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fate in variable exposure time

0.01 153. O (6 6)
0.05 88.49 160.1 (5.1)
0.10 91.84 212.1 (8.6)
0.50 88.04 2314 (6.1)
1.00 84.00 262.2 (8.7
5.00 67.31 299.9 (13.9)

00kmM  0.(6mM 0.1 mM

O 0.5mM M SmM

Concerntration

Fig. 2. Histogram of the distribution of DNA damage in human
fibroblasts after treatment with ferric sulfate of various concentration.
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10 150 0 (5 D
20 161.4 (3.5)
30 154.2 (6.6)
45 163.6 (6.0)
60 161.4 (4.7)

Fig. 3. Histogram of the distribution of DNA migration Iength in
human fibroblasts after treatment with ferric sulfate of various time
of exposure.
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Abstract

EVALUATION OF THE GENOTOXICITY OF FERRIC SULFATE BY COMET ASSAY

Ho-Seung Kang, Shin Kim, Tae-Sung Jeong, Hae-Ryoun Park*

Department. of Pediatric Dentistry, Oral Pathology*, College of Dentistry, Pusan National University

Although ferric sulfate has been proposed as an alternative to formocresol in pulpotomy treatment in primary
teeth, it has been given little concern regarding its cytotoxicity and mutagenicity. In the present study, we as-
sessed the in vitro genotoxic effect of a ferric sulfate on human gingival fibroblast cell line (HGF-1). DNA dam-

age was evaluated using comet assay (single cell alkaline gel electrophoresis) and obtained the results as fol-
lows:

1. A dose-response relationship was fdund between ferric sulfate concentrations (0 to 5mM) and DNA dam-

ages.

2. Above the concentration of 0.1mM, DNA damage was significantly increased than those of the control
{p0.05).

2. At the fixed concentration of 0.05mM, no significant difference was found between exposure time and DNA
damage.

These findings suggest that ferric sulfate as a pulpotomy agent can induce DNA damage in human gingival fi-
broblasts.
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