Message

From: Hewitt, James [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=41B19DD598D340BB8032923D902D4BD1-HEWITT, JAM]

Sent: 8/9/2018 8:38:29 PM

To: Cook, Sara [CookS@cbsnews.com]; Daguillard, Robert [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=bbe9682h940c4f2c90732e4d37355dd4-Daguillard,]; Press
[/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b293283291dc44e0b5d1c36be9281d8a-Press]

Subject: RE: CBS News inquiry on SF Appeals Court decision on Chlorpyrifos

Attachments: USDA requests another SAP for HHRA for chlorpyrifos.pdf

“EPA is reviewing the decision. The Columbia Center’s data underlying
the Court’s assumptions remains inaccessible and has hindered the
Agency’s ongoing process to fully evaluate the pesticide using the best
available, transparent science.” — EPA Spokesperson Michael Abboud

On background:

The Columbia Center study has been widely-used as support for a ban, despite divergent
scientific views among EPA scientific review panels and the Obama Administration’s USDA
questioning the study and its data:

« 2016 EPA Scientific Advisory Panel: “Some Panel members thought the quality of the
CCCEH data is hard to assess when raw analytical data have not been made available, and
the study has not been reproduced.”

« 2017 Obama Administration USDA letter: “USDA has grave concerns that ambiguous
response data from a single, inconclusive study are being combined with a mere guess as o
dose levels, and the result is being used to underpin a regulatory decision ...”

EPA LINK: httos://www. epa.sov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/chlorpyrifos-epas-seven-
ear-guest-columbias-raw-data
USDA letter attached.

From: Cook, Sara [mailto:CookS@cbsnews.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 9, 2018 4:36 PM

To: Daguillard, Robert <Daguillard.Robert@epa.gov>; Press <Press@epa.gov>
Subject: CBS News inquiry on SF Appeals Court decision on Chlorpyrifos

Good afternoon,
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My name is Sara Cook and I’'m an Associate Producer with CBS News. Does the EPA have a statement on the San
Francisco federal appeals court decision saying the EPA violated the law and ordering the removal of chlorpyrifos from
sale in the US within 60 days?

Thank you,

Sara

Sara Cook
White House Associate Producer
CBS News — Washington Bureau

w Ex.6

CookS@chsnows,com

o/ faonews.com/e87ad38beldedaSBbOTTR286404eeR26

WASHINGTON (AP) — A federal appeals court ruled Thursday that the Trump administration
endangered public health by keeping the widely used pesticide chlorpyrifos (clor-PEER-i-fos) on the
market despite extensive scientific evidence that even tiny levels of exposure can harm babies’ brains.

The 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco ordered the Environmental Protection Agency
to remove chlorpyrifos from sale in the United States within 60 days.

A coalition of farmworkers and environmental groups sued last year after then-EPA chief Scott Pruitt
reversed an Obama-era effort to ban chlorpyrifos, which is widely sprayed on citrus fruits, apples and
other crops. The attorneys general for several states joined the case against EPA, including California,
New York and Massachusetts.

In a split decision, the court said Thursday that Pruitt, a Republican forced to resign earlier this
summer amid ethics scandals, violated federal law by ignoring the conclusions of agency scientists
that chlorpyrifos is harmful.
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“The panel held that there was no justification for the EPA’s decision in its 2017 order to maintain a
tolerance for chlorpyrifos in the face of scientific evidence that its residue on food causes
neurodevelopmental damage to children,” Appeals Court Judge Jed S. Rakoff wrote in the majority’s
opinion.

EPA spokesman Michael Abboud said the agency was reviewing the decision. It could appeal the
ruling to the Supreme Court.

Environmental groups and public health advocates hailed the court’s action as a major victory.

“Some things are too sacred to play politics with, and our kids top the list,” said Erik Olson, senior
director of health and food at the Natural Resources Defense Council. “The court has made it clear
that children’s health must come before powerful polluters. This is a victory for parents everywhere
who want to feed their kids fruits and veggies without fear it’s harming their brains or poisoning
communities.”

Chlorpyrifos was created by Dow Chemical Co. in the 1960s. It remains among the most widely used
agricultural pesticides in the United States, with the chemical giant selling about 5 million pounds
domestically each year through its subsidiary Dow AgroSciences.

Dow did not immediately respond to an email seeking comment. In past statements, the company has
contended the chemical helps American farmers feed the world “with full respect for human health
and the environment.”

Chlorpyrifos belongs to a family of organophosphate pesticides that are chemically similar to a
chemical warfare agent developed by Nazi Germany before World War II.

As a result of its wide use as a pesticide over the past four decades, traces of chlorpyrifos are
commonly found in sources of drinking water. A 2012 study at the University of California at Berkeley
found that 87 percent of umbilical-cord blood samples tested from newborn babies contained
detectable levels of the pesticide.

Under pressure from federal regulators, Dow voluntarily withdrew chlorpyrifos for use as a home
insecticide in 2000. EPA also placed “no-spray” buffer zones around sensitive sites, such as schools,
in 2012.

In October 2015, the Obama administration proposed banning the pesticide’s use on food. Pruitt

reversed that effort in March 2017, adopting Dow’s position that the science showing chlorpyrifos is
harmful was inconclusive and tflawed.
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