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Comment: In preparing»the document on Thiodicarb for presentation
to the HED Carcinogenicity Peer Review Committee, I noted a

- discrepancy with regard to the discussion on food consumptlon ‘on
page 7 of the DER dated 12/19/94 on the follow1ng study:

QELODICABQ 195 Week Digtary Carc1nogen1c1tz Studx in Rats [19943};
742: DP Barcode' D205971.

Please substitute the appended page 7 for the one contalned in the
original DER. . ~

Thiodicarb will be presented-tg.the HED Carcinogenicity Peer Review
Committee on November 29, 199 : :
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Table 4. Range/Mean Daily Thiodicarb Intake

. Interval/Sex/Dose

KALES
weeks 1-13

range 3.

mean
weeks 14-52 .
*-range 2.3-3.4 8-12 43-65

5-8.4 12-27 64-116
4.8 .

3-3

mean - 2.7. - 9.4, 50

2-2

2.3

3.3

2% k-

. weeks 53-100 ] P L )
- range “l R.2-2.5 -7-10° : f40-49

" mean : : 8.3 -
weeks 1-100 .

" mean - |

- meeks 1-13 - _ S -
- range- - 4.5-8.8 16-29 - 78-135
. meen 6.1 - 21 X 102°
. weeks 14- -52 : B o
’ range 3.1-4.7 ) - 17 61-95
mean - 3.9 13 7
weeks 53-100 . .
- range - 3.0-3.6 10-12 55-72
.- meen 3.3° | 11 _ 62
weeks 1-100 . : :
B mean 4.5 15 .80

-Overall, there was no difference in food consumption among the groups
in either sex, although initially the high-dose groups displayed lower
intake, which might have been due to a palat1b111ty problem [Table 5].
Water consumption was not affected
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Table 5. Mean Food Consumption [g/rat/ueek! (¢4 of control.)l
E Heek/Gro\p -0 ppm 60 ppm 200 ppm 900 ppm n
| mALES” e o ,
0 183. 183 80 - |. .178" :
1 225 f. 226 210 179(80)
2 39 230 ' 30. - |- 223 -}
k3 225 a1 o 224 208 B
--6, 215 - |. 222 | 228 .. 233 |
9 . 219 . 216 ’ 216 : 212 .
total 1 =101 . 22652 |- 22499 g - 22899 21918(97) -
N - B 139 ] . 134 - 135 . 134
- . D | 163 - . 158 - 154 T 133(82)
R 178 . 169 B ¥4 173
¥ 181 : 170 - 160 © 157
- & 177 188 175 195
4 4 164 a7 187 189
‘ totll 1-101

1 exa tion

Ophthaihological-evaluatibhs’ﬁereiperfdrﬁed‘on.thé-eyes of 20 rats
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