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Dear

R,-POI-?TE B@4 and B45

Enclosed are cupies of two reports prepared in GIO.& D(..
These are being ci.,--ci).Iatedin the "B" :report series ac tl,,,-y
to earlie;: Biological Reporl.s. The separation of internal
from tliooc@ prepar.@-d by the contracting laboratories Lzas a ni;;n@,),?r
of advant@ges, p;,.j-ticularly si.nce it makes it possible to discu::Ls
the results in cl.@-ar language rather than by refc@rence ;.,c-qoric..,
sa@nple code.

Report B44: A st--tistina.'t analysis of the incid,,@nc-! 03

bearing animals in U'ANUS prorrn-tion slu:dy B30/31
Repoi-t No. RD.1517 restricted.

'27his rctp.-,rt gives details of the statist4r,.l
undertaken on the results of the pronlot-Lon st,,@.dyoi conderisate
-from a ntzmbor of Pril' ve.riants (Report B'@.9 : :"ovoml)e.,-..-1076).

,&he conclu;@ions which are given in the stirrrri,).rv,atll Iii
more dets@ll on pagei@, 12 -ind modify *the positicn. pre@icted

fr&ii the prox;4&zion,,@l r(-)s*.,,ltsin that:-

1 ) The b23e %@,eight is nor.,--hown to have a. sir;nlfi-cani:
effacl' on tuniorigenic activi-ty.

(2) !6hE e-47f(ictc,".thi@-:3oluble3 cn acti.vit-v
whien .,ias-pi-e-d--lct,-!das Fjgnifi.cent in ,,reli-min@ry
analysis, canilot oe clea?,Iv -,'ror.the
analysis of th,,-.i-2sult'suf the
There is, howc-ver, ac)zrc(-.N,-;.d,,nc.,*Lo ci,T)rpoi-L

-@vels of -'.)' C:)liypotbenis tl!:i'Lincreasiii@; lt -E I.iAl?.,f@:;

incrp;ise the ttiiiiori.-eijit,cffei@@t i.C L-a. i-)).
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@Lea,.)rtB45: A comppric;or,of t!),..-LiunorigenJcactivities
ol JANUS condonsatos 1;0, B2 and B4
Report No. P.U.153'0restricted

Thir, r(-po-.tstarted as an attempt to compare the
re5ults t)f4 number of separate t-arlyJANUS experiments.
Sub.--.equentll,-.following the e-%xclusionof cocoa from the li-clt.
of additives submitted by the Hunt?r Committee, the objecti-/e
was expandod to examining the effect of cocoa in more deteii.

Frotaexamination of the early JANUS results, it i-:
apparent '.hat 4@-hedecl-Lne in tumou,- response of the an-.m;Lls
treated witli -tarcinogenswas probably due to a decrease,
during storpge, in the activity of the solutions and pure
chemicals. Ckimparison c)fthe tumorigenic activity of
condensates in ExperimQnts Bf),B2 and B3 with those represei:ted
ia Experiment B5 shows that the sensitivity of the animal!:.was
unchanged and thus adds strong support to this hypothesis.
With this assumpt-ion the resul.ts of Exl)zr-imentsBO-B4 can he.
intercompared as set out in Tables 41, 42 and 47.

Further examination of the rcsults from the typical
American blended cigarettes (B2) wi'6h @!.Iiosefrom various fliie-
cul-edcigarettes (BO and B4), together with the re-analysis of
the NCI results, leads to the conclision 'L*.h,;.tthe use of cccoa
does not increase the tumorigenicity of the smoke condensatc.
These conclusions have been put to the Secretariat of the Hunter
Committee, with the request that they reconsider their att*Ltude
to the acceptability of cocoa as a tobacco additive.

Yours sincerely,

D. 0. FEL ON

Encs.

cc: Dr. S. J. Green
Dr. F. Haslam.
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