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The Working Group did not undertake meta-, pooled, or 
quantitative exposure–response analyses in 8 Monographs 

RESULTS: 14 Monographs since 2014 

The Working Group undertook meta-, pooled, and/or quantitative exposure–response analyses in  
6 Monographs 

Vol. 110 – Perfluorooctanoic acid, 
tetrafluoroethylene, dichloromethane, 1,2-
dichloropropane, and 1,3-propane sultone 

Vol. 111 – Fluoro-edenite, silicon carbide 
fibres and whiskers, and carbon nanotubes 

Vol. 115 – Some industrial chemicals 

Vol. 117 – Pentachlorophenol and some related 
compounds  

Vol. 119 – Some chemicals that cause tumours 
of the urinary tract in rodents 

Vol. 122 – Isobutyl nitrate, β-picoline, and 
some acrylates 

Vol. 123 - Some nitrobenzenes and other 
industrial chemicals 

May 2016 – Volume 116 
 

Coffee and bladder cancer 
 

October 2015  
Volume 114 

 
Red meat and processed 

meat and colorectal cancer 

• The Monographs Working Groups seek opportunities to undertake meta-, pooled, and quantitative exposure–response analysis where it is warranted. 
• Key considerations include the availability and quality of data; pre-existing meta-analysis; the extent of the exposure; and the magnitude of the risk.  
• Including meta-, pooled, and quantitative exposure–response analysis in the Monographs can improve public health messages and cancer burden estimates. 
• A more clearly defined and systematic approach to Working Groups documenting their reasoning on whether (or not) to conduct meta-, pooled, and quantitative exposure–response analysis could be considered. 
 
 

October 2017 – Volume 120 
 

Benzene and haematopoietic 
cancers  

Reasons for undertaking analysis:  
• Updating the evidence to improve precision  
• Refining the evidence with improvements to exposure or outcome measurement  
• Extending the evidence with dose–response or meta-regression analysis 

June 2015 – Volume 113 
 

2, 4-D and non-Hodgkin 
lymphoma (NHL)  

Meta-, pooled, and quantitative exposure–response analyses are recognized as valuable tools in the identification of carcinogenic hazards by providing information to support: 
• Causal inference 
• Risk estimation 
• Calculations of attributable risk and cancer burden. 

Using meta-, and pooled, and quantitative exposure–response analyses has previously been identified as a priority for the IARC Monographs (2014 review recommendations). 
Aim: Describe and characterize meta-, pooled, and quantitative exposure–response analyses undertaken in recent Monographs  

BACKGROUND 

DISCUSSION 

Reasons for not undertaking analysis:  
• High-quality meta-analysis already available  
• No or few human cancer studies available 
• Exposure is rare 
• Level of evidence did not warrant it 
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Other examples: Volume 112 – Glyphosate and NHL; Volume 118 – Welding and lung cancer; Volume 121 – Styrene and NHL 
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