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Document Cantrol Office 4 u * 0‘ '9:,/
S. Envirexmental Protection Agency
Chemical Information Division _

401 M Street. S.W.
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Sir:

. As stated in our September 22, 1994, letter to the Agency, the guiniea pig
(Buchler method - EPA) skin sensitization studies are enclased with this letter.

, we tested both cumene hydroperaxide (CHP) and
cumene in these studies.

The sesults of the skin sensitization test using the Buechler technique
indicated that CHP and cumene were not sensitizers under the conditions of
this protocol.  The positive control, 1-chloro-2,4-dinitiobenzene, was a
sensitizer under the conditions of this study.

The studics were pexforrned at Consumer Product Testing Co., with Steve
Nitka as the Study Director. Induction concentrations of 1% and 10% were
determined for CHP and comene, respectively. These concentrations were the
dose that mild hritation was observed. Three occluded topical appications
were placed on the guinea pigs (six male and stx female) for a period of three
weeks. The challenge dose was applied two weeks following the Jast taduction.
‘This dose was 0.1% for CHP and 1% for cumene. ‘mechanengedosewasﬂ\e
nonbritating dose level for each test materjal. At necropsy small (2 mm
dlametar)muwmsmobscrvedmbothﬂxemmetatedandemml
group anhmals. Mwasnotoonsideredtmahne:atmlatedandmmmly
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U. S. Envirenmmental Protaction Agency
wilormafion Diviss

401 M Svest, S.'N.

Washington, DC 20460

Oear Sir-

The following is boing submitted to EPA for the Agency’s information. Dusing the most
recent of auws periodic data review 10 update our Material Safsty Data Sheets (MSDSs)

. To the best of our knowledge, noo&e;uwloyeehhewonueas
has had 8 simiar reaction.

We have beea unable 10 identily any component of the process streams as a Wely
caume. The only chemical we have been able to identify as cormmon to all of the process
mbm-ﬂaMMMnmmmmm

eoffects of caanene.

: We do not believe this information reasonably supports a conclusion of any substantial
risk from curnene and so have not submitted this report as a TSCA &(e) filing. We have no
direct evidence that the employee was exposed to cumena, only that it was present in the
process and waste streams in areas where he worked. Cumene has been vsed at the faclity
in question for many ysars and 1o our knowledge this is the only employse who has alleged
such effocts. Noverthaless, Hercules feels that EPA might fike to be apprised of our situsdion
and %0 imow about our further invastigation.
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