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To the Editor:
We would like to thank Drs Feng and Wang1 for indi-

cating 2 errors in Table I of our article recently published
in the Journal of Allergy and Clinical Immunology.2

Actually, the prevalence rates for all health care workers
should be 7.83 (95% CI, 6.84-7.90) in the case of a posi-
tive response to natural rubber latex and 7.40 (95% CI,
6.71-8.09) in the case of IgE to natural rubber latex, re-
spectively. Although providing wrong figures cannot be
excusable, we would like to indicate that our figures
were conservative compared with the true estimations.
The prevalence of latex allergy continues to be a relevant
problem among health care workers.
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