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Dear Professor Glover,
We are replying to your email of 12 September. It seems you may have misunderstood our concerns
regarding your involvement in the Commission process to establish criteria to identify endocrine disrupting
chemicals (EDCs).
The EDC file illustrates, in exemplary fashion, some of the problems related to the position of Chief
Scientific Adviser to the President of the European Commission (CSA).
You say that you intervened on this file on 20 June 2013 because you had a duty to reply to a letter[1] from
scientists that you had received three days earlier. You then sent a note to the Director General of the
European Commission’s Environment Directorate asking him “to provide [you] with factual information to
allow [you] to respond”[2] to this critique of the Commission’s approach on EDCs by the scientists.
However, you also copied your note to several of the most senior decision-makers within the European
Commission, including the Secretary-General and President Barroso's head of cabinet. In your note, you
gave weight to your concern by referring to the EDC issue as “sensitive and controversial”.
You presented the authors of the letter as being "very eminent experts”, thereby crediting them as being
authoritative on the issue.
The competence of these scientists on the particular issue of endocrine disruption has however been
questioned: prominent endocrinologists and specialists on EDCs published two rebuttals[3] [4] when, a few
weeks later, the letter you had received was published in various toxicology journals accompanied by a
sweeping editorial stating that the Commission's initiative to identify EDCs was “defying common sense ".[5]
Furthermore, it was revealed that most signatories of the editorial (17 out of 18) and many signatories of the
letter to you have links to industries affected by a regulation of EDCs.[6]
The letter was an attack on an ongoing EU science-based decision-making process.[7] We would argue that
your intervention gave credence to this attack, creating the impression of scientific controversy. You relayed
this impression to the highest political echelons of the European Commission at a crucial time in the policy
process.
Two weeks after your intervention, the Commission’s Secretary General decided to delay the process of
defining the criteria to identify endocrine disrupting chemicals.[8]
Thus, our concern is that your intervention:
• was copied to the highest levels of the Commission, adding strong political content to a sciencebased discussion,
• bypassed all other scientific institutional processes in the Commission,

• presented the signatories to the letter as authoritative on the issue of EDCs, and
• created the impression that there was a significant scientific controversy on the definition of EDCs
when your own records[9] show there was none.
In fact, after having criticised the Commission’s work on defining EDCs, the authors of the letter
dropped their opposition when they faced the experts working for the Commission at a meeting you
organised in October 2013. The conclusions of that meeting are fully consistent with the positions of
the Joint Research Centre and the European Food Safety Authority, and these had already been taken
on board by DG Environment prior to your intervention in June.
However, by the time the critics agreed, the damage had already been done: since then the
Commission has not materially advanced the establishment of criteria to identify EDCs and one EU
member state is now suing the Commission for this delay.[10]
These are the facts which motivate our concerns about the role you played in the Commission’s
process to establish criteria to identify EDCs.
We are not alleging that you acted in bad faith on this file, but it illustrates how the position of CSA can be
subverted to undermine or delay formal science-based decision-making processes. We are convinced that the
Commission needs more objective and robust evidence gathering and advice than the position of CSA can
provide – regardless of the professional qualities of the office holder. This and other examples have led 30
organizations to call on President-elect Juncker not to re-appoint a CSA but instead to strengthen the
processes by which scientific evidence informs policy decisions.[11]
Yours sincerely,
Jorgo Riss (Greenpeace European Unit)
Doug Parr (Greenpeace UK)
Martin Pigeon (Corporate Europe Observatory)
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