
 

 

 
 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

 

CURRENT OFFICERS, 2010-11 

Dear WIT membership, 

 

The 50th Annual Meeting of the Society of 

Toxicology in Washington, DC is almost 

here! In this newsletter, WIT has 

highlighted some of the events that we 

think our members might be interested in.  

We hope that all of you will attend the 

WIT reception.  It‘s a chance for you to 

relax and meet fellow WIT members, 

encourage new members to join, and to 

hear the winner of our Mentoring Award 

talk about the importance of mentoring young scientists.  I look forward to seeing many of 

you at the reception.  Our newsletter highlights two programs that were sponsored by 

WIT.  And it‘s not too early to think about submitting something for the 51st SOT meeting 

in San Francisco.  As most of you know, it‘s a very competitive process to get your program 

accepted.  Thanks to Leigh Ann Burns Naas and Bill Brock, WIT is fortunate to have two 

articles in this newsletter which will give you advice on how to navigate the tricky business 

of getting your submission accepted.  And WIT continues to highlight the SOT Women 

Presidents by featuring articles by Meryl Karol and Cheryl Lyn Walker.  We hope you enjoy 

their stories.  It has been a privilege serving as the WIT President for this past year.  I 
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was fortunate to have some really talented and hard-working women as current officers of 

WIT and they made the job fun.  I hope to see all of you at the 50th meeting.  

 

Suzy Fitzpatrick 

 

 

SOT is turning 50!!! 

And there are many exciting events for WIT Members to attend 

Join us at the WIT  Annual Reception  

at SOT

For a high tea!! at the 
Renaissance Hotel in D.C.

Renaissance West A & B 

4:30-6:30 pm, 
Wednesday, March 9, 

2011

Don‘t miss out on the 
Networking Activities, Awards, 
Mentoring  and More………

 
Be sure to see the following programs sponsored by WIT at the Annual meeting: 

 

50 Years of the "Pill": Risk Reduction and Discovery of Benefits Beyond Contraception 

Wednesday, March 9, 6:30 am 

 

Toxicological Considerations of Pharmacotherapy During Pregnancy 

Wednesday, March 9, 4:30-5:50pm.  

 

 

Tuesday afternoon, March 8th, Annual Business Meeting timeslot from 4:30 PM – 6:00 

PM for a 50th Anniversary SOT Member Celebration Meeting 

 



WIT encourages everyone to take advantage of being in Washington, DC and hear 

about what is going on in the federal agencies. 

Wednesday, March 9th, Room 201  

9:30-10:30 AM  Linda Birnbaum, National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences 

(NIEHS) 

10:45-11:45 AM  John Howard, Centers for Disease Control-National Institute for 

Occupational Safety and Health (CDC-NIOSH) 

12:00-1:00 PM  Yvonne Maddox, Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health 

& Human Development (NICHD) 

1:15-2:15 PM  Sy Garte, Center for Scientific Review (CSR) 

2:30-3:30 PM  Jesse Goodman, U.S. Food & Drug Administration (FDA) 

3:45-4:45 PM  Paul Anastas, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  

Free Family Day at the Marian Koshland Science Museum, on Saturday March 5, 

2011 

                                                                                         

Protecting You and Your Pet through the Science of Toxicology: 

Paracelsus Goes to Washington 

                                                              

 

Saturday, March 5, 10 AM-5 PM 

                                               

         Marian E. Koshland Science Museum of the National Academy of Science 

6th and E Street NW, Washington, D.C.                                                   

                            

                                                              



         Activities Include:                                                                            

         Wonders of Science, Safe Drinking Water, Global Warming, and Infectious         

         Disease - museum stations are supplemented by toxicology-related activities.      

                                                                                         

         Meet the Toxicologist  

                                                                                         

Special Lecture: Poisoned Pet Food—Unraveling the Melamine Mystery  

by Renate Reimschuessel, FDA 

12:00 Noon                                                        

                                                                                         

WIT Members- Be sure to log into ToXchange  

 

The new year is a great occasion for new beginnings, and now is the time to get involved 

with your community discussion threads on ToXchange. Your discussion threads can bring 

your topics to life by sharing with and receiving input from your fellow members while 

building camaraderie in the field of toxicology. Exchange ideas on a project or share 

information on current and/or upcoming events – like finding out what everyone will be 

doing at the SOT 50th Annual Meeting in March. 

Subscribing is easy - here‘s all you need to do:  

- Log on to ToXchange 

- Select ‗Communities‘ from the orange toolbar 

- Find ‗Women in Toxicology‘ under Special Interest Groups 

- Click on ‗Women in Toxicology Discussion‘ under Forum 

- Select ‗Subscribe‘ on the right-hand side of the page 

- Choose your discussion topic and begin posting, commenting, and browsing  

Your participation is encouraged in this valuable technological resource that ALL of our 

members can utilize.  

 

WIT Highlights the Women SOT Presidents 

 

Having good role models is an important way to inspire women to be in the science.  In this 

newsletter we highlight two amazing role models who have been President of SOT - Cheryl 

Lyn Walker, and Meryl Karol.   

The importance of mentoring cannot be underestimated.  Many of us have either benefited 

from having mentors in our careers or have had the privilege of being a mentor to a junior 

scientist.  WIT hopes you enjoy their stories. 

 

 

http://www.toxchange.org/
http://www.toxchange.org/


Dr. Meryl Karol 

 
I was born in New York City and graduated from the prestigious Bronx High School of 

Science.  As an undergraduate at Cornell University, I was one of the very few females 

taking honors chemistry and physics.  In 1961, I entered the doctoral program at Columbia 

University, and there met my future husband.  We married and had our first child while 

still students at Columbia.  My thesis research involved the design of antigens that could 

be used to induce antibodies reactive with DNA.  I then undertook postdoctoral studies in 

biochemistry at the State University of New York in Stony Brook.  Our second child was 

born there.   

When my husband was offered a faculty position at Carnegie-Mellon University, the family 

moved to Pittsburgh, PA, where our third child was born.  At this point, we recognized that 

it was most important for me to be fully involved with our children during their early 

formative childhood years.  I kept up with scientific developments mainly through journal 

subscriptions. 

When our youngest child turned three, and entered nursery school, a friend offered me an 

incredible opportunity – a part-time faculty position at the University of Pittsburgh.   I 

would be at work while my children were in school, and be at home when they got off the 

school bus in the afternoon.  

I was delighted to re-enter the academic community.  My first position at the U 

Pittsburgh was as a part-time Research Associate in the Graduate School of Public Health.  

Within the first few months, I wrote, and was awarded, my first independent research 

grant from the Health Research and Sciences Foundation of Pittsburgh. Within two years 

I was promoted and increased my working hours from 20 to 30 hours per week (¾ time).  

Soon, I was working full time, had established a highly productive, fully funded research 

program, and was teaching graduate classes.  Within seven years, I became the first 

female in the Department to be granted tenure and was promoted to Professor of 

Environmental and Occupational Health in the Graduate School of Public Health.  

 My research focused on mechanisms by which highly reactive chemicals cause asthma.  I 

published over 100 papers, and was awarded three patents related to design of novel test 

antigens to detect immunologic responses.  I received numerous academic awards including: 

the Rachel Carson Award, the Frederick Sperling Memorial Award, Women in Science 

Award, the Frank R. Blood Award, among others.  Together with graduate students, post-



doctoral students, visiting scientists, and faculty colleagues, I continued to publish 4-5 

papers per year. 

Equally important was the opportunity to participate actively in scientific and professional 

societies.   Undoubtedly, my greatest honor was being the first woman to have been 

elected President of the Society of Toxicology, USA.  Soon after, I was elected Director 

of the International Union of Toxicology (IUTOX) (1995-98), and then Secretary-General 

of IUTOX (1998-2004). 

Today, opportunities for women are unlimited.  Once you decide what is important to you, 

both professionally and personally, you must set out to achieve your goals.   In 1994, I had 

the honor of chairing the Burroughs-Wellcome Foundation Toxicology Scholar Advisory 

Committee, where I had the honor of meeting Gertrude Elion, the 1998 recipient of the 

Nobel Prize in Medicine.  In her words,   

 

 ―Don't be afraid of hard work.  Nothing worthwhile comes easily. Don't let others 
discourage you or tell you that you can't do it.‖   
 

I am incredibly proud to have been the first female president of the SOT.  Although it 

took nine more years before the second woman (Marion Ehrich) was elected, subsequently, 

33% of the elected presidents have been women.  I look forward to the future of SOT, 

and to its leadership by diverse, outspoken and outstanding female toxicologists. 

 

 

 

Dr. Cheryl Lyn Walker  

. 

Why Become a Leader in the Society of Toxicology? 

Cheryl Lyn Walker  

2009-2010 President, Society of Toxicology  

 



Should you consider seeking higher office in SOT?  Will the effort and time you expend 

have a positive or negative (or both) impact on you and your profession?  In the final 

analysis, will it be worth it?  

 

Absolutely! The returns, both tangible and intangible, are many.  Here are a few from my 

perspective as a Past President of the Society: 

 

1) A golden opportunity to promote others to high-visibility advisory positions and 

elected offices.  The advice and council of leaders of professional societies are highly 

sought-after.  Often this includes being asked for nominations to high-visibility advisory 

boards and national and international awards.  During my tenure in the Presidential Chain 

of SOT, I had the opportunity to work with Council to nominate SOT members for 

appointments to (among others) Advisory Boards for several of the National Institutes of 

Health (NIH), the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the Board of Scientific Councilors 

of the National Center for Environmental Health/Agency for Toxic Substances and 

Disease Registry (NECH/ATSDR), and the Science Advisory Committee on Alternative 

Toxicological Methods/National Toxicology Program (SACTM/NTP).  This is in addition to 

the opportunity to promote other society members for elected and appointed positions 

within the Society, as well as for the Society‘s own prestigious awards.  Would as many 

SOT members‘ names be on the list of extramural nominations if the Society were not pro-

active in this regard?  Maybe.  But as leader of the Society, increasing recognition for 

outstanding toxicologists is one of the responsibilities, and great rewards, of serving in 

this capacity. 

 

2) Having an impact on your profession in many ways, both expected and surprising.   

If you have ideas for new directions for your field, innovative ideas for how your Society 

can meet its goals or just a vision of how things could be better (and who doesn‘t?), this is 

your chance to make a difference!  SOT has well-defined roles for each of their 

leadership positions, and a review of these will provide some insight into many of the 

avenues where you will have the opportunity (and expectation) to have impact.  For 

example, the first two years in the Presidential Chain carry the responsibility for first co-

chairing, and then chairing, the Program Committee for the Annual Meeting.  While the 

many organizational aspects of this responsibility can be reasonably anticipated, what in 

my experience was unanticipated were the many opportunities to interact with world-class 

scientists who were not (yet!) members of the Society.  For example, in the course of 

organizing the Annual Meeting, which at >6000 attendees is a major scientific venue, I was 

privileged to interact with several Nobel Laureates on both a professional and personal 

level, opportunities that I could not have anticipated at the time I agreed to stand for 

election.  Similar opportunities occurred in the course of building liaison relationships 

between SOT and key government organizations, including meetings with two FDA 

Commissioners, the EPA Administrator and Directors of several NIH Institutes.  These 

thought leaders and policy-makers welcome input from their stake-holders, including the 



leadership of professional scientific societies such as ours.  This type of access is difficult 

if not impossible to achieve as a single individual.  However, as a leader in the Society, you 

have opportunities to build relationships at the highest level, and in so doing, advance 

SOT‘s mission in areas of shared values with these organizations.  For example, during my 

tenure in the Presidential Chain, SOT leadership worked closely for several years with 

Director of the NIH Center for Scientific Review to help establish a grant review process 

that would ensure funding of the best possible research in the toxicological sciences.  

Similarly, we formed an SOT-NIEHS Liaison Group, which has worked closely with the 

Director of NIEHS to 1) enhance scientific discourse of complex scientific issues, 2) 

promote the shared goal of serving as a resource for scientific conferences, and 3) 

increase support for toxicological research, with the objective of promoting toxicology and 

environmental health research.  In addition, the SOT-NIEHS Liaison Group recognizes our 

shared commitment to support training in the environmental health sciences, including 

toxicology, with a goal to explore new avenues to partner in training young investigators.  

This later goal is based on our shared value that the pipeline for researchers in the 

toxicological sciences must remain strong, and that these young investigators must be 

prepared for the challenges of toxicology research in the 21st century. 

 

3. The opportunity to advocate for the value of your discipline.  Many societies 

including SOT have advocacy activities on Capitol Hill.  As a leader of the Society, you will 

have the opportunity to promote both critical enabling (e.g. support for funding agencies) 

and sound regulatory legislation, and in so doing, have a positive impact on your discipline.  

A leadership position in SOT helps you accomplishe this in many ways.  We have had great 

success with Congressional Briefings on the Hill, such as on ―Advances in Toxicity Testing 

to Inform Chemical Policy‖ and ―Pharmaceuticals in the Drinking Water.‖  We have also 

increased recognition for legislators who strongly support science though our 

Congressional Science Leadership Award.  This award, established during my tenure as 

President, has now recognized two outstanding legislators, Representatives David Wu (D-

OR) and David Price (D-NC).  Along with testimony at congressional hearings and one-on-

one meetings with legislators and their staff, leaders of our Society can have a significant 

impact on important policy makers as advocates for your discipline. 

 

So how do you become a leader in the Society?  

1) Become involved at the local and regional level.  SOT has a strong culture of mentoring, 

with junior members actively sought out and given opportunities for leadership and 

recognition.  This culture helps recharge the leadership pool and keep it invigorated, and 

has helped ensure diversity of SOT leadership.  The many Regional Chapters, Specialty 

Sections and Special Interest Groups (SIGs) do a remarkable job in this regard, with the 

majority having elected and appointed positions specifically for trainees, and in some 

instances, underrepresented minorities.  In addition to our active and effective 

Postdoctoral Association (PDA) and Student Advisory Council (SAC), these and many other 

SOT activities reinforce the Society‘s culture of successful mentoring.  



2) Obtain scientific recognition in your area of expertise. Scientific accomplishment is the 

first step to peer-recognition in a scientific society, and often leads to peer 

recommendations for high-visibility positions, such as advisory and committee 

appointments, and seminar and conference program invitations.  These activities combined 

with Society participation at the local/regional level (see above), develops name 

recognition by more senior Society leaders.  Be aware that most societies (including SOT) 

provide their Nominating Committee with a list of members who have been active within 

the society along with details of their elected and/or appointed responsibilities.  Phrases 

such as ―So-and-so did a great job on that Committee‖ or ―So-and-so never showed up for 

the meetings‖ are often heard at the Nominating Committee when slates of candidates are 

determined.  A strong track record of service to your society and name recognition in your 

field is a sure-fire combination for being considered for leadership roles in your society. 

3) Run for elected positions: win some, lose some but stand for office!  It is OK to ask 

yourself the question ―Can I do it?‖, but remember, your (more objective) colleagues think 

you can, or you would not be asked to run.  I encourage you when asked to accept your 

Society‘s nomination for elected office.  Don‘t be discouraged if you lose, many have stood 

for an elected office more than once, including many SOT Presidents.  Leadership in the 

Society will offer an unmatched opportunity to promote the mission of our Society of 

―Creating a Safer and Healthier World by Advancing the Science of Toxicology,‖ and when 

your service is completed, to utilize your leadership experience to continue to make an 

impact inside and outside of SOT. 

 

 

Here is a link to the story of another excellent role model  

 

A section of this PBS program featured a NASA Jet Propulsion Lab scientist named Dr. 

Vandi Verma.  She is a robotics engineer and has the major responsibility to remotely drive 

the two rovers currently on Mars.  Her interview was very compelling as she shared her 

story of how she became interested in science as a child, interested in science as a career 

vocation, which led her to pursue a career in NASA robotics.   FYI, in the link to the 

program below, her section in the hour long program starts about minute 40. 

 

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/space/can-we-make-it-to-mars.html 
 
 

Submitting More Competitive Session Proposals  

by Leigh Ann Burns Naas 

So you‘re thinking about submitting a program proposal for the 2012 Annual Meeting in San 

Francisco, but you‘re unsure about getting it accepted by the Scientific Program 

Committee (SPC).  Each year, the review process is becoming more competitive as more and 

more program proposals are received, yet the number of proposals that can be accepted 

continues to remain somewhat similar due to the availability of rooms at the venue for the 

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/space/can-we-make-it-to-mars.html


Annual Meeting, which can be determined up to 5 years in advance.  So how do you make 

your proposal more competitive?  Start with the SOT Web site that tells you about the 

types of proposals, how many speakers in each, the duration, and the focus of each type of 

session (https://www.toxicology.org/ms/SciSess_proposal.asp).  Pick the right one for 

your topic.  And look at the bottom of the page to see examples of some high quality 

proposals that have been submitted.  Additional information can be found at the following 

site:  https://www.toxicology.org/ai/fa/formsapps.asp.  Now for a few specifics: 

1. Proposal Quality.  Proposals submitted with general topics for speakers, no proposed 

speakers, no description of what each speaker will cover, and/or 1-3 general sentences 

about the topic for the proposal (or speaker) generally don‘t fare well.  There are two 

primary reasons for this.  First, the SPC gets many well-developed proposals where it is 

clear the importance/relevance of the topic, the relevance of the speakers to the topic 

and how the speaker talks fit into the overall proposal as well as how they complement 

each other.  Second likely has to do with how the proposals are reviewed. Typically, 

each member of the SPC is given all proposals to review and they do this over about a 2 

week period on their own time, and provide an overall score for each proposal (1 thru 5 

where 1 is best and 5 is lowest).  These scores are sent to SOT where they are 

combined and averaged with scores from each other member of the SPC, generating a 

composite score for each proposal.  (SPC members do not know how other SPC members 

scored a proposal.)  Proposals with a composite score lower than a median and 

determined cut-off based on the composite scores for that year are typically not 

considered further unless an SPC member feels strongly that the composite score is 

unjustified.  It can happen, but it isn‘t common.  A key point then is that your proposal 

should stand out to each SPC member so that they can independently determine the 

significance of the topic, the relationship of each talk to the topic and the inter-

relationship of the talks to one another.  Remember that the SPC is selected with an 

effort to have a broad expertise across toxicology specialties and to be equally 

representative of job sectors (e.g., industry, academia, government, etc.) and gender.  

So don‘t assume that everyone will ―get it,‖ but do the best you can to help everyone 

understand regardless of their background and expertise. 

2. Breadth of Topic and Speakers.  The SPC is charged with developing the best program 

with the broadest appeal to all members of the SOT.  You‘ve no doubt seen that focus 

sometimes shifts from year to year, and this is more typically driven by the proposals 

submitted.  SPC generally does not select what are considered lesser proposals simply 

to have more of a specific sector or topic represented at the Annual Meeting.  The 

primary focus is on the highest quality science and proposals. That said, one thing that 

SPC sees sometimes are proposals that may be good topics, but most (or sometimes all) 

https://www.toxicology.org/ms/SciSess_proposal.asp
https://www.toxicology.org/ai/fa/formsapps.asp


speakers are from a specific institution.  This doesn‘t allow for much in the way of 

diverse opinion to be presented.  Also, when most of the speakers are from a specific 

institution or all the speakers presentations (regardless of institution) are on a single 

topic (e.g., an assay), then the proposal begins to read like an ‗infomercial,‘ which is 

specifically undesirable.  Make sure the scope of your topic isn‘t too narrow or too 

broad.  If the topic is only of interest to a small proportion of the membership or if it 

is so broad as to be a ‗survey of the literature,‘ for example, it may not be viewed as 

favorably. 

3. Minimize Non-Member Speakers Where Possible.  One question that often arises is the 

participation of non-members in SOT sessions.  Absolutely you can have non-members 

participate, especially if they are the best presenters for that specific talk.  But 

unless the topic of the session is really novel to toxicology, it is better to have no more 

than 1-2 non-member speakers. One consideration is that SOT will only cover some 

travel support for a defined number of speakers.  SOT members participate at their 

own expense.  Non-members receive complimentary registration, and SOT will provide 

limited travel support for 1-2 non-members for symposia, workshops, and regional 

interest sessions, and 1 non-member for roundtables, informational sessions, historical 

highlights, and educational-career development sessions.  If your session topic is really 

novel or toxicology is beginning to move into a novel field where most of the key players 

are not necessarily toxicologists, you can apply for IAT or IAD designation.  If 

accepted, more than 1-2 non-members can get travel support.  But remember: the 

proposal must be accepted by the SPC before the designation can be considered. 

4. Sponsorships and Endorsements.  Your Sponsor is the Specialty Section, SIG, etc who 

is the primary group supporting the proposal.  Your Endorsers are the other groups who 

think your proposal is important and will add their support (‗endorsement‘) to having it 

presented.  Sponsors have a key role in helping the SPC with their review and selection 

of proposals.  After the submission site closes at the end of April, each Sponsor goes 

into a dedicated site and ranks the proposals they have been asked to Sponsor.  They 

rank each proposal category (Symposium, Workshop, Roundtable, etc.) 1-x which tells 

the SPC that #1 is their top proposal in a specific category.   

Don‘t surprise Sponsors and Endorsers.  Ask them early for their support (like, within 

the first 2 weeks of April or earlier!), providing your proposal and a rationale why you 

think their SS, SIG, etc would be interested in Sponsoring or Endorsing the proposal.  

Particular to Endorsers, each group may have different reasons for being interested so 

think about this and make it personal to each group you ask.  One thing you have no 



control over is where a Sponsor ranks you relative to other proposals they have been 

asked to sponsor – some Sponsors have been asked to Sponsor over 50 proposals in a 

single year and so have to review and rank each one themselves.  All you can do is focus 

on quality and assuring that they understand the significance of your proposal to both 

SOT and their members in particular.  While you should contact them early, don‘t 

worry too much if the Sponsor you are seeking doesn‘t get back to you immediately.  

Each group has a different process (including timing) they use for making these 

determinations, some not even beginning the process until May 1.  Others, though, are 

increasingly asking for proposals to be submitted early so they have a chance to review 

and provide input for improvement prior to the closure of the submission site and the 

submission of the final rankings.   

Finally, Sponsors are asked to add specific comments to each of the proposals they are 

Sponsoring.  Endorsers are not required to enter comments, but often they do.  All of 

these comments are very important to SPC. Sometimes a Sponsor provides comments 

that are seemingly neutral about the proposal, or they provide critical evaluation that 

suggests the proposal is not very strong.  Each SPC member has all comments on all 

proposals when they are reviewing the proposals and these comments are taken 

seriously.  If you hear from SPC that your proposal did not have adequate support from 

the Sponsor, you can bet the comments (or lack thereof) from the Sponsor were a 

factor in that decision. 

Understand that taking some of these tips into account won‘t guarantee acceptance of 

your proposal.  There will always be the unforeseen and intangibles.  For example, 

sometimes the SPC receives multiple competitive proposals for the same or a similar topic 

and then it becomes a selection between those proposals.  But adhering to some of these 

tips can improve your chances.  The submission site will be open soon (before the Annual 

Meeting!) so there‘s no time like the present to get started! 

 

Scientific Program Committee Review of Abstracts – The Good and Not-So-Good  

by Bill Brock, Brock Scientific Consulting, former member of the SPC 

It‘s pretty early to be thinking about your individual abstracts for the 2012 SOT meeting.  
But we thought that since we‘ve been talking about the quality of session proposals, we‘d 
also include a similar assessment of individual abstracts that the SPC reviews in October 
each year.  Below is an article Bill Brock composed for the newsletter in advance of the 
meeting in Salt Lake City when he was a member of the SPC, and many of the same topics 
still apply.   – Leigh Ann 
Each year the Scientific Program Committee (SPC) reviews over 2000 abstracts for poster 

and platform presentations for the Annual Meeting.  Although a rather daunting task, the 

committee has organized this process over the years to make the review manageable.  

However, the committee continues to struggle with the content of some abstracts 

particularly where there are minimal data presented or, as in some cases, the abstract 

appears to be an ―advertisement‖ for a product or service better suited for presentation 

at an exhibitor‘s booth.  In response to feedback provided to us from the membership 



regarding what constitutes an acceptable abstract, we have put together some practical 

concepts as a means to assist in the preparation of your abstracts.  Detailed information 

regarding the submission of abstracts including a FAQ and instructions can be found on 

the SOT website (https://www.toxicology.org/ai/fa/formsapps.asp).  

For abstracts that describe a toxicological finding, it is imperative that the abstract 

identify the compound or compound class.  The SPC recognizes the proprietary nature of 

compounds, but at a minimum the class of compounds needs to be included in the abstract.  

In addition, a brief description of the purpose and methods needs to be described, and 

data provided to support a conclusion.  The SPC receives dozens of abstracts where no 

data are included in the abstract and we struggle with accepting these abstracts.  In 

addition to the issues highlighted above, many of the abstracts submitted contain 

references.  Although this information is important to include in the poster presentation 

or platform discussion, references should not be included in the body of the abstract.  

Finally, when describing your research or assessment, refrain from using phrases such as 

"will be presented‖ or ―will be discussed‖.  For abstracts that describe a policy issue, 

provide a description of that issue and its application to human or environmental health. 

To provide you with additional guidance for preparing an abstract, provided below are the 

top 10 reasons used by the SPC to reject an abstract (shades of David Letterman!).  Please 

keep in mind that the list is only a guide.  When required, the SPC does provide specific 

input to the submitter when the unfortunate circumstance of rejecting a submission 

arises.   

The reasons to reject an abstract below and the following number are reflective of the 

rejections for the most recent SOT Annual Meeting. 

Reason #10  Abstract raises ethical questions that need to be resolved 

Reason #9 Abstract does not identify substance being investigated 

Reason #8  Abstract is one of several emanating from the same study 

Reason #7  Work is fundamentally sound, but relevance to toxicology uncertain 

Reason #6  Experimental design and/or interpretation flawed 

Reason #5  Abstract is poorly written 

Reason #4  Abstract presents a review of published literature 

Reason #3  Abstract reports no new data, interpretations or applications 

Reason #2  Abstract promotes a commercial product 

And the #1 reason for rejecting an abstract:  Abstract describes work in progress with no 

results 

So, as you prepare an abstract for the 2012 Annual Meeting in San Francisco, keep in mind 

the SOT Top 10 List for rejecting an abstract.  Let‘s make the scientific quality of the 

meeting all the better! 
 

 

https://www.toxicology.org/ai/fa/formsapps.asp

