IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF ST. LLOUIS

STATE OF MISSOURI

RANDALL KING, et al., )
)

Plaintiffs, ) Case No.: 2622-CC00325
)

v, ) Division 8

)
MONSANTO COMPANY, )
| )
Defendant. )

OBJECTION OF BRYAN M. DUBOSE

Bryan M. DuBose, a member of the preliminarily-certified class action in the above-captioned
civil action, files his Objection to the class certification, the provisions of the class action, and all
terms of the class settlement agreement and for the following more particular points:

1. This proposed class action "was filthy" from the moment the Petition was filed. MDL Tr.
at 32, attached hereto as Exhibit "A". The named Plaintiffs and the putative Defendant walked into
court hand in hand seeking the exact same relief: a rushed, inadequate settlement to extinguish
Objectors' rights, all while making it comically difficult for injured parties to exercise their
constitutionally guaranteed option to opt out of these proceedings.

2. On information and belief, the putative Defendant extensively reviewed, drafted, and
blessed the class action Petition. The putative Defendant was as much a master of the complaint
as the named Plaintiffs. That is so because the named Plaintiffs and the putative Defendant share
a unity of interests and litigation objectives.

3. Class counsel has all but admitted in open court that this Court was aware of the complaint,
the proposed settlement, and counsels' plans to ram it through well before the class complaint was

filed. MDL Tr. at 31. The named Plaintiffs, class counsel, and putative Defendant prearranged a
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meeting with this Court to seek the exact same judicial relief, which this Court summarily granted
without notice to any opposing parties, such as the Objectors,

4. None of the allegations in the Petition have ever been actively litigated or contested as
between the named Plaintiffs and the putative Defendant. None of the settlement terms and
conditions have been actively litigated between the named Plaintiffs and the putative Defendant.
The only parties opposing the judicial relief that the named Plaintiffs and putative Defendant seek
are Objectors.

5. The named Plaintiffs do not adequately represent the class as defined in the Petition. Two
class representative Plaintiffs - King and Waldman - are alleged to have follicular [ymphoma
diagnosed at the advanced ages of 72 and 78 as well as types of NHL that are not typical of the
class they purport to represent, Follicular lymphoma is associated with cigarette smoking, a risk
factor that Monsanto emphasizes heavily in a follicular lymphoma plaintiff with a smoking history.
The class representative Plaintiff Butterfield is alleged to have one of the rarest subtypes of NHL,
Hairy Cell Leukemia, of which the scientific literature is virtually nil associating it with glyphosate
exposure. Finally, the Plaintiffs Koehler and Merx do not even have a cancer diagnosis, only the
alleged fear of getting cancer some day in the future. Of all the Roundup cases litigated in the
MDL and in state courts, such a claim is unprecedented. Also, there is no claim for relief or count
in the Petition seeking relief for whafever Koehler and Merx believe they are pursuing by entering
their names in the Petition.

6. No doubt because the putative Defendant helped draft it, the Petition is not comprehensive
in terms of the causes of action available to any plaintiff in a Roundup case. The Petition lacks
viable counts and claims for negligence, as well as focuses the warning claim on the label

(presumably in an effort to assist Monsanto should its gambit in the U.S. Supreme Court in the
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Durnell case pay off). There are no product contaminant or adulteration allegations in the Petition,
even though it is now widely known that formulated Roundup contains eight (8) additional
carcinogens not listed in any of its marketing, advertisements, social media, instructions for use,
product information, etc. Consequently, there are no counts or claims in the Petition relating to the
carcinogenic swirl that is formulated Roundup, a product defectively designed, tested, and
manufactured, regardless of the contents of its EPA label.

7. The Petition's settlement agreement includes a host of unnamed defendants, starting with
Monsanto's parent, Bayer AG. In cases that involve an actual, adversarial relationship between
named plaintiffs and defendants, Monsanto vigorously fights the inclusion of Bayer AG as a
defendant. Yet here, the named Plaintiffs and the putative Defendant both stand behind a Petition
not to sue Bayer AG while also providing this unnamed entity with full settlement relief and
expurgation of any liabilities. The same goes for the other "released" non-parties.

8. The class seeks to bind a group of millions upon millions of people, many who have not
been conceived and millions who are children, to the terms of the settlement via a so-called
"futures" subclass reaching anyone who "saw" anyone using Roundup. Such a class is
unconstitutional and unprecedented in the annals of U.S. jurisprudence.

9. Tt is impossible for anyone who might be in the futures class to make any sort of
determination as to whether he or she is included in such class. The notice is highly defective
because it is impossible to give notice to people when even the named Plaintiffs and the putative
Defendant cannot identify those parties with any particularity (and have not done so to date).

10. The Petition and its attendant settlement provide for draconian opt-out procedures that run
roughshod over basic due process rights. Absent collusion and a unity of interests between the

named Plaintiffs and the putative Defendant, there is no reason class representatives would ever
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agree to support requiring: (1) a medical record; (2) a copy of a government issued photo ID; 3)
a wet ink, personal signature; (4) myriad other reasons as stated by MDL Co-Lead Counsel in
Exhibit "B" attached hereto, in order to effectuate a valid opt out.

11. The proposed settlement's compensation scheme is grossly inadequate and unfair. Tt creates
a conflict among class members by favoring "professional” users of Roundup - farmers and
licensed applicators over "lawn and garden" users of Roundup. There is no reasonable basis for
this distinction. To the contrary, consumers get far fewer warnings than a farmer or licensed
applicator. Farmers are told to wear head to toe PPE, to wear gloves, to throw in the trash any
clothing that gets Roundup on it, to not smoke, eat, or drink while using Roundup, ete. Consumers
are told to wear shorts, short sleeves, and spray to their hearts' content - there ate no warnings to
consumers like the ones given to farmers and licensed applicators, In other words, the most
sophisticated users of Roundup get the best warnings, while consumers buying at Home Depot get
no such warnings. Yet the settlement compensates farmers with cancer more generously than sick
consumers. The named Plaintiffs and putative Defendant both seek this unjust compensation
scheme precisely because they have a unity of interests, alongside class and defense counsel, who
are all advocating for the exact same relief. It of course makes sense why Monsanto favors this
unbalanced scheme that the named Plaintiffs are also supporting: many farmers are in league with
Monsanto, and Monsanto seeks to reward its most important customers.

12.Roundup is in the urine of approximately 90% of the U.S. population. Roundup and its
ingredients and contaminants, including glyphosate, get into the public water supply, surface water,
groundwater, and soils. Roundup finds its way into our food, even organic foods, because of the
blatant, ubiquitous, and indiscriminate use of Roundup not only in the planting and growing of

Roundup resistant crops (most not even used in the food supply), but also due to its off-label use
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as a desiccant, something that Monsanto promotes, knows about, and profits from immensely.
Roundup has never been approved by the EPA for any use other than as a registered pesticide, with
the original registration based on science stopped in 1974, Farmers, however, even with crops that
are not "Roundup resistant" use it as a desiccant on a wide variety of harvested or pre-harvested
crops in order to dry it out faster, make it lighter, and other reasons, This helps explain why
glyphosate is found in the urine of almost every American - it ends up in our water, food, in animal
feed (and passed down via dairy and animal meat), and even in packaged cereal on the family
kitchen table. The putative settlement arguably covers injuries from consuming glyphosate-
contaminated food, as Monsanto could argue that persons who consumed it were bystanders or
should have "seen" it was being applied to their food sources.

13.Monsanto's behavior should not be rewarded by a sweetheart deal. Monsanto has taken
positions in courts of law that are totally contrary to their statements in the settlement agreement.
Essentially what Bayer is attempting to do is to "buy" all present and future cancers of any kind
(regardless of where the science leads us all in the coming years) to a number that is fixed in time
and which leaves victims with hardly any compensation for a cancer known to be caused by its
products. It would reward Bayer and Monsanto for its past deeds and give them the green light to
have Roundup sprayed everywhere on everything and everybody, with "compensation" for
unknown future persons as determined by a faceless administrator paid for by Bayer and Monsanto.
Yet, the payments are not immediate, they run for decades. Approval of the settlement would be to
free one of the Nation's most notorious, long-term polluters from jury trials and real liability for
their misdeeds.

14.The entire settlement scheme is violative of the U.S. Constitution and the rights of non-

residents of Missouri to a jury trial in their home venues in the other 49 states as well as U.S.
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territories. A Missouri state circuit court simply is without the power or authority to implement the
terms of this constitutionally flawed settlement.

15.Bryan M. DuBose is an adult resident citizen of the State of Texas, who was diagnosed
with NHL just a few days ago, on or about April 23, 2026, following many years of Roundup use

in the context of agricultural and house and ga applications.

Signed by Bryan M. Dubose:

File Date: 22 May 2026.

Respectfully Submitted,

Is/ R. Prescott Sifton, Jr.
R. Prescott Sifton, Jr. #50550
Frazer PLC
30 Bmion Hills Blvd., Ste. 450
Nashville, TN 37215
P: (615) 647-0989

F: (615)307-4902 scott@firazer.law

T. Roe Frazer Il (PHV forthcoming)
Frazer PLC

30 Bmion Hills Blvd., Ste. 450
Nashville, TN 37215

P: (615) 647-0989

F: (615)307-4902

roe@frazer.law

Ashley C. Keller (PHVforthcoming)
Keller Postman LLC

2333 Ponce de Leon Blvd, Ste. R240
Coral Gables, FL. 32746

P: (833) 633-0118
ack@kellerpostman.com
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