


We can work this same message for the other free studies. And that these ad hoc non-standard, 
unvalidated models using unrealistic dose levels have no currency with regulatory or serious scientists. 
And single, stand-alone in vitro findings are not supportive of predictions for adverse effects on human 
health. 

I think we should be cautious in dignifying every alleged finding by doing more work, publishing 
significantly or being seen to over react to these very small papers, which in the scheme of things may 
just blips. We need to look at each of them on a case by case basis as well as seeing if a pattern is 
beginning to form for a "weight-of-evidence" like the genotox. We have had about 4 of these free studies 
every year now - only some get highlighted internally and externally. 

This does not mean however we do nothing. In my mind the stewardship program for glyphosate has a four­ 
part strategy: 
1) publish relevant toxicologic, ecotoxicological and human information about glyphosate in the peer 
reviewed literature - like Williams, Geisy, Acquavella 
2) review the literature regularly for glyphosate findings and respond when appropriate - Hardell, 
Stocco,Barbosa, Daruich, Arbuckle etc 
3) establish a scientific network of prestigious scientists in key world areas and provide them the 
latest information about glyphosate - we have epi, tox, env. exp., repro/dev, clincial tox experts 
4) assess data gaps and fund appropriate research - FFES, MON 35050, Stocco 

Another thing I would like to discuss is how can we improve our intelligence on finding out about these 
studies in advance. Kathy is now doing lit searches of web sites, publishers sites on the web etc. 
Benoit and Francesca knew about the .sea urchin study for two years. Mark fortuantely saw the the 
neuroblastoma paper at the British tox meetings. We can get response ready and distribute it 
proactively. 

Regarding ED - remember we worked through a strategy with Joe Holson and John DeSesson - wr1t1ng with 
them a risk assessment paper on repro/deve/ed. The repeat Stocco study was one action, one gen with a 
surfactant was another. We have not budgeted for that. Let's revisit this as well. 

Donna 

-----Original Message----- 
From: HEYDENS, WILLIAM F [AG/1000] 
Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2002 7:20 AM 
To: FARMER, DONNA R [AG/1000] 
Cc: DIRKS, RICHARD C [AG/1000] 
subject: RE: European commission Endocrine Disrupters developments (1) 

Donna, 

Here we go again. This, coupled with Stocco and the 3 or 4 new literaure studies over the last couple 
weeks indicates it's time to take a deeper look at all this 

Let's you and I sit down with all the new "free studies" tomorrow. I want to understand what they all 
say, and see if there is anything more we should be doing besides the usual "pay no attention to the man 
behind the curtain". 

Also, this is probably a good agenda item for your GGRST meeting next week 

Even though no testing requi r·ements have been implemented for several ye ar s now, this damn endocrine crap 
just doesn't go away, does it. 

Bi 11 

-----original Message----­ 
From: GRAHAM, WILLIAM [AG/8050] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2002 8:31 AM 
To: MARTENS, MARK A [AG/5040], GARNETT, RICHARD P [AG/5040]; CARROLL, 
MICHAEL J [AG/8050] 
Cc. FARMER, DONNA R [AG/1000]; HEYDENS, WILLIAM F [AG/1000] 
subject: FW: European Commission Endocrine Disrupters developments (1) 
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