Confidential Monsanto Research Files
" Dispute Many bGH Safety Claims

by Samuel S. Epstein, M.D. and Pete Hardin

Monsanto files containing research data from bGH trials completely dis-
yrove many claims asserted about the synthetic milk hormone.

The authors have reviewed confidential industry files submitted to the Food
and Drug Administration as part of the New Animal Drug Applications.

Unil these bGH tests files were uncovered, it’s been difficult to refute mis-
eading assertions by bGH manufacturers, university scientists contracted to
hese chemical companies, and FDA officials.

These interlocking groups claim:

*No increase in milk hormone levels.

*No adverse reproductive or other toxic health effects in treated cows.

*Milk from bGH cows is safe for humans.

In fact, the Monsanto bGH test files reveal the following:

*Milk bGH (somatotropin) levels in groups of treated cows appear in con-
centrations up to 1000 times higher than found in control samples. In tests for
two-week bGH injections, bGH hormone levels in cows’ milk skyrocketed im-
mediately following treatments.

*bGH-treated cows’ key organs were significantly larger than those of con-
trol animals in Monsanto tests. Cows receiving bGH injections showed sig-
nificantly larger hearts, livers ovaries and thyroids. Major size increases of
treated cows’ organs resulting from bGH tests conducted over 40 weeks poses
serious doubt about longer-term health effects to dairy cows from administration
of the recombinant hormone.

. Thg authors are, respectively, a professor of environmental and occupational
ma_izcme in the School of Pubic Health at the University of Illinois Medical Center-
Chicago, and the editor/publisher of The Milkweed.
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#Several Monsanto bGH trials concluded that growth hormone caused major
reproductive problems in treated dairy COws.

*At Monsanto’s research farm in the St. Louis suburbs, a 1985-86 bGH trial
on 82 cows shows the company treated lactating dairy cows with numerous il-
legal drugs and anti-biotics. Those drugs include: Banamine, Di-Trim,
Gentamycin, Ivomec, Oxytet, Piperallin, Rompun and Vetislud.

Over eight to nine months of the 1985-86 test, Monsanto employees admin-
istered illegal drugs to lactating dairy cows over 150 separate times. Milk from
Monsanto’s research farm is marketed to Mid-America Dairymen and generally
disposed to fluid processors in the St. Louis area.

*Photographs of the injection sites from necropsied cattle shows bGH-
injections cause significant damage to the carcass, at progressively higher does.
Needle damage to the cow’s carcass creates problems for slaughterhouses as fed-
eral meat inspectors hold up carcasses showing needle marks for several days,
pending further tests for illegal drug residues.

Almost comically, Monsanto’s research farm employees appeared at times
like the "Keystone Cops," trying to administer twice-monthly bGH injections.
Many bGH needles broke off in the cows, as the animals flinched while receiv-
ing injections.

*Mastitis problems are higher in bGH-treated cows. One cow given bGH at
a five-times normal dose level received over 120 injections of legal and illegal
anti-biotics in an eight-month period. Monsanto did not calculate statistical dif-
ferences between treated cows and control cows for mastitis, in the '85-86 Dar-
denne, MO study as could be best determined from available files.

These Monsantp files are but a few of many submitted to FDA by bGH
manufacturers. Ultimately, FDA is expected to approve commercial use of

fbéclwine growth hormone, in spite of data such as revealed these few Monsanto’s
es.
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‘Confidential Monsanto Research Files Dispute

Pathology
Following Monsanto’s trials of two-week injections on 82 cows at the com-
any’s Dardenne, MO research farm in 1985-86, 35 test animals were
laughtered and necropsied. Hazleton Laboratories of Madison, WI conducted
pathology analyses. (See Table 2).

"Although the terminal body weights of groups given CP115009-F were
somewhat less than those of the controls, the magnitude of the differences in ab-
solute organ weight, and organ-to-body weight and organ-to-brain percentages
suggest that CP115099-F increased metabolic activity in these organs. These
changes were considered to be harmless physiological shifts as supported by

Cows treated with Monsanto’s two-week injections of CP115099-F regis-
tered lower body weights, but not sufficiently lower to establish statistical sig-
nificance.

Despite the fact that treated cattle received bGH injections every two weeks

or approximately eight months, major differences were found in the relative
izes of important organs between control and treated cows:

*Treated cows adrenal glands were larger than non-treated cows.

*Treated cows kidney’s were larger than non-treated cows’.

*Hearts of bGH-cows weighed significantly more than untreated animals’.

*Liver weights for all treated cows were larger than for control cows’ livers.

*Qvary sizes in treated cows were ostensibly larger than ovaries in control
cows. Pregnancy rates were significantly lower among bGH-treated animals in

is Monsanto study. Microscopic analysis of uteri showed that treated cows
howed a larger absolute number of microscopic lesions.

These same necropsies showed that treated cows weighed less at time of
aughter than control cows.
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clinical pathology results and increased milk production.”

Monsanto is using short-term measures (increased milk production) to ex-
trapolate "safety" of recombinant bovine growth hormone treatments. The rela-
tive health of treated animals during subsequent lactations is of greater impor-
tance to the dairy farmer than just "increased milk production” during a short-
term treatment period.

No findings regarding bone mass density were recorded in the necropsies.

Significant size increases for key organs and glands in bGH-treated dairy
cows (treated for only eight months) are dismissed by Monsanto as "harmless
physiological shifts."

Significant increases in key organs’ size during a modest time-frame of
bGH-treatments is cause to wonder about possible negative effects of longer-
term bGH treatments to dairy cattle.

Enlarged key organs such as heart, liver, ovaries thyroids forebode longer-
term health problems for treated dairy animals. The liver size is a crucial con-
cem, since the liver synthesizes growth hormone within the body. Abnormally-

Sablo large liver size could indicate future potential dysfunction.
‘Summary of Absolute Organ Weight Data (g)
Cows Sacrificed at or near End of Lactation Reproductive failure
Another significant revelation in Monsanto’s bGH trial files shows serious
" Eﬂ;ﬂ E"_?_;u .G'%L:‘_x EL%‘LSE reproductive failure. Tests designed to measure reproductive results of bGH-
administration unequivacally demonstrated that reproductive failure resulted
Terminal Body Weight from using Monsanto’s bGH. :
s 6 o 5 5 These conclusions are at variance with reassuring, contrary statements made
Hean = 723416.66667  682333.33333  685688.80000 675818, 18182 about treated cows” reproductive performance by company spokespersons, uni-
SD = §8679.432038  81975.144052  .58622.665402  55021.483408 versity researchers and FDA officials.
The aforementioned Monsanto test at its Missouri research farm concluded:
. Left Thyroid "... pregnancy rates were significantly lower among CP115099-F treated animals
e than the contemporary controls." Monsanto notes that pregnancy rates were not
g- . E 4421 - - 0; g 10 1] lower than rates normally observed in the dairy industry. That’s statistical bunk.
g ol o 2;-_ gggggg %5] i Reproduction data from that test shows Monsanto counted as pregnant many test
cows which were pregnant before the treatments began! When comparing
. reproduction rates from control vs. treated animals for animals not pregnant prior
: Right Thyroid to the treatments, Monsanto’s bGH conception rates is 52%. That does not
N= 6 12 10 1% measure up to standards associated with successful dairy farm management. The
Mean = 17.71167 17.44850 20.01240 29.57682 Milkweed summarizes pregnancies in the 1985-86 Monsanto test:
SD = 3.614046 5.176904 5.367572 16.760477
: e ’ PREGNANCIES ESTABLISHED
; 6 0 I : IN TREATED COWS VS. CONTROL COWS
. 12 10 1 TREATMENTS
Hean = 10875.00000  10875.00000  12256.40000 1 =dose level
SD = 1464.155046 1276.981526 1450.773219 %gg;g;g Sopet - = oK
4 e Pregnant 13 9 1 9
T Non-Pregnant 1 9 6 8
N= 6 12 10 11 Totals 14 18 13 17
Mean = 3416.66667 3416.66667 4080. 90000 4085.00000 - - - :
Sb = 735.980072 596.708141 516.938950 811.642907 95% of control cows open at the start of the trial became pregnant.
i Left Adrenal ‘ 52% of bGH-treated cows open at the start of the trial became pregnant.
. B 20.3;583 - 7gg;0 25 Feek Animals not confirmed pregnant by the 140-day mark of their lactation were
S = 2.114426 5.186912 3.683569 5.119998 considered "open." Monsanto’s files note: "Interestingly, regardless of treatment
- group, approximately two-thirds of all pregnant animals became pregnant during
- the treatment period."
Right Adrenal
Ninety-five percent of control group cows were confirmed pregnant at the
::;n g o 28283 o 8;]1;] > 7;2;0 5 2;3;0 140-days. Only 52% of treated cows became pregnant during the eight-month
D= 1.330597 3061293 2321770 3.936470 lgg)gls:;lltso trial. Two treated cows were necropsied during the test, due to health
. 4 Several other studies reported in the Monsanto files note adverse reproduc-
Left Kidney tion problems in treated animals. '
z 5 12 10 10* Illegal drug treatments
Mean = 897.05999 979.74999 1195.05001 1249,13000 P : s . : ical 1 i i
SD = 149.936654  137.597485  247.050849 305644836 Using illegal drugs in lactating dairy cows is a topical issue. FDA is drawing
up financial penalties to assess offending dairy farmers. FDA officials are even
: RichtiKid claiming that milk inspectors can enter farmers’ houses (without search warrants)
: S nleney to ferret out alleged illegal drugs. Perhaps if FDA really wants to find a potential
= 6 12 10* _ 10* source of illegal animal drugs in the public milk supply, what better place to start
llean = 761.66665 865.88333 1109.25000 1179.38000 than Monsanto’s St. Louis area research farm.
b= 99.540430 137.184379 215.427726 303.958720 Tlegal drug use by Monsanto employees on bGH test cows is documented
Left Ovary for FDA, in Monsanto’s NA]?A files. Drugs }1sed to i]l;gally treat mi}king COWS
at Monsanto’s research farm include: Banamine, Di-Trim, Gentamycin, Ivomec,
A 1 Oxytet, Piperallin, Rompun and Vetislud.
n:an 2 1 .37?83 12. ];%83 13. 433330 13.85909 Records do not indicate whether milk from Monsanto research cows treated
SD = 6.718326 5.821294 6.111290 3.491495 with illegal drugs was withheld from the market. Some anti-biotics may be used
for treating lactating dairy cows, if strict FDA rules on withholding milk and
Right Ovary meat from market are followed. ] -
: Using non-approved anti-biotics on milking cows is scandalous. Problem is:
= 6 L 10 1 because FDA has not approved using Banamine, Di-Trim, etc. for lactating dairy
"513",‘, - ”3: %21727 1?:32;% ]g:ggggg3 lg‘.]]ig%g] cows, the agency has not developed any guidelines for how long n;ilk from cows
treated with such drugs must be kept from market. Just how long it takes for un-
apnroved drugs to be eliminated from cows’ milk and meat is not determined.
One cow (#85704) at Dardenne, MO received over 120 drug treatments in a

single lactation. Nearly half of those treatments were with illegal drugs.



Many bGH Safety Claims con't.

Test cattle or otherwise, it’s absolutely illegal to treat lactating cows with non-
approved drugs and anti-biotics. What with the elaborate records kept at
Monsanto’s research farm, perhaps a thorough review of other company records
could indeed determine if illegally-treated cows’ milk were withheld or sold. If

withheld, for how long?
Punctured carcasses

A picture is worth 1000 words. Look at the accompanying pictures.
One factor reducing the relative economics of farmers using bovine growth
hormone is if the cull value of treated cows is reduced. More than once in

~ Monsanto bGH research files, the company admits that bGH-treated cows were

"leaner" than control cows. In other words, farmers who cull bGH-treated cows
will be marketing lighter-weight cows. _
Lighter cull weights are just the beginning of the slaughter problem for bGH-
treated dairy cows.
Federal inspectors at meat packing plants are required to divert carcasses

showing needle marks for extensive iests to determine possible anti-biotic

residues. Those tests are both costly and time-consuming -- up to several days.

While the testing goes on, the carcasses wait, hanging on a side-rail. X
Needlemarks, anybody? It won’t require 20/20 eyesight to see the need-'

lemarks on bGH-treated cows, if the pictures from Monsanto’s files indicate

damage wrought by bGH injections. bGH-injected cows could be worth much

less at slaughter, because needlemark polkadotted carcasses cause meatpackers

to delay processing while costly, time-consuming tests are run. (See Table 3).

Early Withdrawals Periods for Milk, Meat

Researchers have know for 25 years that bovine somatotropin fragments

could be active in humans. That finding was published in 1965. Quoting from
Elanco’s New Animal Drug Application (Somidobove Sustained Release Injec-
tion) Volume 7, No. 7, page 4608: (1987):

"Tryptic digests of bGH produces some metabolic effects in hypopituitary
humans similar to those effects noted after administration of HGH" (human
growth hormone). '

At the time FDA approved Monsanto’s first bGH trials at Cornell University,
agency documents show human safety questions resulted in cautionary with-
drawal periods for milk and meat following bGH injections.

At the Comell trials, FDA stipulated in 1982 that treated cows’ milk could
not be consumed for five days following final injections. And bGH-treated cows’
meat could not be sent to slaughter for 15 days following the last injection.

The above-mentioned tryptic bGH digests may have been the reason for cau-
tion in FDA'’s establishing withdrawal periods for bGH-induced milk. A January
26, 1982 letter from FDA’s Dr. Judith Juskevich (Bureau of Veterinary Medi-
cine) to Monsanto acknowledged higher hormone levels in bGH-treated cows
blood:

Previous studies reported in the literature have determined serum bGH in
dairy cattle following dairy injection of ppbGH. Peel, et al. (J. Nutrition 111:1662,
1981) injected cows with 44 mg of bGH and found plasma values as high as 57
ng/ml (preinjection 6 ng/ml). Bines, et al. (Brit. J. Nutrition 43:179, 1980) in-
jected cows with 30 mg of bGH and observed peak plasma levels of 17.3 ng/ml
(preinjection = 3.7 ng/ml). Both studies demonstrate that serum bGH drops
rapidly in the 24 hours after the last injection and, although the levels may still
be elevated, they are within the normal physiological range. Over the entire 24
hour period post-injection the mean serum concentration of bGH was 31 ng ml

Table 3 "Laboratory Animal Heaith Data"
STUDY: 100-DDC-COW-PJE-85-010 SENT DATE: 310CT85
DATE: 300CT85:12:20:00 OBSERVER: PKE

STATUS: Farm Record - Current ENTRY INITIALS: KAC

85773-COW JERKED NEEDLE WITHIN MUSCLE AT SITE A .AND SITE I.
BLEEDING AT SITE I.-PKE

85026-NEEDLE WAS JERKED WITHIN. MUSCLE-SITE A-DURING
INJECTION. -PKE

85794-SYRINGE #0528-COW VERY
GROUND. REPLACED.
IS PROXTMAL . -PKE

LEFT GLUTEOUS DISTAL SITE BLEEDING ON 85685 0537 SYRINGE
REPLACES SYRINGE 0531-NEEDLE DROPPED OFF.-PKE

XCITED AND SYRINGE FELL ON -
“SYRINGE 0154-SITE RIGHT SEMITENDINOUS-

: IT W
REASSEMBLED & USED.-PKE . g
- g : ~ BLEEDING OUT
OF SITE C. EXTREMELY NERVOUS ANIMAL.
5790- ' EDLE
COMING OFF AT INJECTION SITE I.-PKE i
85004 SYRINGE-0506-C ECTION & WAS

REASSEMBLED & USED TO INJECT.-PKE
Companies testing new animal drugs are required to keep extensive

wrumal health records. In this section, The Milkweed reproduces the daily
"Laboratory Animal Health Data” entered for October 21, 1985. That day
was the first date for bGH-treatments in Monsanto’s test at Dardenne, Mis-
souri. '

Opening day jitters? Of proximately 80 cows receiving injections,
Monsanto employees entered 11 problems treating the cattle for the test's
first day.

Cows in this text received injections every two weeks. Cows receiving
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: . 85004-SYRINGE 0524 CAME APART PRIOR TO INJECTION.
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I
|
} treatments at three and five times recommended doses received, respective-

L _ ly three and five injections every two weeks. =k

continued on page 6  --

THE

The following photographs show injection sites for four groups of cows in a bGH test
conducted by Monsanto at the firms Dardenne, MO research farm in 1985-86. The
photos, top to bottom, show selected injection sites of necrop;ied cows. The photos were
taken following necropsies conducted by Hazelton Laboratories of Madison, WI.

Cows receiving bigger bGH injections show progressively larger carcass damage.

In meat plants, gov't inspectors side-track livestock carcasses showing needlemarks.
Those carcasses are delayed pending further tests for antibiotics, etc., that can last up to
one week. Cull dairy cow carcasses showing such wounds would be suspect at the
slaughterhouse.

2 I £

.;iﬁ American Scientific Preducts

A Single Source Far All Yeur Laboratory Supplies And Equipment
& 6l 3 g 110 1

Cat M1075

04 ; i P R
=i American Scientific Products
& Seliree Fas All ¥ #tary Supplies And Eguipment

. 2 1o 11 12
e nCcramacaes e sery 1y e s I ]

Figure 2§

Cow 85689--1X treatment group. Injection site B. Cow received 600 mg.
dose of Monsanto’s zinc methionyl bovine somatotropin prolonged release pro-
duct, CP115099-F.

DR |
sifll: American Sclentific Products

B

A Single Saurce For Al Your Laboratory Supplies And

V5 y
e R

1M
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

o

Cow 85796--3X groitp. Injection site C. Cow received three times 600 mg.
dose of CP115099-F every 14 days.
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Cow 85764--5X./Injection site F. This animal received five times control
| group’s 600 mg. dose of CP11 5099-F every two weeks. Note obvious damage to
carcass.
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bGH Files, continued

(Peel, et al.) which compares with the normal peak
value of 27.3 ng ml found by Vilatos and Wangs-
1ess.

"'Based on these data, in conjunction with the
rapid degradation of bGH (t 1/2 approximately 7.2
hours, as calculated from a fractional disappearance
rate from the data of Peel, et al.), and the probable
Jlack of oral activity of such small quantities of bGH,
DC recommends that a milk-discard period of 5
days and a withdrawal period of 15 days prior to
slaughter be observed, as requested by the sponsor."

Elevated serum hormone levels in bGH-treated
cows’ blood was one reason FDA required a 15-day
withdrawal period for meat, in the early 1980s.
About 1986, the agency removed withdrawal restric-
tions for milk and meat. Just why FDA altered these
policies is not clarified in documents available.

Further evidence of bGH manufacturers’ ignor-
ing human health considerations of elevated
hormone levels is found in an October 4, 1988 letter
from FDA’s Dr. Susan Sechen to the industry.
Sechen’s letter noted that blood hormone levels are
highest immediately following bGH injections.
Sechen asked the industry to measure blood serum
hormone levels.

The industry replied negatively to Sechen’s re-
quest for blood hormone sampling. Replies indicate
that the industry believed testing blood of treated
cows for added hormones would raise public
health/safety issues.

Sechen did not press for those blood hormone
tests to be conducted. She did note that: "It would be
nice to have information (if bGH is approved) and if
the public should inquire."

Attacking critics

bGH manufacturers and FDA officials have
savagely attacked critics.

A one-time leading researcher in the bovine
growth hormone field, Dr. David Kronfeld, has
since tumed gadfly. Back in the 1960s, Kronfeld
warned that companies should further research bGH
fragments believed active in humans. Kronfeld’s
knack for posing "inappropriate” questions has
helped him be "frozen out" of bGH research funds.
He is now doing equine research at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute (VPI).

As early as the late 1950s, Kronfeld warned that
selecting dairy cattle merely for production would
lead to a lack of ruggedness in dairy stock. That was
because, he theorized, high-producing dairy cows
naturally produce larger quantities of somatotropin.
And those larger somatotropin levels in cows induce
more physical problems.

In recent years, Kronfeld’s letters and articles in
veterinary journals have raised doubt about the de-
sign of animal health tests. Kronfeld has criticized
manipulation of animal health data from field trials
on reproduction and mastitis. For his "heresy," a
Monsanto employee (Dr. Winston Samuel of Liver-
pool, NY) wrote three letters to VPI during 1989 im-
plicitly threatening that Monsanto might cease all re-
search grants to that university if Kronfeld didn’t si-
lence his criticisms of bGH research. Academic
freedom?

A fired former FDA veterinarian, Dr. Richard
Burroughs, headed oversight of bGH field trials at
FDA until mid-1988. Burroughs has claimed that
adverse health effects were being caused in bGH
treated airy cattle. In 1989, FDA fired Burroughs for
alleged incompetence, after Burroughs shared his
bGH research reservations with staffers on the
Senate Agriculture Committee. Burroughs’ charges
have helped instigate an ongoing inquiry into FDA’s
bGH oversight by the General Accounting Office.
Burroughs claims he was the only qualified.
veterinarian on FDA’s bGH research review team.
He’s now practicing in Maryland.

1) Sonenberg, M., C. A. Free, J. M. Dellacha, G.
Bonnadonna, A. Haymovits and A. C. Nadler
(1965) The Metabolic Effects in Man of Bovine
Growth Hormone Digested with Trypsin. Me-
tabolism 14: 1189-1213, ar

2) Epstein, Samuel, M.D. (1990), Potential Public
Health Hazards of Biosynthetic Milk Hormones.
International Journal of Health Services 20:
pages 73-84.

One of us (Epstein) has published articles docu-
menting various adverse veterinary effects and asso-
ciated with increased milk hormone levels following
bGH treatment.

He documented detailed evidence conceming
various adverse veterinary effects on treated cattle,
as well as increased milk hormone levels following
bGH treatment. He also theorized that bGH treat-
ments could lead to additional illegal residue prob-
lems in the public milk supply.

Behind the blasts of second-grade name-calling
at Drs. Kronfeld, Burroughs and Epstein ... a modest
glimpse at the Monsanto bGH research fields sub-
stantiates charges by all three concerning research
and potential public health wrongs.

Monsanto: Desperate for new money-makers

bGH is the "lead-off batter" for an expected
wide range of applied agricultural biotechnologies.
The biotech industry is desperate for commercial
sales revenue generated by a major r-oney-maker.
Since the October 1987 stock market crash, biotech
firm stocks have not rebounded with the rest of the
market because biotechnology doesn’t have many
near-term projects ready to generate actual sales.
Many of Biotech’s promises to investors have far to
go before fulfillment.

Symbolism of bGH as ag biotechnology’s first
major commercial project has caused firms to place
greed before public safety. And top FDA officials
are accomplices.

Some investment advisors are particularly criti-
cal of Monsanto’s stock. For example, the March 15.
1990 Wall Street Journal noted the previous day’s
$5.375 per share decline in Monsanto’s stock, due to
reports of lower first quarter earnings. Some invest-
ment advisors are strongly recommending sale of
Monsanto stock, because the company’s money-
makers (such as Lasso -- a herbicide -- and Nutra-
Sweet) have patents expiring in the next few years.

Via biotechnology the bGH manufacturers are
trying to shift away from selling farm petroleum-
based farm inputs that are widely associated with
polluting the nation’s soils and groundwater. From
farmers to consumers, great skepticism in the past
decade has grown over heavy use of pesticides, her-
bicides, etc.

Biotechnology’s promise was "cleaner” ag pro-
duction inputs. But bovine growth hormone fails
that test, since indicated by Monsanto’s research
files, tremendously higher milk hormone levels
result from bGH treatments.

Over the past decade, one of the strongest trends
in consumer food marketing has been the shift
towards "organic" foods; away from heavy use of
pesticides and herbicides. The public wants a food
supply free of chemicals and hormones. Given
Monsanto data showing hormone levels as high as
1000 times greater in bGH-induced milk, it’s sheer
scandal for the company and FDA officials to assert
hormone-derived milk is "the same" as natural
cows’ milk, let alone safe.

What is the track record of the bGH manufac-
turers? Monsanto has been a major manufacturer of
2, 4, 5-T (including Dioxin) and PCBs. Lilly counts
Diethylstilbestrol (DES) among its achievements.
DES, when used as a livestock growth promotant, is
associated with hormonal damage to infants. DES,
used as a human fertility treatment, is documented to
have caused grotesque cancers in the daughters of
treated women. One might have imagined the DES
debacle would have shied off Lilly from another
hormonally-based livestock product.
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American Cyanamid designed a new research
center in New Jersey a few years ago with an illegal
drain running from the laboratory into a nearby
river. Lab research wastes were conveniently (and
illegally) dumped into the river.

Perpetuating lies

Very little actual research exists on the human
safety aspects of bGH. FDA ostensibly bases its hu-
man safety determinations on the fact that human
dwarfs did not respond to doses of natural cow
growth hormone back in the 1950s. FDA’s reliance
on 1950s "dwarf data" is fallacious for several rea-
sons. A major weak point in FDA’s human safety
logic is that natural cow growth hormone is less
powerful and structurally different compared to
companies’ recombinant products. Scientific knowl-
edge, research techniques and lab equipment have
come a long time since those dwarfs received cow
growth hormone nearly 40 years ago.

Why, if the manufacturers and FDA have mis-
represented animal safety claims, should any
credibility be given their assertions of human safety?
Human safety questions concerning bGH remain
void of modem research. The same sources of mis-
representation on animal health issues telling the
public bGH milk is safe for humans, that bGH-milk
is "the same" as regular cows’ milk. But the
Monsanto data on milk hormone levels shows clear-
ly that bGH-milk is many, many times higher in
hormone levels.

Rather than scrutinize milk and meat from bGH-
treated cows, FDA has served as a cheerleader for
this new technology. FDA is on the verge of pub-
lishing an article in Science magazine, in which the
agency will detail its assertions of the "safety" of
milk produced form bGH-treated cows.

Recommendations:

*All current bGH farm trial sites should be im-
mediately identified. Milk and meat from ongoing
bGH trials should be embargoed. No commercial
sale of milk and meat from bGH farm trials should
be allowed, pending extensive, independent investi-
gation of human health issues.

*All files at FDA on bGH research much be
made available immediately for public inspection.

*Appropriate  Congressional committees  --
Oversight, Agriculture, Health and Judiciary --
should review highly misleading, if not fraudulent
conduct, of both the manufacturers and FDA in

representing the safety of bGH to both humans and
animals.

Want Extra Copies??

You may order additional copies of this

bGH blockbuster from The Milkweed. We're
reprinting the article as a separate item. Copies
are available for $1.00 each. Minimum order is
five copies (35).

Copies will be mailed to you promptly by

first class mail.

Send your order to:
The Milkweed

Box 713

Madison, WI 53701



