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| am a past chair of the CASAC and chaired the CASAC Ozone Review Panel from
2012 to 2014.1:234.56

EPA Administrators Pruitt and Wheeler imposed changes to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) scientific review process that were arbitrary, capricious,
and harmful to its integrity, quality, and credibility. Members of the prior CASAC Ozone
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Review Panel identified and evaluated these changes in detailed letters to CASAC.”8 |
have submitted numerous individual comments to CASAC.%10.11.12,13

1. The current CASAC lacks breadth, depth, and diversity of expertise, experience,
and perspectives. For example, CASAC lacks expertise in epidemiology,
exposure assessment, impacts on plants, and climate impacts. Furthermore,
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CASAC lacked diversity of expertise in key areas, such as controlled human

studies, for which there was only one expert.

CASAC included only two research scientists.

3. Ina 2015 Wall Street Journal op ed, Dr. Cox, who chaired CASAC in this review,
stated that it is “cynical” to “use” “asthma patients to promote a pro-regulation
political agenda.”* Thus, Dr. Cox has the appearance of lack of impartiality.

4. CASAC members were appointed under a Pruitt policy that has been vacated by
a Federal court. Leading research scientists, some of whom were recipients of
EPA scientific grants, were kicked off in favor of persons with views friendly to
the political goals of the current administration. All seven members of CASAC
were replaced in one year. The new members were appointed primarily based
on geographic location and government affiliation, rather than scientific expertise.

5. Several documents were redacted from the review process, including second
drafts of science and policy assessments, and multiple risk and exposure
assessment documents. This undermined the ability of the review to be thorough
and accurate, and reduced opportunity for public comment.

6. There should have been closure on the Integrated Science Assessment before
release of the first draft of the Policy Assessment

7. CASAC was deprived of an Ozone Review Panel. For four decades, CASAC
was augmented with review panels averaging 15 additional experts. Mr. Wheeler
issued a decision not to form an Ozone Review Panel three months after
nominations were solicited for such a panel. He speciously claimed this was
done to “streamline” the process. These panels worked with CASAC on the

N
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same schedule as CASAC, and did not slow the process. | know, because I've
served on 10 SUCh panels.15’16’17'18'19’20’21'22'23’24’25

8. The later formation of an Ad Hoc Pool of Consultants, several of whom are part
of a small network of consultants for the same regulated industries, did not
provide CASAC with the needed ozone expertise. The pool was not allowed to
deliberate with CASAC. The pool was only allowed to answer written questions
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from CASAC members, not the EPA charge questions. Responses were cherry-
picked.

9. CASAC applied a risk-seeking requirement for burden of proof based on near
scientific certainty. However, such a risk attitude is not consistent with the Clean
Air Act.

10.These deficiencies are reflected in EPA’s proposed rule.

Controlled human studies are typically the key foundation of the evidence-based
approach of the Policy Assessment. Yet, such studies cannot be done on many
at-risk subpopulations, e.g., severely asthmatic subjects, for ethical reasons.
Thus, there is absence of direct evidence for many at-risk groups. This does not
mean that CASAC may ignore such groups.

CASAC acknowledges in its consensus statements that asthma has important
features beyond airflow limitation, key features of asthma pathophysiology can
be affected by exposure to ozone, and the evidence- and risk-based approaches
are based almost exclusively on healthy adults. Why, therefore, did CASAC
conclude that the current primary standard is adequate, when the direct scientific
evidence does not address at-risk populations?

CASAC failed to advise the Administrator that levels lower than the current
standard would provide additional margin of safety, particularly for at-risk
populations.

In the last review, there were multiple experts for effects on plants, but there were none
in this review. The salient flora-related end points for the secondary standard are foliar
injury, relative biomass loss, and crop yield loss. Furthermore, there were no CASAC
experts regarding the effect of ozone on radiative forcing related to climate change. In
2019, the Court of Appeals remanded the secondary standard to EPA for further
explanation. This CASAC lacks credibility to provide input on this matter.

The courts should not defer to this CASAC as a valid source of expert advice.
EPA should start over with a credible review process and a properly constituted
CASAC.



