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MATIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORIES
DIVISION OF APPLIED BIOLOGY

PRAIRIE REGIOMAL LABORATORY

BhEXATOON, Sam:,

December &, 19855,

Dr. 8.A. Wnksman,
Ingtitute of Microbiology,
Futzers University,

faw Brunswick, H.J., T.5.4.

Dear Dr». Waksman:

since regceiving your letter we hava concenbrepted
on gesting the results you asked feor congerning the relation-
sZhip between candidin and amphotericin 2 and san now repart
the following inforsation:

(a) a comparison of the infra-red specotrs of
Sanp .28 oL each subsianse teken in thia laboratory shows no

very important differences. Though there 18 =some variastion
in the relative intenslty ol saversl peaks, the peaks them-

alves oorrespond well.

[-'l.lj B comparigon of the X-ray dil
ol the bBWe substances shows no detectable 41

gorreapocnd very well in position oat ape

[2) paper chromatogreme in two different souecus
alooholie Solvent ayatems have ashown diskinet d1fTerences in

RI volues. Candldin censistently ran slightly behind ampho-
terdain B, (typical Rf values: = candidin 0.90, smphoteriein
I S ). Thape resalEs sre entirely reprodusinle.

Hy conelugions ars that candidin and anphoterizin
are not ldenticecsl substances, though obvious aLesely
relabed. I would assume from your lesat letSer that amphotericin
2 15 of zome commercisl ipportanca, =0 I ex gulte sorry, that

khe issue has Deen resolved so disaprointingly.
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Yours sinoerely,
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