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Summary

In this report we show how Europe’s pesticide
regulation, introduced in , threatened
the survival of glyphosate herbicides, the most
widely used in the world, and how industry
fought back to save its chemical from a ban.

Chapter describes the challenges that con-
fronted manufacturers of glyphosate-based
herbicides in when they had to apply for
re-approval in the EU of their active ingredient,
glyphosate. Under the law, pesticide ac-
tive ingredients are not allowed to be market-
ed if they have the potential to cause cancer,
damage DNA, or have toxic effects on repro-
duction. This is known as a hazard-based ap-
proach. It means that if the pesticide has these
effects, in principle, it must be banned. The in-
herent properties of the chemical are crucial,
rather than the — often diffcult to predict - risk
to humans under certain exposure scenarios.
The reasoning that if the pesticide is properly
used, people would only be exposed to “safe”
doses - the “risk-based approach” - is not per-
mitted for such substances.

This change in law posed a problem for Mon-
santo and other companies that manufacture
or market glyphosate herbicides, because sev-
eral of the industry’s own animal studies show
statistically signifcant and dose-dependent
carcinogenic effects from glyphosate.

Another aspect of the regulation also
posed a problem for industry. In the past, the
regulatory assessment of pesticide active ingre-
dients has been based on industry-sponsored
studies. These are generally unpublished and
are kept hidden from the public and indepen-
dent scientists on the grounds that they are
commercial secrets. But the regulation man-
dated for the frst time that studies from the
peer-reviewed open scientifc literature must
be included in the dossier of documents that
the industry submits to regulators in support of
the approval of a pesticide.

The challenge to the pesticide companies lay
in the fact that while industry studies generally
conclude that glyphosate is safe for its proposed
uses, many studies conducted independently
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of the industry disagree. In recent years, a
growing number of peer-reviewed studies in
the published scientifc literature have point-
ed to the harmful effects of glyphosate and its
commercial formulations. Notably, while most
industry studies indicate that glyphosate is not
genotoxic (damaging to DNA), the majority of
independent studies fnd the opposite.

In a severe blow hit the industry when
the World Health Organization’s cancer re-
search agency IARC published its verdict that
glyphosate was probably carcinogenic to hu-
mans and that there was strong evidence that
it was genotoxic. Glyphosate products repre-
sent a lucrative global market that is expected
to cross US$ billion by . So the indus-
try had to come up with a strategy to save its
chemical.

Monsanto and other glyphosate companies
responded to these cumulative threats to their
business by sponsoring scientifc reviews, pub-
lished in peer-reviewed journals, which con-
clude that glyphosate and its commercial for-
mulations are not harmful to health.

In aseries of reviews with favourable con-
clusions on glyphosate’s safety (we call them the
“Intertek papers) were published in a peer-re-
viewed journal. The authors were members of
the Glyphosate Expert Panel, convened by the
commercial consultancy frm Intertek under
commission from Monsanto. Monsanto had
paid Intertek to convene and facilitate the pan-
el’s work. The specifc and stated aim of the In-
tertek papers was to counter IARC’s evaluation
of glyphosate. They unanimously conclude that
glyphosate in humans does not harm genetic
material or trigger cancer.

In Chapter we identify nine major scientifc
flaws in the Intertek papers and other indus-
try-sponsored and -supported review articles on
glyphosate’s health risks. Specifcally, they uti-
lize manipulations such as apparently calculat-
ed omissions and the introduction of irrelevant
data, confusing the picture and denying the sci-
entifc evidence of glyphosate’s harmful effects.

Most importantly, the authors claim to have
used a “weight of evidence™ approach to assess
whether glyphosate is carcinogenic or not, yet
in reality, they avoided such an approach.



A weight of evidence approach takes a holistic
view of the different lines of evidence, namely:

e Animal studies
e Epidemiological data
e Possible mechanisms of carcinogenesis.

In the case of glyphosate, the different lines of
evidence complement each other. For instance,
the fnding of a signifcantly increased incidence
of malignant lymphoma in three mouse studies
is complementary to the association between
glyphosate exposure and non-Hodgkin lympho-
ma in humans. These lines of evidence are in turn
supported by convincing evidence for genotox-
icity and oxidative stress as possible underlying
mechanisms for cancer development.

Altogether evidence exists in all three areas of
consideration. A holistic consideration of this
evidence inevitably leads to the conclusion that
glyphosate is carcinogenic. Instead, the Mon-
santo-sponsored authors considered the differ-
ent lines of evidence separately, used false ar-
guments, and concealed or distorted the facts,
concluding that glyphosate is not carcinogenic.

One episode that is not objectively addressed
in the Intertek papers took place in , when
the US EPA classifed glyphosate as a possible hu-
man carcinogen. The EPA had based its verdict on
a signifcant and dose-dependent increased inci-
dence of a rare kidney tumour in a mouse study
submitted by Monsanto. But Marvin Kuschner,
a consultant pathologist who was reportedly a
member of Monsanto’s Biohazards Commission,
re-evaluated the data and claimed to nd such a
tumour in a control mouse (which did not receive
glyphosate), thus removing the statistically signif-
icant increase in the incidence of this tumour in
glyphosate-treated animals. This ¥nding, if con-
frmed, would have exonerated glyphosate from
suspicion of causing kidney cancer.

Pathologists tasked by the EPA with re-exam-
ining the original kidney sections and new sec-
tions of the same organs were unable to iden-
tify the alleged new tumour. However, four
consultants commissioned by Monsanto stated
that they were able to confrm Kuschner’s extra
tumour. After a long back-and-forth discussion,
the EPA moved glyphosate from class C (possi-
ble human carcinogen) into class D (not classi-
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Ted for carcinogenicity) in

In addition to the fact that the Intertek papers
themselves were commissioned by Monsanto,
many of the authors of these and other indus-
try-sponsored or industry-supported reviews
have conficts of interest with the pesticide and
chemical industries. This is shown in Chapter

. Twelve of the members of the Glypho-
sate Expert Panel have served as consultants to
Monsanto and/or have been employed by the
company. Others have different conTFicts of in-
terest with industry or industry-linked bodies,
notably the International Life Sciences Institute
(ILSI), an organization funded by (among oth-
ers) companies that manufacture and/or mar-
ket glyphosate products, including Monsanto,
Dow, and BASF. These conTFicts of interest have
often not been made clear to members of the
public and media.

Only in the case of one panel member were we
unable to fnd any conficts of interest, apart
from her participation in the Intertek papers. In
spite of all this, members of the Glyphosate Ex-
pert Panel were claimed in the Intertek papers
to be independent.

The notion that glyphosate is not carcinogen-
ic has found backing in the verdicts of several
regulatory agencies and expert bodies, includ-
ing BfR (Germany’s Federal Institute for Risk As-
sessment), the European Food Safety Authority
(EFSA), the Joint Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation/World Health Organization (FAO/WHO)
Meeting on Pesticide Residues (JMPR), and the
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

However, the assessments of BfR and EFSA
suffer from fundamental scientifc weaknesses
and the JMPR’s conclusions are marred by a se-
vere lack of transparency and scientifc clarity,
as shown in Chapter

As an example of the problems with BfR’s as-
sessment, after the cancer research agency IARC
found “suffcient” evidence of a carcinogenic
effect of glyphosate in the same four industry
studies (two studies with rats and two with mice)
in which BfR had previously not been able to de-
tect any evidence of cancer activity, the German
authority had to evaluate the assessments of the
IARC. As a result, BfR was forced to confrm the
statistically signifcant tumour ¥ndings noted by
IARC in all four studies. Also, in the remaining



three mouse studies of the manufacturers, BfR
had to admit the existence of statistically signif-
cant and dose-dependent increases in tumours,
which it had previously overlooked. As an expla-
nation for its colossal error, the BfR admitted
that “initially”, it had “relied on the statistical
evaluation provided [by the glyphosate manu-
facturers] with the study reports”.

This failure of the German authority is partic-
ularly explosive because the hazard-based ap-
proach in the EU pesticide regulation forbids
the authorization of an active substance as
soon as there are positive cancer fndings in at
least two independent animal studies.

In addition, BfR repeatedly confused hazard
with risk, apparently deliberately. Our pre-
sumption is that this was intended to divert
attention from the hazard-based approach of
EU law, which, in light of the positive cancer
fndings in mice and rats in the industry cancer
studies, would require a ban for glyphosate.

The whole of the evidence on glyphosate,
taken together — animal studies, human epide-
miological evidence, and mechanistic evidence
— provides ample confrmation of glyphosate’s
carcinogenicity. Yet in a similar fashion to the
Intertek papers, rather than evaluating the ev-
idence as a whole, BfR separated out the vari-
ous lines of evidence of glyphosate’s carcinoge-
nicity in order to deny them individually, and
Tnally to discard the isolated evidence as a sin-
gle random result. It concluded that glyphosate
does not warrant a carcinogenic classifcation.

In parallel with these scientifc shortcomings,
the regulatory and expert agencies’ reports on
glyphosate are also compromised by conFicts
of interest, as detailed in Chapter . For exam-
ple, the same people who were involved in the
European evaluation of glyphosate in Germa-
ny in the s are also involved in the current
re-evaluation. Some have evaluated glyphosate
for national agencies and then re-evaluated
their own previous decisions at the EU and in-
ternational level, in different positions. This is a
problem because if individuals are asked to as-
sess their own earlier assessment, they will not
be inclined to admit any mistakes — particularly
regarding a politically and economically sensi-
tive issue like the re-approval of glyphosate.

Some people who have evaluated glyphosate
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for regulatory and expert bodies also have con-
Ficts of interest with industry. For instance, the
chairman of the JMPR for glyphosate, Alan Boo-
bis, was also the vice-president of ILSI Europe.
In — the year Monsanto submitted the
dossier for the re-approval of glyphosate - the
ILSI group receiveda$ (E , )dona-
tion from Monsanto and a $ donation
from the industry group Croplife International,
which represents Monsanto, Dow, Syngenta,
and others. The co-chair of the JMPR glyphosate
sessions was Professor Angelo Moretto, a board
member of the ILSI Health and Environmental
Sciences Institute (HESI), and of its Risk  steer-
ing group, which Boobis also co-chairs.

Even the EPA’s forthcoming report on glypho-
sate — which was widely expected to give the
chemical a clean bill of health — has become
mired in controversy. According to court Flings
by people who believe that their cancer was
caused by exposure to glyphosate herbicides,
a former long-time EPA scientist, Marion Co-
pley, accused former top-ranking EPA offcial
Jess Rowland of colluding with Monsanto to
protect the company’s interests and deny that
glyphosate was carcinogenic. Copley cited evi-
dence from animal studies and wrote to Row-
land: “It is essentially certain that glyphosate
causes cancer.” Rowland left the EPA in ,
shortly after the agency’s favourable report on
glyphosate was leaked.

In sum, attempts by agencies and individu-
als to defend glyphosate and its formulations
against evidence that they cause cancer and
damage DNA are scientifcally unsound and un-
dermined by serious conFicts of interest.

In the light of our fndings, we recommend that
the evaluations of glyphosate and its formula-
tions by individuals and institutions compromised
by conTFicts of interest are set aside. If these in-
stitutions and individuals wish to address their
Ffawed evaluations, they must openly address
the scientifc points and evidence raised in this
report. For the sake of transparency, they should
use only studies available in the public domain.
In the meantime, glyphosate-based formulations
should be phased out as a precautionary mea-
sure. The continuation of the European authori-
zation of glyphosate would lead to an unaccept-
able risk of cancer, which would be avoided by
correctly observing the laws and respecting scien-
tifc integrity.
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INntroduction

Glyphosate-based herbicides are the most
widely used herbicides in the world. The best
known glyphosate product is Monsanto’s
Roundup. The use of glyphosate-based herbi-
cides has massively expanded since the intro-
duction in the mid- s of genetically modi-
Ted (GM) glyphosate-tolerant crops, which are
engineered to survive being sprayed with large
amounts of the herbicide. Around % of GM
crops are glyphosate-tolerant.

However, glyphosate has many other uses. It is
sprayed to “dry down” or desiccate many types
of crops before harvest. It’s also used for weed
control by farmers, home gardeners, and public
authorities on roads, pavements, railway lines,
parks, school grounds, and other public areas.

So it’'s perhaps no surprise that glyphosate
turns up everywhere: in rain and air, streams,
and people’s blood and urine.

Its widespread use also explains why glypho-
sate is such a lucrative product for the agro-
chemical industry. The global glyphosate mar-
ket is expected to cross US$  billion by

The last patent on glyphosate expired in

The chemical is now manufactured by many
companies, including Monsanto, and is includ-
ed in numerous herbicide brands throughout
the globe.

Monsanto maintains its share of the global
glyphosate market by packaging and selling
its glyphosate-tolerant (Roundup Ready) GM
seeds with its own brands of glyphosate herbi-
cides. It’s been estimated that in the com-
pany made nearly$ . billioninsalesand $ .
billion in gross profts from herbicide products
— and most of that was from Roundup. That
represents a signifcant portion of the global
glyphosate market.

It is clear that there are huge fnancial inter-
ests in keeping glyphosate herbicide products
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on the market. However, that market was
threatened when in the World Health
Organization’s cancer agency IARC, based on
a comprehensive review of the peer-reviewed
scientifc literature, classifed glyphosate as a
probable human carcinogen.

Monsanto and various regulatory and expert
bodies ' © denied or downplayed the link be-
tween glyphosate and cancer. This view has
been reinforced by the publication of a series
of industry-sponsored and -supported reviews
in peer-reviewed scientifc journals, which con-
cluded that glyphosate and its commercial for-
mulations do not cause cancer and other seri-
ous diseases.

Nearly two years after IARC published its ver-
dict, the row rages on. Yet the question of
whether glyphosate and its commercial herbi-
cide formulations cause cancer could affect the
health and lives of millions of people.

The public relies on the judgments of regula-
tory and expert bodies to protect them from
the harmful effects of pesticides. They expect
these bodies to act objectively in the public in-
terest and to base their opinions on the best
science. So it is vital that these bodies strictly
guard their independence from industry and
carry out their assessments using the most rig-
orous analytical methods.

This report examines whether these bodies
are truly independent and objective in their
assessments of glyphosate, as well as looking
at the quality of the scientifc arguments they
rely upon. The report analyzes conFicts of in-
terest of individuals and institutions that have
defended the safety of the chemical and asks
whether there is any connection between con-
Ticts of interest and scientifc practice.

A future report in this series will examine the
attacks on IARC, which reached a peak after the
agency published its opinion on glyphosate. It
will look at the criticisms leveled against IARC
and scientists associated with it and examine
the issue of conTFicts of interest as it relates to
individuals on both sides of the debate.






RAR lists the fndings of a number of peer-re-
viewed studies identifed in industry’s litera-
ture search that look at the genotoxic effects
of glyphosate and its commercial formulations.
The majority of studies on both glyphosate and
the formulations are positive — in other words,
they found that glyphosate can damage DNA
(see pages - ).

Things did not look good for glyphosate.
Monsanto and its allies were badly in need of
a strategy to save the chemical and keep it on
the market. If science was getting in the way of
glyphosate’s re-approval, then perhaps anoth-
er kind of ““science” was needed.

By October Monsanto and other compa-
nies that wanted glyphosate to be re-approved
had formed the Glyphosate Task Force, which
is led by Monsanto. Monsanto also set up a
website that makes reassuring claims about the
safety of glyphosate. Among them are that
glyphosate “is not carcinogenic and does not
have mutagenic effects, i.e. it does not alter
DNA”.

The IARC bombshell

In a bombshell hit Monsanto and its fel-
low agrochemical frms when the International

How the regulatory
system fails the public

Most members of the public
believe that the regulatory
system protects them against
exposure to unsafe products.
Specifcally, many people as-
sume that regulators perform
or commission independent
tests on pesticides to ensure
that they are safe. These peo-
ple are shocked to learn that
in order to reach their evalu-
ation, regulators and agencies
across the world read indus-
try-commissioned toxicology
studies - studies that are clas-
sifed as commercial secrets
and are generally unpub-
lished, meaning that indepen-
dent scientists cannot assess
the data, their interpretation,
and the conclusions drawn
from them.

This runs counter to the prin-
ciple of science, which has
always progressed through
open publication in the
peer-reviewed literature. The
idea of peer-reviewed pub-
lication is that prior to pub-
lication, studies are checked
for quality (“‘peer-reviewed™)
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by other scientists. If they are
judged worthy of publication,
they are openly published.
This allows studies in the
peer-reviewed literature to be
freely discussed and replicated
and their fndings confrmed,
refned, or refuted - a defn-
ing feature of science.

Does it matter that safety
research is sponsored by in-
dustry? The evidence shows
that it does. Reviews of the
scientifc literature on the
safety, toxicity, or effcacy of
various products show that
industry-linked studies are
far more likely than studies
by scientists working inde-
pendently of the industry to
Tnd the product under exam-
ination to be safe and effca-
cious. That applies to a wide
range of risky and controver-
sial products — from tobacco -
9to pharmaceutical drugs,' 12
mobile phones, cognitive or
cardiovascular function, hor-
mone levels, symptoms, and
subjective well-being and
genetically modifed (GM)
foods™ and crops.” There is
no reason to believe that pes-
ticides are an exception to
this rule.

It is only fair that industry pays
for the studies that are carried
out to assess the safety of indus-
trial products, like pesticides.
However, industry should pay
the money into a fund admin-
istered by a public body, which
would then commission inde-
pendent laboratories to carry
out the tests. Industry must not
directly sponsor or become the
“owner” of a study.

The EU pesticides reg-
ulation required industry
for the frst time to include
academic studies from the
peer-reviewed literature in
the dossiers it submits to reg-
ulators.? This move attempted
to open up the regulatory sys-
tem to the published discover-
ies of scientists working out-
side the industry.

But as this report shows,
industry is Fghting back by
sponsoring reviews in peer-re-
viewed journals with conclu-
sions that are favourable to its
products. It is assisted by reg-
ulatory authorities’ reluctance
to give much weight to the
Tndings of academic scientists
and by their preference for in-
dustry studies.®




Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), an arm
of the World Health Organization, classifed
glyphosate as a probable human carcinogen.
The agency based its verdict on “suffcient” ev-
idence of carcinogenicity in animals and “lim-
ited” evidence in humans. It added that there
was “strong” evidence that glyphosate is geno-
toxic (damages DNA). Genotoxicity is one of
the mechanisms through which a chemical can
cause cancer.

IARC has a policy of only considering studies
that are publicly available, unlike pesticide
regulators, who consider mainly industry stud-
ies that are commercial secrets and mostly un-
published.

IARC is internationally respected for its ex-
pertise and independence. Its carcinogenicity
classifcations are utilized by government agen-
cies worldwide. Clearly, in order to avert bans
and restrictions on the herbicide, the industry
would have to fght back hard.

The Frst counterblow came in the media.
Hugh Grant, Monsanto’s chairman and CEO,
dismissed the IARC report as “junk science”
that was creating ““confusion for consumers”.
Robb Fraley, Monsanto’s chief technology of-
Tcer, said, “We are outraged with this assess-
ment. This conclusion is inconsistent with the
decades of ongoing comprehensive safety re-
views by the leading regulatory authorities
around the world that have concluded that all
labeled uses of glyphosate are safe for human
health. This result was reached by selective
‘cherry picking’ of data and is a clear example
of agenda-driven bias.”?!

In reality, however, this claimed decades-long
regulatory consensus is false. What Monsan-
to omits is that in , the US Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) classifed glyphosate
as a possible human carcinogen, based on ex-
periments showing kidney tumours in glypho-
sate-treated mice. Input from Monsanto led to
a dubious reinterpretation of these studies by
the EPA and the reclassifcation of glyphosate
as non-carcinogenic in 2

Industry-sponsored
reviews reassure on glypho-
sate safety

Monsanto and other companies fnanced a se-
ries of peer-reviewed scientifc reviews, all of-
fering reassuring conclusions about the safety
of glyphosate herbicides. Some key reviews are
introduced below and a selection is analyzed
for scientifc quality in Chapter . The conTficts
of interest of some of the authors are detailed
in Chapter

It is signifcant that industry fought back
against the studies fnding harm from glypho-
sate and its formulations with “reviews”, not
with primary research. That means that Mon-
santo paid scientists to evaluate the scientifc
quality of primary research studies. They effec-
tively tell us what is sound science and what is
junk science.

History of Monsanto-
supported reviews

For at least two decades, Monsanto has -
nanced or otherwise supported the publication
of peer-reviewed reviews with conclusions em-
phasizing the safety of glyphosate and glypho-
sate-based herbicides.

For example, in the former Monsanto
consultant Gary Murray Williams?® and col-
leagues published a Monsanto-supported re-
view in the industry-linked journal* Regulatory
Toxicology and Pharmacology that concluded
that glyphosate is non-carcinogenic and that
“under present and expected conditions of use,
Roundup herbicide does not pose a health risk
to humans.”

Another example was a review sponsored
by Monsanto thatappeared to try to counter a
growing body of evidence from animal and hu-
man studies linking glyphosate and its formula-
tions to adverse reproductive outcomes. -« - -
This review of developmental and reproductive
outcomes in humans and animals after gly-
phosate exposure concluded, “The available

* "Sée'Ch'ap'ter 3, “Intertek papers published in industry-linked journal”
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literature shows no solid evidence linking gly-
phosate exposure to adverse developmental or
reproductive effects at environmentally realis-
tic exposure concentrations.”

Below are listed some of the key reviews that
Monsanto and other pesticide companies have
sponsored and supported that promote the notion
of the safety of glyphosate and its formulations.

Key review 1:
Kier and Kirkland (2013)3°

As the IARC report and even BfR’s Renewal
Assessment Report on glyphosate found, there
are a large number of studies in the peer-re-
viewed scientifc literature that indicate that
glyphosate and its formulations are genotoxic
and thus could be mutagenic. According to the
EU pesticides regulation, active substances that
are mutagenic in mammals must be banned.
Moreover, genotoxicity in general serves as
mechanistic evidence for carcinogenic effects.

Kier and Kirkland’s review ( ) addressed
the question of glyphosate’s genotoxicity
and concluded that glyphosate and glypho-
sate-based herbicides do not present “signif-
cant genotoxic risk” in normal exposures. The
review was funded by the Monsanto-led Gly-
phosate Task Force. Larry Kier is a former
Monsanto employee and David Kirkland is a
former consultant to Monsanto.?

Thanks to recently released documents, we
now know in detail how Monsanto developed
a strategic plan for placing industry’s opinion,
in the form of the Kier and Kirkland review, in
the “independent scientifc literature”.

In , Roger McClellen, editor of the journal
Critical Reviews in Toxicology, was approached
by Larry Kier, clearly to pave the way for pub-
lishing the review. Thought was given to how
to create “credibility”, in the light of contra-
dictions between industry’s confdential study
reports “weighing in on negative genotox re-
sults vs. the publication record weighing in on
positive genotox results”. See the excerpt be-
low from email dated July , from David
Saltmiras of Monsanto, on p. of the pdf of
released documents: )

This paper was submitted on December
and published on March , and it
had its price. By adding David Kirkland to the
manuscript, the estimated cost jumped from
uUss$ , to roughly US$ , , although
Kirkland indicated that “his efforts will be less
than  days” (p. of the pdf), with a daily
honorarium of approximately US$ , (,
British pounds). Monsanto termed this “a fair
investment” (p. of the pdf). We call it
“buying science”. )

The reason that Monsanto spent all this money
was that the original version (written by Larry
Kier alone) “stretched the limits of credibility”

supplementary data to the journal.

o Larry has briefly discussed with the chief editor of Critical Reviews in Toxicology
(Roger McClellen), who expressed concern that the GTF member study reports
are not public (weighing in on negative genotox results) vs the publication record
(weighing in on positive genotox results). This will present itself as an issue with
any credible journal. To have credibility, rather than make all study reports
public, the GTF may consider submitting all the genotoxicity study Tier 11
Summaries from the dossier (which may well fall into the public domain) as

The initial cost estimate for this manuscript was 9k5 {approved by the board).

Adding David Kirkland as a co-author to both review papers would add £14,000 {pounds Stirling) to the project, which

split by 25 seems a fair investment.

)

5| Glyphosate and cancer, Buying science



As part of the GTF literature review the RWG and Board agreed to ask Larry Kier {former Monsanto expert and now
independent consultant) to write a genetox review paper on technical glyphosate and glyphosate based Plant Protection
Products. This paper would pool data from confidential Taskforce Member studies which was the reason why David
Saltmiras (MON]), chair to the tox-TWG, stepped down as a co-author for this paper. In addition when trying to combine
both reviews {on technical glyphosate and PPPs) the manuscript turned into such a large mess of studies reporting
genetoxic effects, that the story as written stretched the limits of credibility among less sophisticated audiences, For
most ‘stories’, the approach would have been fine. But even though we feel confident that glyphosate is not genotoxic,
this became a very difficult story to tell given all the complicated 'noise’ out there. So David Saltmiras, Larry Kier and Bill
Heydens consulted by other Monsanto tox experts thought there was a need to re-group & redesign the approach to the

manuscript.

)

and “this became a very diffcult story to tell
given all the complicated ‘noise’ out there”
(p. of the pdf). )

On February , in a similar move, Mon-
santo strategically planned to counter the re-
sults of the IARC meeting. For that, they were
willing to pay US$ or more, “depend-
ing on what comes out of the IARC meeting”
(p. of the pdf). The results were the “In-
tertek papers” of (see “Key reviews - :
The Intertek papers ( ), below). Monsanto
was just not sure in which science disciplines
the money should be invested. To keep the
cost down, Monsanto considered ghost-writ-
ing papers so that the “expert” nominal au-
thors “would just edit & sign their names so to
speak”. Monsanto’s remark, “Recall that is how
we handled Williams Kroes & Munro, ”
(a much cited review), indicated that this had
worked before (see p. of the pdf). )

cations to the IARC monograph (see below) and
yet did not contact the nominal authors of these
papers. It is, of course, possible that the contact
between Monsanto and the nominal authors
was indirect, but nonetheless it would have
been ultimately controlled by Monsanto. )

Overall WOE/Plausibility Publication
Possibly via Expert Panel Concept

* Project Description

— Publish comprehensive evaluation of carcinogenic potential by
credible scientists

» Possible Panelists/Authors
— Solomon? (Exposure), Sorahan (Ep