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Introduction
The available data concerning the potential genotoxic activity of glyphosate,

glyphosate mixtures and surfactants have been evaluated and the results of the evaluation are
presented in Tables 1 to 14. Each of the tables reviews the data for the three groups of
chemicals grouped according to the type of test system used to assess potential genotoxicity,

the effect produce and reference to the appropriate data set.

Table 1. Glyphosate, Bacterial assays.

Table 2. Glyphosate mixtures, Bacterial assays.

Table 3. Glyphosate, chromosome studies in vitro.

Table 4. Glyphosate mixtures, chromosome studies in vitro.

Table 5. Glyphosate, point mutation studies in vifro.

Table 6. Glyphosate, bone marrow studies in vivo.

Table 7. Glyphosate mixtures, bone marrow studies in vivo.

Table 8. Glyphosate, Miscellaneous non-inherited endpoints.

Table 9. Glyphosate mixtures, Miscellaneous non-inherited endpoints.

Table 10. Glyphosate, Dominant lethal study.

Table 11. Glyphosate mixtures, sex-linked recessive lethal study.
Table 12. Surfactants, Bacterial assays.

Table 13. Surfactants, Chromosome studies ir vifro,

Table 14. Surfactants, bone marrow studies in vivo.
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Conclusions

Evaluation of the genotoxicity of Glyphosate

L

IL.

Bacterial mutagenicity (Table 1)
Two comprehensive studies (Scantox 10.9.91-A, Li and Long 1988) provide no
evidence of mutagenic activity for glyphosate in Salmonella typhimurium.
One study of differential DNA repair in the Bacillus subtilis rec assay gave negative
results.
1 conclude that there was no evidence that glyphosate is genotoxic in bacteria.
In vitro cytogenetic assays (Table 3)
(a) Chromaesomal aberrations
Two studies in human and bovine lymphocytes report positive results over
dose ranges up to 170uM following exposure for 72 hrs in the absence of S9
mix (Lioi et al 1998a, 1998b).
One negative study in human lymphocytes over a dose range of up to
562ug/ml in both the presence and absence of S9 mix and at sampling times of
up to 48 hrs (Notox 141918).
Note: the Lioi ez af studies present a combined data set of experiments from 3
separate donors.
One negative study in Allium cepa root tips has been reported.
(b)  Sister chromatid exchange
Two studies report positive results in human and bovine lymphocytes over
dose ranges of up to 170uM following exposure for 72 hrs in the absence of

S9 mix (Lioi et al 1998a, 1998D).
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Iv.

Evaluation. There is published evidence that glyphosate shows clastogenic
activity following 72 hrs exposure of both bovine and human lymphocytes
(Lioi et al 1998a, 1998b).
[n my view there is a need to repeat the studies of Lioi efal to a
comprehensive protocol to clarify the potential clastogenic activity of
glyphosate.
Point mutation in cultured mammalian cells (Table 5)
Negative results are reported in both the Tk assay using mouse lymphoma cells (up to
5000ug/ml) and the HGPRT assay using Chinese hamster cells (up to 22500 ug/ml)
in both the presence and absence of S9 mix (Scantox 10.9.91-B, Li and Long 1988).
There is no evidence that glyphosate is a point mutagen in cultured mammalian cells.
In vivo chromosome studies in rodents. (Table 6)
a) Rat bone marrow cytogenetics ‘assay
There is one negative study reported in the bone marrow of rats exposed to
1000mg/kg bw (Li and Long 1988),

b) Mouse bone marrow micronucleus assay.

There are two negative studies at concentrations of up to 5000mg/kg bw
available for evaluation (Rank ef al 1993, Scantox 12.9.91) However, in
neither study is there substantive evidence of bone marrow toxicity.

There is one positive study at 300mg/kg with multiple dosing, sampled at
24hrs (Bolognesi er al 1997). However, this study only involved the use of 4
animals per dose point however bone marrow toxicity was observed.
Evaluation. There are conflicitng results concerning the bone marrow activity
of glyphosate which can only be resolved by repeating the Bolognesi e al

(1997) study.
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Dominant Lethal Study (Table 10)

There is one negative dominant lethal assay involving exposure of male mice of

concentration up to 200mg/kg bw (RD 300, SRRS L1147)

Evaluation. There is no evidence that glyphosate is capable of inducing dominant

lethal mutations in mouse male germ cells.

Miscellaneous Endpoints (Table 8)

a) G6PD activity
Two studies demonstrate increases in G6PD activity (as a marker of a pro-
oxidant state) in human and bovine lymphocytes at concentrations of up to
170uM (Lioi et al 1998a, 1998b). G6 PD activity was reduced in presence of
an antioxidant.
Note : no genetic endpoint was measured in these studies.

b) Induction of 8-OHdG
One study demonstrates the production of 8-OHdG (as a marker of oxidative
damage) in the liver of mice exposed to glyphosate (Bolognesi et al 1997)

c) Induction of DNA damage measured by alkaline elution
One study demonstrates the production of single strand breaks in liver and
kidney of mice following exposure to 300mg/kg bw of glyphosate ( Bolognesi
et al 1997).

d)  Induction of DNA adducts measured by **P post - labelling
One study reports no increase in adducts in the liver and kidneys of mice

following exposure to 130 and 270mg/kg of glyphosate ( Peluso ef af 1998)
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¢) Hepatocyte DNA repair aésay
One limited study (low concentrations used) reported negative results for its
ability of glyphosate to induce repairable DNA assay using rat hepatocytes
(Li and Long 1988).
Evaluation. These studies provide some evidence that glyphosate may be
capable of inducing oxidative damage under both in vitro and in vivo

conditions
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Evaluation of the genotoxicity of Glyphosate mixtures

Bacterial mutagenicity (Table 2)

D

1)

The limited published study (Rank e al/ 1993) showed single dose point increases in
mutagenicity of a Glyphosate mixtures in Salmonella strains TA98 and TA100.
Four comprehensive studies with glyphosate mixtures of concentration of 31% to
72% (MSL - 11731, MSL ~ 11729, MSL - 11730, BioAgri G.1.1.050/96) provide no
evidence of mutagenic activity in Salmonrella typhimurium.
Evaluation. In view of the extensive negative data in studies performed to
comprehensive protocols I conclude that Glyphosate mixtures are not mutagenic to
Salmonella typhimurium..
In vitro cytogenetics (Table 4)
a) Chromosomal aberrations
There are no available studies involving the analysis of the induction of
chromosome aberrations in cultured mammalian cells.
There is one published study in A//ium cepa root tips reporting positive
results (described as being indicative of spindle disturbances) at
concentrations greater then 720 pg/ml (Rank ef al 1993).
b)  Sister chromatid exchange
There are two studies reporting positive results in human lymphocytes at
concentrations from 100pg/ml to 2500pg/ml (Bolognesi ef al 1997,
Vigfusson and Vysa 1980).
Evaluation. The in vitro cytogenetic data for glyphosate mixtures are

inadequate for evaluation.
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In vivo mouse bone marrow micronucleus assay (Table 7)
There are 5 studies in mouse bone marrow which report negative results for
micronucleus induction for various mixtures of glyphosate at concentrations
of up to 3400mg/kg bw (Rank er al 1993, BioAgri C.1.2-60/96, MSL - 11771,
MSL7173, MSL — 1172). However, most of the studies provide only limited
evidence of bone marrow toxicity.
There is one positive study of a Roundup mixtures at 450mg/kg bw with
multiple dosing and sampled at 24 hrs (Bolognesi ef al 1997). Bone marrow
toxicity was reported in this study but only 3 animals were used per dose
point.
Evaluation. Conflicting results concerning the bone marrow activity of
glyphosate mixtures can only be resolved by repeating the Bolognisi et al
(1997) study.
Drosophila sex linked recessive lethal mutation assays (Table 11)
One study provides limited evidence that following larval feeding both
Roundup and Pondmaster mixtures produced some positive results in
spermatocyte broods (Kale ef al 1995)
Evaluation. Some limited evidence that Glyphosate mixtures are capable of
inducing sex linked recessive mutations in the male germ cells of Drosophila
melanogaster.
Miscellaneous Endpoints (Table9)
(a)  Induction of 8-OHdAG
One study demonstrates the production of 8-OHdG (as a marker of
oxidative damage ) in the liver and kidneys of mice exposed to

Roundup mixture (Bolognesi ef al 1997).
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(b)  Induction of DNA damage measured by alkaline elution
One study demonstrates the production of single strand breaks in the
liver and kidney of mice exposed to 300mg/kg bw of Roundup mixture
(Bolognesi ef al 1997)
c) Induction of DNA adducts measured by **P post labelling
One study reports an increase in adducts in the liver and kidneys of
mice following exposure to 400, 500 and 600mg/kg bw of Roundup
Mixtures (Bolognesi et af 1997)
d) COMET assay
One study demonstrates the induction of chromosome damage as
measures in the COMET assay following exposure of tadpoles to
Roundup at concentrations above 27mg/litre (Clements et al 1997)
Evaluation. These studies provide some evidence that Roundup mixture
produces DNA lesions in vive, probably due to the production of oxidative

damage.
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Evaluation of the genotoxicity of Surfactants

1y Bacterial Mutagenicity (Table 12)

Three comprehensive studies failed to demonstrate any mutagenic activity for
the surfactants in bacterial assays (MSL ~ 10625, MSL — 1538, Hoecht
92.0487).

11} Invitro chromosome aberration assay (Table 13)

One study failed to demonstrate any significant increase in chromosome
aberrations after exposure to Dodigen 4022 at concentrations of up to
6000pg/ml (Hoecht 92.1025).

However, a number of non-significant changes in various parameters were
reported. This study should be repeated.

[II)  Mouse bone marrow micronucleus assay (Table 14)

One limited experiment (ML-89-463) produced negative results in mouse
bone marrow with MON 0818 at 100mg/kg bw.

Evaluation. The only adequate studies with the surfactants are those
involving bacterial mutagenicity assays. There was no evidence that the

various surfactants are bacterial mutagens.
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Overall Conclusions

b

2)

4)

5)

6)

It is clear from the data provided that with the exception of one limited study (Rank ef
al 1993) there is an extensive range of studies which demonstrate that glyphosate and
glyphosate are not genotoxic in bacteria.

There is published in vitro evidence that glyphosate is clastogenic and capable of
inducing sister chromatid exchange in both human and bovine lymphocytes (Lioi et al
1998a, 1998b).

In vitro cytogenetic data on glyphosate mixtures are inadequate for evaluation.

There are two studies (Scantox 10.9.91, Li and Long 1988) which demonstrate that
glyphosate is not a point mutagen in cultured mammalian cells.

This is a published study indicating that glyphosate was not clastogenic in rat bone
marrow (Li and Long 1988). There are two studies which indicate that glyphosate
was not capable of inducing micronuclei in mouse bone marrow (Rank et a/ 1993,
Scantox 12.9.99). However, in neither study was there substantive evidence of bone
marrow toxicity.

There is one published study which suggests that glyphosate may be capable of
inducing micronuclei in mouse bone marrow when delivered by multiple dosing
(Bolognesi et al 1997).

Five studies report negative results for micronucleus induction in the bone marrow of
mice following exposure to glyphosate mixtures. However, these studies provide
only limited evidence of bone marrow toxicity. None of the studies were performed
to a protocol equivalent to that of Bolognesi et al (1997) which gave positive results

with glyphosate.
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7) There is one dominant lethal study which failed to demonstrate any capacity to induce
genotoxicity in mouse male germ cells (RD300, SRRS L1147). However, it should
be noted that this is a relatively insensitive methodology.

8) No dominant lethal assay results are available for glyphosate mixtures.

9) No sex-linked recessive lethal assay in Drosophila results are available for
glyphosate.

10)  Following larval feeding, Roundup and Pondmaster mixtures containing glyphosate
produced some positive results in spermatocyte broods (Kale ef al 1995).

11)  Glyphosate induced G6PD activity in both bovine and human lymphocytes (Lioi et al
1998a, 1998b) and the production of 8-OHdG in mouse liver (Bolognesi ef al 1997).
Both observations indicate that glyphosate may be capable of inducing a pro-oxidant
state leading to the formation of the oxidative damage lesion 8-OHdG.

12) A Roundup mixture containing glyphosate was shown to produce 8-OHdG in both the
liver and kidneys of mice (Bolognesi et al 1997). These observations indicate the
Roundup mixture is capable of inducing oxidative damage in vivo.

13)  Glyphosate failed to induce repairable DNA damage in a limited in vitro study in rat
hepatocytes (Li and Long 1988).

14)  Glyphosate induced single strand breaks in vivo in the liver and kidneys of mice
(Bolognesi et af 1997).

15)  Roundup mixture produced single strand breaks in vivo in the liver and kidneys of
mice (Bolognesi ef a/ 1997).

16)  Glyphosate mixture but not Glyphosate produced an increase in uncharacterised DNA
adducts in vivo in the liver and kidneys of mice (Peluso ef al 1998).

The overall genotoxicity profiles of glyphosate and glyphosate mixtures are illustrated

in Figures 1 and 2 respectively.
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17)  None of the surfactants demonstrated any mutagenic activity in bacteria.
18)  There are no adequate data to evaluate the in vitro clastogenic activity of surfactants.
19)  One limited bone marrow micronucleus assay failed to detect any micronucleus

inducing activity with the surfactant MONOS18.
Specific evaluation of the genotoxicity of glyphosate

On the basis of the study of Lioi et al (1998a and 1998b) I conclude that glyphosate is
a potential clastogenic in vitro. The study of Bolognesi e a/ (1997) indicates that this
clastogenic activity may be reproduced in vivo in somatic cells. However, the dominant
lethal assay (of limited sensitivity) indicates that this genotoxic activity is not reproduced in
germ cells. The work of Bolognesi et ¢/ (1997) and Lioi er al (1998a and 1998b) suggests
that the genotoxicity observed may be derived from the generation of oxidative damage in the
presence of glyphosate.
Specific evaluation of genotoxicity of glyphosate mixtures

In view of the absence of adequate data no evaluation of the clastogenic potential in
vitro of glyphosate mixtures is possible. In the absence of a micronucleus study to the
protocol of that used by Bolognesi ef al (1997) no adequate assessment of the potential
activity of glyphosate mixtures in bone marrow is possible. The available studies do not
provide any evidence of genotoxicity in rodent bone marrow. There is some evidence from
Drosophila to suggest that glyphosate mixtures may have some germ cell activity.

The studies of Bolognesi et al (1997) suggests that glyphosate mixtures may be
capable of inducing oxidative damage in vivo.
Specific evaluation of surfactants

None of the surfactants were capable of inducing mutations in bacteria. No adequate

data available to evaluate the in vitro or in vivo clastogenicity of the surfactants.
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glyphosate formulations.
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Reports utilized in the assessment of the genotoxic activity of glyphesate and glyphosate
formulations

1. BioAgri G.1.2-60, Micronucleus study with Glifos.

2. BioAgr G.1.1-050/96, Ames/Salmonella assay of Glifos.

3. Hoecht 92.0487, Bacterial mutagenicity assay of Dodigen 4022.

4. Hoechst 92.1024, Chromosome aberration assay of Dodigen 4022 in V79 cells.

5. ML-89-463, Mouse micronucleus assay of MON 0818

6. MSL-1538, Ames/Salmonella assay of MON 8080

7. MSL-10625, Ames/Salmonella assay with surfactant MON 0818.

8. MSTL-11729, Ames/Salmonella assay with Roundup MON 2139.
9. MSL-11730, Ames/Salmonella assay of Rodeo.

10.  MSL-11731, Ames/Salmonella assay of Direct of MON 14445,
1. MSL-11771, Mouse micronucleus test with Roundup.

12. MSL-11772, Mouse micronucleus study of Rodeo.

13. Notox 141918, Chromosome aberration study of Glyfosaat in vitro in human
Iymphocytes.

14, MSL-11773, Mouse micronucleus study of Direct.
15, RD 300 SRRSL1147, Dominant Lethal Study of glyphosate in mice.
16.  Scantox, 12.9.91 Micronucleus test with glyphosate.

17. Scantox, 10.9.91-B, In vitro mammalian cell gene mutation test.
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Figure 1

Profile of genotoxicity of Glyphosate
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Figure 2

Profile of Genotoxicity of Glyphosate Mixtures
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Table 1

Glyphosate
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Glyphosate
(206-Jak-25-1)
Salmonella Scantox 10.9.91-A
Point Mutation Negative TA 98
Induction in Ames 310 to 2500pg/plate + S9 mix TA 100
test 160 to 2500ug/plate — S9 mix TA 1535
TA 1537
Glyphosate Negative Bacillus subtilis Liand Long (1988)
Differential sensitivity 20 to 2000pg/test disc
rec assay
Point mutation induction Negative Salmonella Li and Long (1988)
in Ames test 10 to 5000pg/plate TA 98
+and - S9 TA 100
TA 1535
TA 1537
TA 1538
E. coli
WP2 her
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Table 2

Glyphosate Mixtures
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Roundup
Point Mutation Induction | Positive minus S9 mix at TA 98 Rank et al 1993
in Ames Test 360ug/plate
Positive in presence of S9 mix at TA 100 Rank et al 1993
720png/plate
Note:
Single point increases
No evidence of dose response
Direct Mixture (72%)
Point mutation Negative TA 98 MSL-11731
induction in Ames test 15 to 1500ug/plate + S9 TA 100
5 to 500ug/plate ~S9 TA 1535
TA 1537
Roundup (31%) Negative TA 98 MSL-11729
Point mutation induction 15 to 1500ug/plate + S9 TA 100
in Ames test TA 1535
5 to 500ug/plate - S
to 500pg/plate - S9 TA 1537
Roundup Mixtures
Rodeo (40%) Negati TA 98 MSL-11730
Point Mutation in Ames 55 %{? ;\(,;(:)O JIplate TA 100
test IR TA 1535
' TA 1537
Glifos (41%) -
Point Mutation in Ames ??gzté\é% o/plat TA 97a BioAgri
test NS TA 98 G.1.1-050/96
an mix TA 100
TA 1535
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Table 3

Glyphosate
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Glyphosate-N-
(phosphonomethyl) Positive Human Lioi er al 1998(a)
glycine S5toSipM lymphocytes
Chromosome aberrations | 72 hrs exposure in absence of
S9 mix
Sister chromosome Positive Human Lioi e af 1998(a)
exchange StoS1puM lymphocytes
72 hrs exposure in absence of
S9 mix
Chromosome aberrations | Positive Bovine Lioi et al 1998(b)
17 to 170uM lymphocytes
72 hrs exposure in absence of
S9 mix
Sister chromosome Positive Bovine Lioi et al 1998(b)
exchange 17 to 170pM lymphocytes

72 hrs exposure in absence of
S9 mix

Note: Lioi er al studies indicate data derived from 3 donors combined.

Glyfosaat
Chromosome aberrations

Negative

33 to 237ug/ml -S9 14hrs
56 to 333pg/ml -89 48hrs
33 to 562pug/ml +S9 24hrs
100 to 362ug/ml +89 48 hrs

Human
lymphocytes

Notox 141918

Note: Reduction in mitotic index in absence of +S9 mix and at 24 hrs in presence of $9 mix.

Glyphosate
isopropylamine salt
Cytogenetic changes

Negative

Allium cepa root
tips

Rank er al (1993)
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Table 4

Glyphosate Mixture
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Roundup
Sister chromatid Positive at 100pg/ml Human lymphocytes Bolognesi et al (1997)
exchange 72 hrs exposures
Cytogenetic changes Positive response at Allium cepa root tip Rank et al (1993)
concentrations greater
than 720pg/litre
Characterised as spindle
disturbance
Sister chromatid Small positive increase Human lymphocytes Vigfusson and Vyse
exchange at 250 and 2500pg/ml (1980)
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Table 5

Glyphosate
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Glyphosate (206-Jak-
25-1)
Tk mutation induction in | Negative Mouse lymphoma Scantox
mammalian cells 0.65, 1.3, 2.5, 5.0mg/ml L5178Y 10.9.91-B
-S9 mix
0.52, 1.0, 2.1, 4.2mg/ml
+S9 mix
Glyphosate
HGPRT Mutation Negative Chinese hamster Li and Long (1988)
induction in mammalian | 5 to 22.5mg/ml
cells +and — 89 mix
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Table 6

Glyphosate
Endpoeint Effect Cell type Reference
Glyphosate
isopropylamine salt
Micronucleus induction | Negative up to 200mg/kg | Mouse bone marrow Rank et al (1993)
by i.p. injection
Note: only 1 dose point
gave reduction in
PCE/NCE ratio
Glyphosate
(analar grade)
Micronucleus induction | Positive response at Mouse bone marrow Bolognesi et al (1997)
300mg/kg at 24hrs
Multiple dosing
i.p. injection
4 animals analysed
Reduction in PCE/NCE
ratio
Glyphosate
(206-Jak-25-1)
Micronucleus induction | Negative Mouse bone marrow Scantox
5000mg/kg at 24, 48, 12.9.91
72hrs
No evidence of bone
marrow toxicity
Glyphosate Negative lgm/kg Rat bone marrow Li and Long (1988)
Chromosomal sampled at 6, 12, 24hrs
aberrations
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Table 7

Glyphosate Mixtures
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Roundup (41%)
Micronucleus induction | Negative up to 200mg/kg | Mouse bone marrow Rank et al (1993)
only sampled at 48hrs
Roundup Positive response at
Micronucleus induction | 450mg/kg Mouse bone marrow Bolognesi et al (1997)
Multiple dose
3 animals sampled
reduction in PCE/NCE
ratio
Glifos (41%) Negative
Micronucleus induction | 68, 137, 206mg/kg i.p. Mouse bone marrow BioAgri
delivered 2 x at 24hr G.1.2-60/96
intervals
Note: Inadequate study
Roundup 31%
Micronucleus induction | Negative Mouse bone marrow MSL-11771
140, 280, 555mg/kg i.p.
injection sampled at 24,
48, 72hrs
Note: Limited evidence
of bone marrow toxicity
One male 268 showed
increase in micronuclei
Direct (72%)
Micronucleus induction
Negative Mouse bone marrow MSL-11773
91, 183, 365mg/kg by
i.p. sampled at 24, 48,
72hrs
Note: Limited evidence
of bone marrow toxicity
one female 186
183mg/kg at 48hrs
showed an increase
Rodeo (40%)
Micronucleus induction | Negative Mouse bone marrow MSL-11772

850, 1700, 3400mg/kg
by i.p. sampled at 24, 48,
72hrs
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Table 8

Miscellaneous Endpoints

Glyphosate, N- (phosphonomethyl)glycine

Endpoint

Effect

Cell type

Reference

G6PD activity

Increase in activities
Sto51uM

Human lymphocytes

Lioi et al 1998(a)

Note, increase in G6PD activity reduced by presence of antioxidant N-acetyl cysteine, but

not eliminated.

G6PD activity

Increase in activity
17 to 170uM

Bovine
Lymphocytes

Lioieral
1998(b)

Note, increase in G6PD activity reduced by presence of antioxidant N-acetyl cysteine, but not

eliminated

Glyphosate (Analar Grade)

Induction of 8-OHAG | Increase in 8-OHdG | Mice Bolognesi et al
in liver In vive (1897)
Induction of Increase in single- Mice Bolognesi ef al
DNA damage strand breaks in liver n i{.w (1997)
measured by alkaline | and kidney at 4 hrs
elution following 300mg/kg
Glyphosate isopropylammonium salt.
Induction of DNA Negative no increase | Mice Peluso er al (1998)
adducts measured by | in adducts in liver Invivo

2p post-labelling

and kidney at 130
and 270mg/kg
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Table 8 continued

Glyphosate
Hepatocyte Negative Rat Liand Long
DNA repair assay 12.5ng to 125ug/ml | Hepatocytes (1988)

Note Very low concentrations used, study adds very little value to the analysis of the

potential genotoxicity of Glyphosate.
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Table 9

Miscellaneous Endpoints

Glyphosate Mixtures
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Roundup
(41%) Mon 35050
Induction of 8-0HdG | Increase in 8~-0HdG | Mice Bolognesi et al
in Liver and Kidney | Invivo (1997
Induction of DNA increase in single-
damage measured by | strand breaks in Mice Bolognesi et al
alkaline elution Liver and Kidney at | In vivo (1997)
4hrs following
300mg/kg
Induction of DNA
adducts measured by | increase in adducts In | fice Peluso et al
**Ppost-labelling liver and kidney at | 7 .0 (1998)
400, 500 and
600mg/kg
Note. Adducts were
not characterised
Roundup
COMET assay
Positive results Clements et al 1997
observed at Tadpoles of Rana
concentrations above | cqrosheiana
27mg/ litre
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Table 10

Glyphosate

Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Dominant Lethal Negative Mouse male gametes | RD300
Study Small reduction in exposed SRRS L1147

viable foetuses in
week 1 at 800mg/kg,
week 3 at 2000mg/kg
Increase in late
reabsorptions at week
8 at 200mgrkg

Effect measured in
embryos
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Table 11

Glyphosate Mixtures
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Roundup Positive result in Drosophila Kale et al (1995)
) ' Spermatocyte broods | melanogaster
Sex [ln.ked reCessive At lug/ml Larval exposure
lethal mutations
Pondmaster
Sex linked recessive | Positive result in Drosophila Kale et al (1995)
lethal mutations spermatocyte broods | melanogaster
at 0.1pg/ml larval exposure
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Table 12

Surfactant
Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference

Surfactant MON
0818
Point Mutation Negatives Salmonella MSL - 10625
induction in Ames 1 to 100pg/plate +89 | TA 98
test 0.3 to 30pg/plate -S89 | TA 100

TA 1535

TA 1537
Surfactant MON
8080
Point Mutation Negmives Salmonella MSL -~ 1538
induction in Ames 0.003 10 3pl /plates | TA 98
test + ad — S9 mix TA 100

TA1535

TA 1537
Surfactant Dodigan
4022
Point Mutation Negatives Salmonella Hoecht
Induction in Ames 4 t0 10,000 pg/plats TA 98 92.0487
test in both presence and | 1A 109

absence at S9 Mix TA 1535
TA 1537
TA 1538

E coli WP2uvrA
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Table 13

Surfactant Dodigen 4022

Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
In vitro chromosome Complex set of results — None Chinese hamster Hoecht
aberrations significant V79 92.1024

Concentration range 600 to
6000ng/ml sampled at 7, 18 and
28hrs

Mitotic index minus 89
decreased at 7hrs
increased at 18hrs
decreased at 28hrs

Mitetic index plus 89
decreased at 7hrs
increased at 18hrs

no change at 28hrs

Polyploidy minus S9
decreased at 7hrs
decreased at 18hrs
increased at 28hrs

Polyploidy plus 89
decreased at 7hrs
decreased at 18hrs
increased at 28hrs

Aberrations minus 89
increased at 7hrs

no change at 18hrs
increased at 28hrs

Aberrations plus S9
increased at 7hrs

no change at 18hrs
increased at 28hrs

Note: Experiments are difficult to interpret and should have been repeated.
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Table 14

Surfactant MON 0818

Endpoint Effect Cell type Reference
Micronucleus Negatives 100mg/kg | Mouse ML-89-463
induction by Lp. sampled at 24 | Bone marrow

Note ~ limited
experiment

and 48 hrs

No evidence of
animal or bone
marrow toxiety
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Key Issues concerning the potential genotoxicity of glyphosate, glyphosate formulations
and surfactants; recommendations for future work.

James M. Parry
Centre for Molecular Genetics and Toxicology

School of Biological Sciences
University of Wales Swansea

Swansea SA2 8PP, UK
Key Questions
1. Is glyphosate an in vitro clastogen? Can the positive studies of Lioi-ef al (19984,
1998b) be reproduced?
2. Is glyphosate an in vivo clastogen? Can the positive studies of Bolognesi ef al (1997)
be reproduced?
3. If glyphosate is an in vifro and in vivo clastogen, what is its mechanism of action and

does the mechanism lead to other types of genotoxic activity in vive such as point
mutation induction?

4. Does glyphosate produce oxidative damage?

5. Can we explain the reported genotoxic effects of glyphosate on the basis of the
induction of oxidative damage?

6. If glyphosate is an in vivo genotoxin is its mechanism of action thresholded? Under

what conditions of exposure are the antioxidant defences of the cell overwhelmed?

7. Are there differences in the genotoxic activities of glyphosate and glyphosate
formulations?

8. Do any of the surfactants contribute to the reported genotoxicity of glyphosate
formulations?

Deficiencies in the Data Set

1. No adequate in vitro clastogenicity data available for glyphosate formulations.
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2. No bone marrow micronucleus study of glyphosate available using multiple dosing
and adequate animal numbers.

3. No studies available demonstrating the effects of anti-oxidants upon the induction of
genotoxic endpoints by glyphosate.

4, No adequate in vitro or in vivo clastogenicity data for surfactants used in glyphosate
formulations.

Actions Recommended

a) Provide comprehensive in vitro cytogenetic data on glyphosate formulations.

b) On the assumption that the reported in vifro positive clastogenic data for glyphosate is
due to oxidative damage determine the influence of antioxidants. Evaluate the
clastogenic activity of glyphosate in the presence and absence of a variety of
antioxidant activities. Such a study should also incorporate glyphosate formulations
to clarify the validity of reports of differences in activity. I recommend that both a)
and b) should be undertaken using the in vitro micronucleus assay in human
lymphocytes. The in vitro micronucleus assay would provide a more cost-effective

e Sohane % SO
method for evaluating a large number of experimental variables. Cinporn alr

c) Evaluate the induction of oxidative damage in vivo and determine the influence of the
antioxidant status of the animals. Determine the exposure concentrations of
glyphosate which overwhelm the antioxidant status of tissues.

d) Perform an in vivo bone marrow micronucleus assay with multiple dosing with
adequate numbers of animals to determine whether the work of Bolognesi er a (1997)
can be reproduced.

e) I am making no recommendation to repeat any of the sister chromatid exchange

studies. Chromosomal aberration data will always take priority over SCE data so I
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see no point in repeating SCE studies as they involve an endpoint which is poorly
defined and doesn’t lead to genetic changes.

1) In view of the increasing appreciation of the value of the COMET assay as marker of
tissue-specific damage I recommend the consideration of its use in any in vivo studies
performed. The COMET assay would provide the ability to determine whether
damage is produced in a wide range of tissues following glyphosate exposure. Such
studies would also indicate whether the COMET positive results for glyphosate
formulations in tadpoles (Clements et al 1997) are reproduced in mammals. In view
of the data on oxidative damage (Bolognesi et al 1997) I would recommend COMET
assays in the liver and kidney of mice if the oxidative data are confirmed as indicated
under ¢).

g) I do not recommend any transgenic point mutation assay at this time. There is no
available evidence that glyphosate is a point mutagen and the relatively low
sensitivity of the transgenic assay means that negative results would have little value
in the assessment of the hazard and risk of glyphosate exposures.

h) I do not recommend any studies of DNA adduct induction at this time. Such a study
would only be of value if the adducts formed were characterised which would require
major efforts. If the adducts reported by Peluso et al (1998) are the result of oxidative
damage they are likely to be of the same type as those produced in the absence of
glyphosate exposure by background oxidative damage.

i) Provide comprehensive irn vitro data on the surfactants.

My overall view is that if the reported genotoxicity of glyphosate and glyphosate
formulations can be shown to be due to the production of oxidative damage then a case could
be made that any genetic damage would be thresholded. Such genetic damage would only be

biologically relevant under conditions of compromised antioxidant status. If such an
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oxidative damage mechanism is proved then it may be necessary to consider the possibility of
susceptible groups within the human population.

If the genotoxic activity of glyphosate and its formulations is confirmed it would be
advisable to determine whether there are exposed individuals and groups within the human
population. If such individuals can be identified then the extent of exposure should be
determined and their lymphocytes analysed for the presence of chromosome aberrations. In
such populations micronucleus studies would probably only be of value in aspleenic

individuals.
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Comments on Parry Evaluation of

Glyphosate and Glyphosate Formulation Potential Genotoxicity.
Larry Kier

September 18, 1999

There is no summary evaluation in the initial section and no overall conclusions are presented on the
genotoxicity of glyphosate or glyphosate formulations.

Although the sunmary says most studies (i.e. unpublished reports) were conducted according to OECD
guidelines, this is clearly not the case for several published studies cited but this is not mentioned in the
evaluation.

The depth of analysis of the studies is rather superficial, The analysis of the unpublished reports appears
to be much more thorough than analysis of the published reports.

Ames tests--There are numerous published and unpublished negative Ames studies with glyphosate that
contradict the reported positive findings of Rank et al. The evaluation doesn't go into any depth on the
quality of the Rank et al. data in comparison with the other reports. (e.g., reproducibility or testing at
equivalent doses).

Micronucleus--There is no-analysis of the possible significance of differences in protocol between
Bolognesi et al. and the other negative studies. - In particular, what are the implications of multiple dosing
(actually 2 doses) compared with a single dose, How many instances of clear positive/negative differences
exist for these two protocols?

There is no conclusion about what the data say about glyphosate. The published studies are presented as
some evidence of genotoxicity and the reports are presented as giving no evidence.

There is mixing of glyphosate and formulations in the analysis.

What's the significance of one animal showing an increase-in micronuclei noted for micronucleus studies
of Roundup and Direct? Apparently the conclusion is that these studies are negative, but-if that is the case
why mention single animal results. Are these considered significant?

There appears to be no evaluation of the significance of different endpoints-<¢.g. comet in tadpoles,
oxidative damage, in vivo vs, in vitro.etc. These are all apparently considered as equivalent in this

evaluation.

It's not clear how these data and reports fead to a concern about stability of glyphosate formulations.
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WRATTEN, STEPHEN J [FND/1000] e

To: I <, DONNA R FND/1000
Ce: KIER, LARRY D [NCP/1000]; HEYDENS, WILLIAM F [FND/1000];
I

Comments on Parry write-up

Subject:

-anci Donna

| was somewhat disappointed in the Parry report, not particularly from his conclusions bui just the way they're presented.
The style and rather casual lack of completeness and preciseness would make it hard to circulate this around to anyone
as supportting information. Has he ever worked with industry before on this sort of project?

I will mail the marked-up paper back to you, but some other general comments need to be made:

1. 1t is odd that the one study by BioAgr is discussed right on the first page in rather extensive detail but none of the
others are. |understand that he dide't like this one, but it is still strange 1o read this way.

2. The whole report could bensfit from a couple of introductory paragraphs about what he was asked to do and what he
received as far as reports. Did he have all the Monsanto reporis as well as the literalure articles? Wag he asked io
compare these, evaluate the methods, explain the differences, identify any faults, or what?

3. ‘Some where the report needs 1o identify the full citations of each report evaluated and give the full Literature
references for the public documents, Also the test material should be cleatly identified, ideally by both MON number and
brand name If needed, but at least to say which are glyphosate and which are formulations - this is-done, sort of, but not
as clearly as I'd like. Separate tables would be good.

4. He has an odd way of starting all conclusions with a negative - ie., points 2, 3, and 4 on page 3. Couldn't the sentence
structure be modified to be less awkward?  When he says "no data were provided..." time and again, it makes it sound
as though he was suspicious that there were data but he didn't get them. | know this is not the intent, but it could be
cleanad up.

5. Table 1 seems 1o state repeatedly that “there was no evidence of xoor mutagenicity”. 1t would bemore powerfut if it
said "there was convincing evidence that glyphosate does not act as a e mutagen”. “no evidence of" is a very weak
way of stating a conciusion.

6. He says very litile about the literature reports, So little that one almostforgets about them. Can he not provide some
critique about their quality and methodology as compared to the Monsanio reports? Are they included in or excluded
from the statement in the first paragraph sentence "these studies were performed 1o a high standard and to OECD
recommended guidelines™? In the section entitied "Assessment of the published..." on p. 2, 1 am hard-pressed to find any
assessment. Itis almost merely a fisting of what everyone already knew from casually reading the abstract.

7. In his conclusions (p. 2), do the "studies evaluated" {line 2) include the literature reports or not? IN other words, is he
saying that none of the studies (Monsanto plus literature} had evidence of glyphsoate genctoxic potential, oris he fimiting
this conelusion 1o the Monsanto studies? ,

8. Of course we know there were no data of the type listed in points 2, 3, and 4 on p. 3. We didn't need him to tell us
that. The key point is whether the conclusions of Bolognesi, and Rank can be discounted on the basis of the strength and
number of studies at hand, or whether their experiments need {0 be repeatad indepandently to credibly refute the
findings. Of course we knew that the latter would be the most convincing approach, but we need him to make any
arguments that can be made on the data we have.

Overall, 1 guess we have his recommendation of studies that could be used 1o sirengthen the database onp. 4., but that
is about it. | do not see that he has stuck his nack out on anything at all controversial, and therefore, there is little value

in the write-up as written that could be useful. Hope it didn't cost'much. Perhaps this is too harsh, and | don't know what
your proposal to himwas, but | guess | would expect more than this of a Professor.

Steve
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PRIFYSGOL CYMRU ABSRTAWE @ UNIVERSITY OF WALES SWANSEA

jalngical Sciences
Ysgol y Gwyddurau Biclegol School of Bialng
Parc Swgle:tcn, Abertawe, SA2 8PP Singleton Park, Swansea, 5A2 6IT

Monsanto Europe
Parc Scientific Fleming
Rue Laid Bumait §
B-1348 Louvain-La-Neuve
Belginm
18 August 1999

Dear

You find encloscd my cvaluation of the packagc of studics provided by
yoursclf, which studied the genotoxicity of glyphosate, its various formulations and
surfactants. I apologise for the time taken for the evaluation, but as [ explained
previously, I had a sudden urgent request trom LIK government to evaluate the
genataxicity of growth promoting hormones used in beef production.

Please let e know if there are any parts of my evaluation and recommendations,
which you would like, clarificd.

Yours Sincerely
. c&“

Professor James M. Parry

e T

T Jowy ADOTIODIXOL OLNYCHOW - PSICT GGCT/08/ST
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An analysis of petentini genotoxicity of glyphosate and its various formulations

Protfessor James M. Parry, Cenue for Molceular Genetics and Toxicology, School of
Riological Sciences, Uniiversity of Woles Swansea, Swansen SAE. 8PP.

Evaluation
The various stdies | provided have Leen individually evaluated and these
evaluations are summarised in Table 1. In génera}, these studies were performed 10 &

high standard and to OECD recommended g\tidetines.' Table 1 has been scparated

into glyphosate itself, glyphnsate formulations and suine component surfactants and

oy
assessments for each study provided.
A

1 have wajor rescrvations conceming one of the studies, which are discussed
below:-

Ceneral Comments of RioAgri G.1.2-60/96
Lud Alan o1 = Rather confusing repostrelating doses used to fraction of 1.1)50, which is
' reporied 10 be 250mg/kg b.w. My assumption from the report is that the top doses of
206mg/kg are 75% of the LDSO. This is in marked vontrast to the top dose of
555mg/kg vsed in study MSL-1171.
In general ﬂxis is a poor study, for example; the measurement of the PCE/iotal
erythrocyte ratio ie normally determined by counting 500 or 1000 erythrocytes which
are elassified during counting into PCE ur NCE, in this stxzcl:,*%lﬁl“g:ft :ji‘iﬁ:&thmcwes
until they reach 1000 of eit}aer NCE or PCE. This results in major differences

between individual animals, for example in the contro} males one animal has a ratio of

e Caanhin g prote durts

0.31 whereas another has a ratio of 0.66, with such variationﬁit would be difficult 10
demonstrate a significant change in bonc marrow toxicity. The positive control
chemical cyclophosphamide only gave a positive result in one animal of each sex;

thus we cannot be assured that tha-method-was-being-cosrectly-applied. In addition,
s padhod ol Pmarsee pant

“an “{d“"ug“"w‘ # f’ﬁﬁ;‘fn}% sample G i avadelsy

ST Jovd ADDTODIXOL - OLHYSNDK - PSICT  OOGT/0B/S8
1
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there was a very high level of bone marrow toxicity in onc female exposed to
cyclophosphamide.
Asscssment of the published studies of glyphosate and its formulations
The published information on glyphosate and its formulations provide some
evidence for genotoxic activity i.c. some cvidence of:
a) Ames test positive results {Rank ef al 1993}
b) Induction ’of sister chromatid :xéhangc iu cultured humen lymphocytes
(Bolognesi er al 1997).
b Induction of sister chromatid exchanges and chromosome aberrations in
cultured bovine lymphocytes (1.0i et al 1998).
¢) Positive response in mouse bune marrow micronu;:]eus assay {Bolognesi ef af
1997).
d) Evidence for the induction of oxidative damage in rodent liver and kidney
{(Bolognesi ar al 1997),
Conclusions of the studies provided
Thc overall results of the studies are combined together in Table 2. This table
Co nbarmagh CoPVIRcing
illustrates that gx‘{ none of the studies evaluated was-there cvidence that glyphosate had
genotoxic potential. However, ihere are a number of deficiencies in the studies
provided:-
1) A comi;lete data package as generally recognised Ly international regulatory
agencies i.e,
) Bacterial mutegenicity assay.
b) Jn vitre cytogenetics assay.

) In vitro point mutation assay.

f‘ '
OUTOOIXOL LHECHOM - PSICT  COCT/00/57
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d) Rodent bone marrow micronucleus assay
was only provided for glyphosate itself.
2) For none of the formulations of plyphosate was any in vitro cytogenctic or

mouse lymphoma point mutation date provided. . 1 T
3) No in vivo rodent bone marrow study was provided which is completely

cmnparablc to the published study of Bolognesi ef al {1897).

4) No data was supplied which addresses the yuestion of the potential oxygen
~ radical damagiﬁg activity of glyphosate.

The range of bacterial mutagenicity studies provided were all performmed to a
high standard and are consistently negative. Thus, they Ju uot providc any support
for the observations of Rank et al (1993) that glyphosate is a bacterial mutagen.

None of the rodent bone marrow micronucleus studies provide evidence that
glyphosate is a potential -rodent hdnc marrow genotoxin,  However, 1 should
emphasise that there is no study direcly comparabic to the positive study of
Holognesi er al (1997).

Therc was no evidence from the studies provided that glyphosate was
clastogenic and/or muiagenic in cultured maniualia cells, [Towever, equivalent data
is not available for glyphosate formulations.

Theie was no cvidence in any of the studies evaluated that the various
surfactants used in glyphosate formulations were potentiul genotoxins,

Remaining unresolved problems vouceining the genotoxicity of glyphosate

The main question to be addressed is: When studied using methodologies,

‘which mcar;urc o recognised genetic endpmnt, are glyphosate conlaining products

genotoxic? The areas lacking in clarity are:-

e‘DO"IODIXD.L OLHYOHNOW - PSiCT GDGUDB/Si
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4
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In vitro chromosome damaging sctivity. There are some pubiished positives
and the studies evaluated here are not comprehensive for various formulatious.
There is o limited published hone marrow positive study (Dolognesi ¢t af
1987). Hawever, no equivalent study was available for evaluation.

Some published cVidcnccﬂis available that glyphosate 1s capable of induciny
oxidative damage. No studies were provided which address this potential
activity.  No information is provided indicate whether formulation
influences this activity.

The confusing picture of the activity of the various formulations of glyphosate
reported in the literature suggests that there may be differcnces in the way
samples are stored. The studies on the various surfactants do not clarity the

matter of the reported activity of formulations.

Recommendations for further work

To clanfy the remaining problews I recommend the following additional

studies:-

)

%)

ST - J0wd

A definitive in vivo bone marrow micronucleus study with multiple dosing to
yepeat the haéic prciocol used in the Bolognesi ef al (1997) study.

A comprehensive in vitro cytogenstics study. [ would recommend an in vitro
mictonucleus study in which all the fonmxtati’nns of glyphosate could be
evaluated and the patential effects of antioxidants Jdetermined,

in view of the differences in the responscs of the various formulations reported
in (ke publishcd papers it would be of value to evaluate the stability of the

formulations and its influence on genotoxic activity.

e

?-%-99%.

Pt
L
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) Table 1a
&k‘”’%‘vw | '
w\ fer Review of Genotoxicity Data on Glyphosate Formmiations and Surfactants
e .
MSL-11731

01 2owd ' ADOMDOIMOL OLHYOHOW

Salmonella mutagenicity assay of Direct (72% Glyphosate)

TA98, TAL00, TA1535, TA1537

15 to 1500ug/plate in presence vl 89 mix

5 to S00ug/plate in absence of 59 mix
Some toxicity observed oo =

Therc was no evidence that Direct was 2 bacterial mutagei.

MSL-11729 .
Salmonella muragenicity assay of Roundup (31% Glyphosate)

TA98. TA100, TA1535, TA1537
15 to 1500ug/plate in presence of 89 mix
5 (o 500ug/platc in absence of 89 mix

Some toxicity observed PV <

There was no evidence that Roundup was a bacterial mutagen.

Scantox 10.9.91 ,
Salmonella Mutagenicity assay of Glyphosate {206-Jak-25-1)

TA98, TA100, TA1535, TA1537
310, 630, 1300, 2500ug/plate in presence of 39 mix
160, 310, 630, 1300, 2500p8/plate in absence of 59 mix

‘Toxicity observed  alov<s. .

There wus Lo evidence that Glyphosate was 2 Saimonella mutagen.

MSL~-11730

~ Salmonella Mutagenicity assay of Rodeo (40% Glyphosate)

TASS, TA100, TA1535, TA1537
50 to SO0ug/plate in presence aud absence of 89 mix

- No togicity obseirved

Thete was no cvidence that Rodeo was a Satmanelia mumgcnw

- PSICT  LLLT/08/52
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Tuble 1b

BioAgri Report G.1.1-050/96
Saimonella Muugcuicity assay of GLIFOS

TA97a, TA98, TAL00, TA1S35
1 to 5000ug/plate in presence and absence of 89 mix

In all cases Glifos reduced the number of bacterial colonies counted

‘I'here was no evidence that Glifos was 8 Salmonella mutagen.

Scantux Report 10.9.91 ' : ,
In vitro Mammalian cell mutation assay in mouse lymphoma L5178Y cells Glyphosatc (206
Jak-25-1)

0.63, 1.3, 2.5, Smg/ml without metabolic activation
0.52, 1.0, 2.1, 4,2mg/ml with S9 wuix

No evidence thast Glyphosate produced any increase in mutation in either the preseice or
absence of §9 mix.

Notox Project 141918 ‘
In vitro chromosome aberrations in cultured human lywphocytes, Glyfosaat

33, 56, 100, 133, 178, 237ug/mi without S9 mix, 14 hey fixation

56, 100, 133, 178, 237, 333ug/ml without $9 mix, 48 hrs fixation

33, 56, 100, 133, 178, 237, 333, 562ug/ml with S9 mix, 24 hrs fixation
100, 133, 178, 237, 333, 562ug/ml with 89 mix, 48 hrs fixation

not all doses were scored '

Reduction in mitotic index in ahsence of $9 mix and ui 24 lus fixation in presence of 89 mix

No evidence of any increase in chrotusome aberrations in the study.

Scantox Report 12.9.91
Mouse wicronucleus Glyphosate (206-Jak-25-1)

Oral cxposure 5000mg/kg bw sampled at 24, 48 and 72 hrs
Evidence for overall toxicity not clear from repusl

No evidence of hone marrow 1oxicity
No evidence that Glyphosate pruduced an increasc in micronuclel in bone marrow.

L1 30w c T ADOT00TNOL OLNYCHOW - PEICT LOLTsOG/GS
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Table 1e

RinAgri Report G.1.2-60/96
Mouse micromucleus GLIFOS (41% Glyphosate)

68, 137 and 206mg/kg by i.p. injection delivered twice .... at 24 hr intervals - said to telate
10 75, 50 and 25% of 11350-for mice -

No evidence of bone marrow Loxicity ,
No evidence that GLIFOS produced an increase in micronuclei in bope marrow.
Inadequate study see text. :

MSL-1171
Mouse Micronucleus Roundup Formulation (31% Glyphusate)

140, 280, 555mg/kg - sampled at 24, 48, 72 hurs single i.p. injection

Evidence of toxiclty in ligh dose group

No evidence of iucrease in micronucleated erythrocytes

However limited evidence of bone marrow toxicity at dors o
No evidence of increases in micronuclei in averali data

Onc animal Male 268 showed increase in micronuciei

MSL-11773 - ' ,
Mouse Micronucleus Direct Formulation (72% Glyphosate)

91, 183 and 365mg/kg sampled at 24, 48, 72 hrs single i.p. injecrion

Evidence of toxicity in high dose group

This cxperiment used the same control and positive controls as MSL-11771
No evidence of bone marrow toxicity

No evidence of increases in micronuclei in vverall data

One animal female 186 183mg/rky at 48 hus showed an increase

MSL-11772 ,
Mouse Micronucleus Rodeo Formulation (40% Glyphosate)

850, 1700, 3400mg/kg sampled at 24, 4K, /2 hrs single i.p. injection

- . . ts
Toxicity observed. Some evidence of bone 1AIOW LOXICILY at what [rve
No evidence of increases in microuuclei

“This experiment used the samc control and positive controls as 17 and 11773

0T Jowd ADOTCOIHGL DINYOHOKM - PSICT  OLLT/08/53
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Table 1d

RD300 SRRSL 1147
Mouse dominant Icthal study, Glyphosate

200, 800, 2000mg/kg bw by gavage

Large comprehensive study involviug wating for up to 8 weeks
{lear response from pumwe control

Small reduction in viablc foetuses in week 1 at 80Umg/kg, week 3 at 2000mg/ky and an
increase in late rcabsorptions at 200mg/kg at week ¥

I conclude that glyphosate was not a dominant lethl uxhucing chemical under the
experimental conditinns used. :

MSL-~10625
Salmonella Assay of Mon 0818 Surfactant

TA98, 'I‘AIOO TA1538, TA1537 in presence and ahsence of §9 mix, 1 tw 100ug/plate in
prescnce of §9
0.3 to 30ug/plate in absence of 84 mix

No evidence that MON 0818 is mutagenic in Salmonella.

MSL-1538
Salmenella Assay of MON 8080 Surfactant

TA98, TA100, TA1535, TA37 in presence :mtt ahsence of §9 mix
0.003 to 3ul/plate in absence of NY mix and presence of 59 mix

No evidence that MON 8080 is mutagenic in Salmonella.

Hoecht 92.0487
Salmonella aud Escherichia coli assay of Dodigan 4022 Surfactant

TA98, TA100, TA1535, TA1537, TA1538 and £. colt WPZ uvrA
4 to 10,000ug/plate in both presence and ahsence of 59 mix

No evidence thar Dodigen 4022 is mutagenic in the bacterial test strains used,

LT Jowd ADDTODTIHROL  OURNYONDW - $8iCT - GOOT/08/52
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Table le

Hoechst 92.1024
In vifre chromosome aberrations in Chinese hamster V74 cells Dodigen 4022 suifactant
Without motabolic activarion akXiug/ml for 7 hrs
: 6000. 3000, 600ug/ml for 18 hrs
6000gg/mi for 28 hrs
Wirh 89 mix 6000ug/ml for 7 hrs
6000, 3000, 600ug/mi for 1X hrs
6000ug/ml for 28 hrs
This is a rather confusing dataset
Mitotic index decreased at 7 hrs ) :
increased at 18 hos ) in sbéence of 89 mix -
decreased at 28 hrs )
decreased ot 7 hrs ) ;
increased at 18 hrs ) in presence of 89 mix
no change at 2% hrs ]
Polyploidy ~ decreased at 7 hrs )
decreased at 18 hrs )] in absence of 89 mix
decreased at 28 hrs )
decreased ot 7 hrs )
- decreased at 18 hrs ) in presence of 89 wix
increased at 78 hrs )
Aberrations  increased at 7 hrs )
no change at 18.hrs } in absence of SO mix
invreased at 28 hrs )
increased at 7 hrs )
no change at 18 hre ) in presence of S9 mia
increased af 28 hrs }

None of increases significant

{yverall experiments are difficult 1o interprot and should have been repeated.

e ADOTI00INOL DIHVGHOM - p5ICT GOGT/0B/80
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Table if

KHL 89182/ML-89-46
Mouse Micrunucieus Test, MON 0818 surfactant

100mg/kg sampled at 24 and 48 hrs by i.p. injection

No evidence af animal toxicity. no botic macrow toxicity
No evidence of increases in micronuclei

Limited experiment doesn't really tcll us very much.

Evaluation of Publications

1 Li & Long (1988). Glyphosate tested in bacterial mutagenicity rec-assay, Chinese
hamster gene multation assay, hepatocyte DNA repair assay, and in vivo cytogenetic
assay. ,
- pegative results reported for all assays.

2) Vigfusson and Vyse (1980). Roundup evaiuated for its ability w iuduce sister
chromatid exchange in cultured human lymphocyies.
- Small increase reported ar 250ug/ml.

3)  Kale e al (1995). Roundup uud Pondmaster cvaluated in Drosophila sex linked
recessive lethal,
Positive result observed in spermatocyte broods at comceatration of 1pgm/ml of
Roundup and 0.1ug/ml of Pondmaster.

4)  Clomems er al (1997). Roundup evaluated in the COMET assay in tadpoles of Rana
catesbeiana,
Positive results ohserved at concentrations abuve 27mg/litre.
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Table 2a

Overview Genotoxicity of (:lyphosate

Preparation

Test System

Glyphosate (206-Jak-25-1)

Salmonella Assay

| up to 2500ug/plate

In vifro monse lymphoma
mutation assay up 1o
Smg/mi

Mouse micronucleus
oral dosing 5000mg/kg bw

» Vo

- Ve

Glyphosate (Techical)

Dominant lethal
200, 800, 2000mg/kg bw

| by gavage

- Y

Glyphosaat
(assumed to be glyphusalc)

In vitru vytogenetics up ©
562ug/ml

- ve
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Table 2b

o

Formulations
T R S ]
Preparation Test Systemn Result
I Rodeo (30% Glyphosate) | Salmonella Assay - ve
up to 5000ug/plate
Mouse micronuclens - Ve
850, 1700, 3400mgrkg b
| i.p. injection
GLIFOS (41 %Glyphosate) | Salmonelia assay ve
up to 5000ug/plate
very toxic
Mouse micronuiclens - Y&
68, 127, 206mg/kg bw Inadeguaic
2 x i.p. injections stady
Roundup (31% Sahmonelia assay - ve
Glyphosate) up 1o 1500my/plaie
Mousc micronucleus -ve
140, 280, $55mg/kg bw '
i.p. route '
Direct (72% Glyphosate) Salmonelia assay - ve
| up to 1500pg/plate
Mouse micropcleus ve
91, 183, 365mg/kg bw
Lp. route

AO0T00IMOL OLHEOHOW
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Table 2¢

Surfactants
M
Preparation Test System Result

Dadigen 4022 Bacterial Mutagenicity - ve
Surfactam Assay

up to 10,000ug/plate

In vitro cytogenetics - Poor study

up to 6000ug/ml , difficult to cvaluate
Mon 0818 Surtactant Satmonella Mutagenicity , : vé

Axsay ,

up to 100ug/plate

Mouse Micronuciaus - Ve

100mg/kg bw i.p. ~
Mon 8080 Surfactant Salmonella Mutagenicity - ve

Assay

up W 3pul per plate
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