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| am a past chair of CASAC and have served on 10 CASAC review panels.

17 members of the arbitrarily and capriciously disbanded CASAC PM Review Panel submitted a
consensus letter.! Our group has more breadth, depth, and diversity of expertise than this
CASAC, and includes nationally and internationally recognized scientists who are leaders in their
fields. We reiterate 8 major findings and 44 recommendations of our December 10 letter.?2
Since that time, nothing has changed to restore the quality, credibility, and integrity of the
scientific review process or the CASAC itself. We also offer our consensus findings on the Draft
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ISA and of process and scientific deficiencies of CASAC's draft letter. | also submitted individual
comments.3

CASAC'’s draft letter unfairly mischaracterizes the work of the EPA staff. The staff have
prepared a comprehensive, systematic review that follows well-established principles and
operational terminology. The Draft ISA is scientific and policy relevant.

Process

e The high rate of turnover of CASAC, coupled with disbanding of the PM Review Panel
and other deficiencies, is manifesting predictable problems of inexperience and lack of
breadth, depth, and diversity of expertise.

e CASAC should read and follow the Integrated Review Plan.*

e The ISA should include a holistic review of policy-relevant studies,” not arbitrary rules
for throwing out studies.

e EPA should follow four decades of precedent to augment CASAC with the experts it
needs, consistent with its charter.® It should reinstate the CASAC PM Review Panel. It
should not engage in ad hoc and post hoc approaches to cherry-picking experts.

CASAC

e CASAC claims that the ISA and its key references are unscientific. This is wrong.

e CASAC members: your name and reputation go with this letter.

e lack of needed expertise, coupled with motivational biases, undermine the credibility of
CASAC advice on causal determination and many other issues.

e Robust expert judgment requires conditioning based on breadth, depth, and diversity of
scientific expertise. This is lacking from the CASAC. The CASAC PM Review Panel meets
this critical need.

e CASAC should not engage further in this review until it is augmented with the reinstated
CASAC PM Review Panel.
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