposite direction, &.g. small £fa
of low puff veloeity xave jncreased specific activity (about

when cowpaging 10 ml vee 35 wml puffs) but greatly
sreduced TPH delivery (about 250%). A eubeidiary coriticism
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was that the irregular spacing of ruffs down the cigarette
should be taken inte account and particularly the degree
of inhalaticn and degree of retention which have yet to be
quantified, The same difficulty will =sonply to your
fuggeation J.

You linve raised some teresting thoughts, however,
and have pointed to aran n vhich we remain fairly ignorant.
In the future, when ths techniques for monitoring smoking
behaviour unobtrusively are more poliahod, we may be able
ta tackle some of these aepects adequately, though perhaps
the asasursement of biological activity of condensates samy
be mturriciontly proeia- to anewer the questions in your

su:eessticng 2 aBd 3.
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¥ith kind reoards,

% Yours sincerely,

LRy L PR

DG, FELION
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¢ot Dr. S.J. freen \/
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