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                    P R O C E E D I N G S 1 

                    -    -    -    -    - 2 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Welcome to the spring PPDC 3 

  meeting.  Before I go any further and talk about what 4 

  we’re going to be doing, I’d like to turn it over to Jim 5 

  Jones.  I think most people know him.  He’s been here for 6 

  not quite as long as I have, but a long, long time.  I 7 

  know he’s been busy on the Toxics side of things, so we’re 8 

  happy to have him here. 9 

            So, Jim, take it away. 10 

            MR. JONES:  Thanks, Jack.  It’s always good to 11 

  be with this group.  But yes, set your Google alert to 12 

  toxic reform today.  There might be some interesting 13 

  stuff happening there.  That’s where I’m going to have to 14 

  run off to at 9:30 to work on some issues in that space. 15 

            So, welcome, everybody.  It’s good to see all 16 

  of you.  I was thinking as I was coming in this morning 17 

  that I’m beginning the last six or seven months of my 18 

  tenure here and working on these issues.  I was thinking 19 

  about the PPDC and its history.  I think it’s probably 20 

  about 20 years old, thereabouts, maybe a little older 21 

  than that.  22 
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            I was a branch chief in Registration when it 1 

  started under Dan Barollo’s tenure.  I thought 2 

  he was ahead of his time in that respect.  It was the 3 

  best practice he brought from New York State, and I think 4 

  this is the kind of advisory FACA that has served this 5 

  organization really well for 20 years. 6 

            Over that period of time, we’ve had a lot of 7 

  assistant administrators.  They’ve come and gone, various 8 

  stripes, Republicans and Democrats.  We’ve had a series of 9 

  office directors, some really good, some not so good, 10 

  come and gone.  I’ll talk about myself in the not-so-good 11 

  category.  Hundreds of hard-working, dedicated employees 12 

  who have worked in this office.  I’ve been really 13 

  fortunate to have been a part of it at multiple different 14 

  aspects of this program for many years. 15 

            I will say the one consistent thing that has, 16 

  in my experience working in and with this program over 17 

  that period of time, and I’m sure it was before then, and 18 

  I’m sure it’s going to be after then, is the degree to 19 

  which hard-working individuals at all levels of the 20 

  organization are doing their best to do their jobs to 21 

  protect public health in the environment and make smart22 
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  decisions for the United States as it relates to 1 

  pesticide use.   2 

            That theme has run consistently, no matter who 3 

  the president is, who the administrator is, who the 4 

  assistant administrator is, who the office director is.  5 

  It’s basically sort of the core of the program.  Making 6 

  decisions in this space inevitably comes back to science.  7 

  There’s just no way to make decisions without embracing 8 

  the science.   9 

            Our understanding of chemicals has changed 10 

  pretty significantly over that period of time.  This 11 

  program has always embraced it and has always put that as 12 

  a forefront of decisionmaking.  I just say that because I 13 

  hear a lot in the world out there of just how political 14 

  we are.   15 

            I’m sure you’re not going to believe the only 16 

  political appointee in the room, but I’ve been here for a 17 

  long time.  I’ve worked with a lot of people.  What I’ve 18 

  experienced in that period of time is a consistent 19 

  embracing of sound science to make really important 20 

  decisions.  Like I said, I’ve seen it play out through 21 

  administrations of every stripe, different personalities,22 



 5 

  and I’m pretty confident that that embracing is going to 1 

  be here long after I am, and this leadership team is. 2 

            The other reason I mentioned that is I think 3 

  it’s important to acknowledge that although it’s an 4 

  extraordinarily hard-working and dedicated group of 5 

  people, sometimes we make some mistakes.  Sometimes those 6 

  mistakes nobody ever notices at all -- most of the time 7 

  that’s the case -- and sometimes they’re glaring in their 8 

  nature.  It’s not necessarily because of a mistake, per 9 

  se, but it’s about what the mistake involves.   10 

            I’m referring now to the inadvertent release of 11 

  some documents a couple of weeks ago.  Ultimately, 12 

  there’s all kinds of investigations going on around it.  13 

  I’m hear to tell you they were the mistakes of some hard- 14 

  working individuals who thought they were supposed to be 15 

  posting something that they were not supposed to be 16 

  posting.  There was no conspiracy around it.  It was an 17 

  honest mistake by some honest individuals.  The reason 18 

  why the documents shouldn’t have been posted is because 19 

  we weren’t done yet. 20 

            But I recognize why that can easily be thought 21 

  of -- the context around the mistake can be easily22 
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  construed into being somebody got their finger on the 1 

  scale, or that there’s some other nefarious motivation 2 

  behind it.  Time will tell, as there are enough 3 

  independent entities, not just us looking into it, 4 

  looking at what happened.  I’m confident that when 5 

  they’re done with their evaluation, they will see it is 6 

  what I’m describing to you today.  I thought that was 7 

  just important to sort of put that out there, because I’m 8 

  sure it’s on the minds of many people in this room.  9 

            Again, one of the themes that I routinely speak 10 

  to at this meeting over the many years I’ve had an 11 

  opportunity to is how critically important it is to have 12 

  an open government.  But I recognize how hard it is to 13 

  participate in an open government, especially in an issue 14 

  as complicated as these issues are.  They’re not really 15 

  amenable to hearing about something for 10 minutes and 16 

  being able to figure out what the solution is.   17 

            I say that in recognition to the incredible 18 

  amount of time and energy all of you put into 19 

  participating what is an open government forum.  It isn’t 20 

  just the day and a half that you’re here today and 21 

  tomorrow; it’s all of the time in between these meetings22 
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  that you spend trying to stay on top of the issues that 1 

  are most important to the healthy functioning of a 2 

  pesticide regulatory program.   3 

            I recognize how labor intensive that is for 4 

  each and every one of you.  I just want to thank you 5 

  because you can’t have a participatory government without 6 

  individuals like yourselves who are willing to roll up 7 

  your sleeves and really dig into very, very complicated 8 

  issues to give us your best advice. 9 

            So, thank you for all that you have done and 10 

  all that you are going to do.  As usual, the pesticide 11 

  program has got an incredibly relevant agenda, some of 12 

  the really challenging issues that wouldn’t just resonate 13 

  around a room like this, people who are really inside the 14 

  issues, but would be relevant to anybody who reads the 15 

  newspapers in the United States.  That’s often the way 16 

  the issues that we deal with are.  17 

            So, again, thanks very much.  Sorry, but I will 18 

  have to leave around 9:30, but thanks, Jack. 19 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  All right, thanks, Jim.   20 

            So, we’ve taken the advice of the PPDC, and 21 

  we’ve kind of made some changes to the agenda.  The first22 
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  one is that we sent out some updates early on, I think 1 

  last week, and they’re in the packets.  There’s three 2 

  updates, School IPM, WPS Implementation, and Cumulative 3 

  Risk Assessment.  So, you have those.  We’ve allotted 4 

  some time to discuss those if there are questions, but we 5 

  didn’t want to make formal presentations on them.  We 6 

  wanted to give you information in advance. 7 

            We also have fewer topics, so there’s more time 8 

  for discussion.  As you go down the agenda, I think 9 

  you’ll see some of the topics that will probably create a 10 

  lot of discussion, pollinators, ESA, chlorpyrifos, which 11 

  seems to get a lot of attention, incidents, resistance 12 

  management, international activities.  These were all 13 

  suggestions made at the last PPDC that people wanted to 14 

  hear more about or suggestions that we’ve received 15 

  through e-mails and so on.   16 

            And, of course, Zika, which you read about 17 

  every day.  Zika is coming to the mainland soon, so Marty 18 

  is going to talk about that.  We’ve put in a lot of time 19 

  and effort on Zika, as have a lot of other federal 20 

  agencies.  We’ll bring you up to speed on our part of it. 21 

            We have a new audio system, so you’re going to22 
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  have to share.  There’s one for every two people.  I 1 

  don’t want any fights.  I guess we can have up to six 2 

  people talk at one time.  I have a button.  If I don’t 3 

  like what you’re saying, I can just cut you off.  I think 4 

  I may use that.  So, turn up your tent cards when you 5 

  want to be called on.  We also have a teleconference line 6 

  that is on global mute.  So, we will control the muting 7 

  and unmuting.  So, don’t unmute your phone unless we ask 8 

  you to. 9 

            There’s a public comment session at the 10 

  conclusion of each day.  You can sign up to speak.  11 

  Public comments should be limited to two or three minutes 12 

  each.  Sign up at the registration table. 13 

            Let’s start with the introductions.  Oh, no, 14 

  not yet.  15 

            So, since the last PPDC where we announced that 16 

  Bill Jordan was leaving, there’s been -- and Bill is here 17 

  today.  I thought he was leaving, but he seems to keep 18 

  coming back.  So, with Bill’s absence, Rick Keigwin was 19 

  promoted to Bill’s old spot, the deputy office director.  20 

  Replacing Rick in PRD is Yu-Ting Guilaran.  Replacing Yu- 21 

  Ting in BEAD is acting Winnie Miller.  Don22 
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  Brady left.   1 

            I’m not sure why everybody is leaving once I 2 

  become office director, but it seems to be a trend.  Don 3 

  Brady retired.  He had 42 years in, so he thought it was 4 

  time to leave.  We’re rotating the deputies.  Anita Pease 5 

  is currently acting EFED director.  Jim Coles will be 6 

  after Anita’s four-month stint.  Also, Marty Monell has 7 

  told us that she is retiring.  That will happen at the 8 

  end of June.  Susan Lewis, RD Director, has announced her 9 

  retirement.   10 

            Since the last PPDC, we’ve brought in Delores 11 

  Barber from Department of Homeland Security to 12 

  head up ITRMD.  The only other one I think is Michael 13 

  Hardy has accepted a promotional detail in OECA, so 14 

  he’ll be leaving -- oh, OARM, sorry.  So, he’ll be 15 

  leaving for a year.  Maybe it’s time to go.  So, that’s 16 

  that. 17 

            Since the last PPDC, I just wanted to talk a 18 

  little bit about some of the highlights that OPP has had.  19 

  These aren’t all of our accomplishments.  In terms of new 20 

  AIs registered, RD has two new import tolerance decisions 21 

  and three proposed decisions on new AIs, halauxifen, 22 
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  dicamba and yesterday, sulfoxiflor. 1 

  BPPD has registered eight new biologicals; they’ve denied 2 

  three.  AD has registered two new AIs.  One is partial 3 

  ETO, ethylene oxide replacement, which is good 4 

  news.  So, we’ve got 12 decisions so far, and more to 5 

  come. 6 

            In terms of registration review, PRD has opened 7 

  33 dockets and issued 14 draft risk assessments.  AD one 8 

  docket, one draft risk assessment; BPPD six dockets and 9 

  no risk assessments.  So, we’re making good progress on 10 

  registration review as well. 11 

            Like I said, Zika has consumed a lot of our 12 

  time.  We’ve issued a couple section 18s.  One involved 13 

  the bait station, involving low-hazard pesticidal 14 

  ingredient.  Another to treat bed nets with an 15 

  insecticide.  We’ve got a couple more requests pending.  16 

  We’ve also fast tracked 75 amendments and 15 17 

  chemistry amendments that will help provide available 18 

  product to meet the demand over the summer for Zika. 19 

            WPS rule, we talked about it last PPDC.  But, 20 

  since then, it actually issued on November 2nd.  It is 21 

  effective on January 2nd, 2017.  We’ve also issued crop22 
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  grouping number 4 that expands and sets, creates new crop 1 

  groups, including leafy crops, brassicas, and some 2 

  tropicals and subtropicals.   3 

            We had an SAP meeting in April on chlorpyrifos.  4 

  We’ll be talking about chlorpyrifos a little later on the 5 

  agenda.  You’ll hear about today’s new PRNs, pesticide 6 

  regulation notices, for resistance management that we’re 7 

  getting ready to issue. 8 

            We also reached an agreement with the 9 

  registrants of BT Corn, measures that are designed to not 10 

  eliminate but delay resistance to the corn rootworm. 11 

  We released biological opinions in April.  In 12 

  December, we put on the internet 12,000 or so pages that 13 

  backed up those assessments.  But those are the first 14 

  three in a pilot of five coming out of the National 15 

  Academy recommendations on how to proceed on ESA. 16 

            Pollinators, we released the imidacloprid draft 17 

  risk assessment in January.  I’ve already gone over the 18 

  personnel changes.  So, just a few of the highlights.  19 

            So, why don’t we start with the introductions 20 

  of everyone.  I’m Jack Housenger.  I’m Director of the 21 

  Office of Pesticide Programs.22 
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            MR. KEIGWIN:  Rick Keigwin, Deputy Director for 1 

  Programs, Office of Pesticide Programs. 2 

            MS. BURD:  Lori Ann Burd, Center for Biological 3 

  Diversity. 4 

            MR. BUHLER:  Wayne Buhler from North Carolina 5 

  State University, representing the American Association 6 

  of Pesticide Safety Educators. 7 

            MS. CLEVELAND:  Cheryl Cleveland, BASF. 8 

            MR. LAME:  Marc Lame, Indiana University School 9 

  of Public Environmental Affairs, representing the 10 

  National Environmental Health Association. 11 

            MR. WHITE:  Mike White, Council of Producers 12 

  and Distributors of Agrotechnology. 13 

            MS. RUIZ:  Virginia Ruiz, Farmworker Justice. 14 

            MR. KUNKEL:  Dan Kunkel, Associate Director, 15 

  IR-4 Program. 16 

            MR. SANCHEZ:  Valentin Sanchez, Oregon Law 17 

  Center. 18 

            MR. GRAGG:  Richard Gragg, Florida A&M 19 

  University School of the Environment. 20 

            MS. D’AMATO:  I’m Annie D’Amato, representing 21 

  Beyond Pesticides.22 
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            MR. WHITTINGTON:  Andy Whittington, Mississippi 1 

  Farm Bureau Federation for American Farm Bureau 2 

  Federation. 3 

            MR. McLAURIN:  My name is Allen McLaurin, 4 

  representing the National Cotton Council, and also a 5 

  cotton producer from North Carolina. 6 

            MR. DELANEY:  Tom Delaney, Georgia Urban Ag 7 

  Council, which is the lawn and landscaping side of 8 

  industry. 9 

            MS. SELVAGGIO:  Sharon Selvaggio, Northwest 10 

  Center for Alternatives to Pesticides. 11 

            MS. BISHOP:  Pat Bishop, People for the Ethical 12 

  Treatment of Animals. 13 

            MR. TAYLOR:  Donnie Taylor, Agricultural 14 

  Retailers Association here in Washington, D.C. 15 

            MS. WILSON:  Nina Wilson, representing the 16 

  Biopesticide Industry Alliance. 17 

            MR. HOUTMAN:  Bruce Houtman, Dow Agrosciences. 18 

            MS. LUDWIG:  Gabrielle Ludwig, Almond Board of 19 

  California. 20 

            MR. ROSENBERG:  Bob Rosenberg, National Pest 21 

  Management Association.22 
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            MR. JACKAI:  Louis Jackai, North Carolina A&T 1 

  State University. 2 

            MS. GILDEN:  Robyn Gilden, University of 3 

  Maryland School of Nursing, representing the Alliance of 4 

  Nurses for Healthy Environments. 5 

            MR. COY:  Steven Coy, representing the American 6 

  Honey Producers Association. 7 

            MS. LIEBMAN:  Hi, Amy Liebman from the Migrant 8 

  Clinicians Network. 9 

            MR. McALLISTER:  Ray McAllister with CropLife 10 

  America. 11 

            MS. CODE:  Aimee Code with the Xerces Society 12 

  for Invertebrate Conservation. 13 

            MR. ROGERS:  Jeff Rogers, Virginia Department 14 

  of Agriculture, representing the Association of American 15 

  Pest Control Officials. 16 

            MS. PALMER:  Cynthia Palmer, American Bird 17 

  Conservancy. 18 

            MS. STUDLIEN:  Susan Studlien.  I work in 19 

  Region 1 of EPA up in Boston.  My region is serving a 20 

  coordinator function between our headquarters office here 21 

  in Washington and the 10 EPA regions.22 
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            MS. KUNICKIS:  I’m Sheryl Kunickis.  I’m the 1 

  Director at the USDA Office of Pest Management Policy. 2 

            MR. JONES:  I’m Jim Jones, Assistant 3 

  Administrator for Chemical Safety and Pollution 4 

  Prevention at EPA. 5 

            MS. MONELL:  Marty Monell, Deputy Director, 6 

  OPP. 7 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Okay.  So, our first agenda 8 

  item is the topic updates.  We have various people within 9 

  -- oh, I’m sorry, the phone.  I guess we have to unmute 10 

  them to hear them.  For the members on the phone?  Thank 11 

  you, Marty.  I don’t know what I’m going to do without 12 

  Marty. 13 

            MS. MONNEL:  Get a maid. 14 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  You can tell she’s a short- 15 

  timer. 16 

            No members on the phone? 17 

            MR. GJEVRE:  This is Eric Gjevre, Coeur d'Alene Tribe, 18 

  representing the Tribal Pesticide Program Council. 19 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  All right, thank you. 20 

            Now onto topic updates.  I guess we’ll just open 21 

  it up for questions, since these were provided in written22 
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  form.  So, maybe we can have the relevant people from our 1 

  organization up here to answer questions. 2 

            Marc 3 

            MARC:  Thanks, Jack.  Of course, I want to talk 4 

  about the school integrated pest management.  I do have a 5 

  question on that.  I want to recognize, or acknowledge, 6 

  that over almost 20 years, there’s been tremendous 7 

  progress.  It’s been slow, but tremendous progress on 8 

  this.  So, I’m gratified.  As a parent and as a taxpayer, 9 

  I’m gratified.  I do believe that the Agency has pretty 10 

  well, at least out of headquarters, developed a good 11 

  diffusion process, which I hope they continue. 12 

            My question goes to the coordination, or my 13 

  concern of the lack of coordination, with the regions, 14 

  realizing that this is a really difficult situation, you 15 

  know, trying to coordinate with the regions and that kind 16 

  of thing. 17 

            So, as a university administrative coordinating 18 

  facility it’s like herding cats, and I suspect you have the 19 

  same problem with regions.  But I do feel that if -- I 20 

  won’t say anything about the northeast, but I do think 21 

  that if you want to reach your goal, which I think is22 
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  entirely achievable, that there probably does need to be 1 

  an increase in coordination with the regions.  I’d like 2 

  to know what plans there are for that.  So, Bob? 3 

            MR. McNALLY:  Thanks, Marc  Bob McNally, the  4 

  Director of the Biopesticide Division.  Susan can elaborate 5 

  on this.  School IPM is still one of the regional 6 

  priorities this year.  So, we essentially have a person 7 

  in each region who spends part of their time helping to 8 

  disseminate information on school IPM.   9 

            Obviously, the regions have been under pressure 10 

  with resource cutbacks, so they’re balancing a bunch of 11 

  initiatives, including school IPM.  So, the Center of 12 

  Expertise in Dallas and Frank’s staff here in D.C. work 13 

  on a pretty consistent basis with the regions to try to 14 

  disseminate information on school IPM, try to implement 15 

  what we call a wholesale approach to school IPM, which is 16 

  not necessarily going out to every school, but maybe 17 

  going to meetings of school administrators in Boston, 18 

  let’s say, or in Massachusetts, or working with the PTA 19 

  groups out there.  So, that’s the intent; that’s the 20 

  plan. 21 

            I don’t know, Susan, if you want to elaborate22 
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  on some of your own experiences in New England. 1 

            SUSAN:  Well, first of all, I want to commend 2 

  Bob and his group.  The Center of Expertise, they have 3 

  been outstanding at providing monthly updates to all of 4 

  the regions.  We post those on a Share Point site for 5 

  everyone to see.   6 

            I think what the regions have done is pretty 7 

  much what Bob has indicated in terms of trying to -- and 8 

  this is certainly true in my region -- trying to meet 9 

  with large groups as opposed to individual schools or 10 

  sites, and to get the word out that way.  We’ve done that 11 

  with respect to the roundtable that’s going to be held 12 

  next week here in Washington.   13 

            So, I think, actually, the current approach to 14 

  regional work has been really quite good.  I think the 15 

  Center is very, very active.  They have produced lots of 16 

  valuable products in terms of outreach that is currently 17 

  being used by all of the regions.  Is that helpful? 18 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Robin, is your question on 19 

  school IPM? 20 

            ROBYN:  I’d just like to echo Marc’s 21 

  congratulations on all the hard work that EPA has done22 
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  and the work group has done.  I had two questions.  I see 1 

  a lot of nursing collaboration, so I’m very happy about 2 

  that.  I just wanted to ask how the prior nursing 3 

  conference interaction has gone.   4 

            Also, I noticed Dea had sent out an 5 

  e-mail with some logistic information, and she also had 6 

  sent some recommendations of topics for work groups that 7 

  would be discussed here.  I see a formation of the public 8 

  health subcommittee, but I know that several of us have 9 

  been interested in forming an official subcommittee on 10 

  IPM, but I didn’t see that make the list.  So, if you 11 

  could comment on that, please? 12 

            BOB:  Thank you, Robyn.  Frank probably could 13 

  talk a little bit more about the individual interactions 14 

  with the nurses.  I will say this, that we’ve worked with 15 

  them for the last two or three years, and they’ve been 16 

  among the more forceful spokespeople for the importance 17 

  of the school IPM approach.  So, we really applaud their 18 

  interactions and appreciate their help. 19 

            Frank, maybe some of the day to day stuff you 20 

  could cover. 21 

            FRANK:  Yes, we’ve had, I think, an ongoing and22 
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  productive relationship with the National Association of 1 

  School Nurses over the years.  I think, Robyn, you’ve 2 

  helped introduce us to some other nursing groups.  As we 3 

  led up to this roundtable, we’ve had discussions with 4 

  other organizations that we’re just becoming familiar 5 

  with.   6 

            Bob and I had a conference call recently with 7 

  the State Nurses Association, the organizations of nurse 8 

  consultants who work at the state level on nursing 9 

  issues, not just in the schools but across the board, and 10 

  recruiting them for the roundtable.   11 

            That was an organization that we had not had 12 

  familiarity with.  Actually, one of our regional school 13 

  IPM coordinators tipped us off to this group and made 14 

  introductions on our behalf.  So, as we go down the road 15 

  of the roundtable that we’re having next week, I think 16 

  our network is growing, and we’re having, I guess, 17 

  increased interaction within the nursing community as a 18 

  whole.  I think it’s been very productive. 19 

            BOB:  Your second question, I think maybe 20 

  there’s time in the agenda later.  I think your question 21 

  is, should there be an IPM PPDC work group.  I think22 
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  we’ve heard that suggestion.  I think the management is 1 

  considering the ways to handle those kind of new work 2 

  groups. 3 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Virginia? 4 

            VIRGINIA:  Good morning.  My question is 5 

  similar to Marc’s around the issue of the worker 6 

  protection standard.  I want to thank OPP’s headquarter’s 7 

  staff for meeting with stakeholders.  I just wanted to 8 

  ask about that sort of outreach at the regional levels on 9 

  the update.   10 

            There is a lot of information about training 11 

  for regional regulatory partners, but I would like to 12 

  hear a little bit more about communication with other 13 

  stakeholders, in particular, farmworker organizations at 14 

  the regional level and perhaps more information about how 15 

  people on the ground can pursue more communication or 16 

  make those contacts with the region. 17 

            MR. KEANEY:  Well, as you can see by one 18 

  of the things that was distributed to you, my staff, 19 

  really small staff, is pretty aggressively involved in 20 

  outreach and communication and on a number of levels.  It 21 

  did make sense to begin with the state regulatory folks22 



 23 

  and the regional folks so they could fully understand 1 

  what the changes entailed and how they could deal with 2 

  the work that’s coming their way. 3 

            But we have been pretty aggressively soliciting 4 

  folks that are interested in getting webinars or getting 5 

  walkthroughs on Power Points as to what’s entailed in the 6 

  worker protection regulation, and what the implications 7 

  are for those that are service providers or training 8 

  materials, developers, and so forth.   9 

            So, we have a number of grants, multi-year 10 

  grants that we are going to be using to help us develop 11 

  the necessary changes to training materials and to build 12 

  sort of the suite of materials that would be necessary 13 

  for the state regulators and the folks in which the basic 14 

  burden falls, that’s the agricultural producers.   15 

            So, we are going to develop an updated “how to 16 

  comply” manual, a very useful guide for inspectors, and 17 

  work with NGOs through some of our cooperative agreements 18 

  to update the basic suite of training materials that will 19 

  be necessary.  That’s ongoing. 20 

            There’s a phased in limitation period which is 21 

  going to be fairly intense, us doing work to meet the22 
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  various deadlines we have.  But as long as this branch 1 

  exists, we’ll be involved in outreach and communication 2 

  with the regions, and the states, and the NGOs, or any 3 

  other stakeholder group. 4 

            VIRGINIA:  Just to follow up.  The regions themselves, 5 

  can you tell me a little bit more about is there 6 

  personnel or staff at some of the regions or all of the 7 

  regions? 8 

            MR. KEANEY:  There’s a regional 9 

  coordinator in each region, work protection focused or 10 

  applicator/certification focused.  Many times the same 11 

  person. 12 

            VIRGINIA:  Thank you. 13 

            MR. KEANEY:  Same people. 14 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Annie. 15 

            ANNIE:  Yes.  I’m just jumping back to school 16 

  IPM.  A comment and a question.  One, I just wanted to 17 

  say, you know, we support IPM as a decision making 18 

  process, but just wanted to reiterate that the best IPM 19 

  plans are those that really eliminate toxic inputs.  20 

  We’ve seen a lot of success in our work using products 21 

  just on the 25B list, as well as those approved in22 
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  organics.  So, we really feel that IPM programs don’t 1 

  need chemical inputs to be successful. 2 

            I also had a question on your gold star 3 

  schools.  We’re just wondering if you have any data on 4 

  the schools getting gold stars, as far as like how many 5 

  there are out of how many schools, and what exactly 6 

  constitutes gold star status under your program? 7 

            FRANK:  I just want to ask a 8 

  clarifying question.  Are you talking about IPM star 9 

  certification that the IPM Institute provides for 10 

  schools? 11 

            ANNIE:  Yes. 12 

            FRANK:  I don’t have the 13 

  statistics.  That’s a program that’s run by the IPM 14 

  Institute.  It’s one of the programs that’s out there to 15 

  certify schools that have fairly robust IPM programs out 16 

  there.  I think their web site has pretty comprehensive 17 

  information up to date on an array of schools that have 18 

  gotten certified through their program.  But it’s one 19 

  that we don’t actively work with them on that program. 20 

            BOB:  To elaborate on that, if 21 

  you look on the handout, we are instituting our own22 



 26 

  program for recognizing -- an awards program that will 1 

  kick off later in the year.  So, I’m not sure if you’re 2 

  confusing the two, but Tom Green’s effort is separate and 3 

  apart from EPA activities.  We plan to have a program of 4 

  our own that would commence in the next year or so to 5 

  recognize schools at various levels of accomplishment. 6 

            ANNIE:  Okay, great.  Well, I’ll follow that 7 

  closely, then. 8 

            MR. KEANEY:  I’d like to make another 9 

  point about the worker protection.  As I mentioned, we do 10 

  have grantees that we’re working with.  One of the 11 

  grantees is cited in University of California-Davis.  12 

  They are going to be establishing a fairly elaborate 13 

  repository for training materials as we develop them.  14 

  So, they’ll have an online site where people can have 15 

  access to the various training materials for their own,  16 

  use.   17 

            We are building a fairly robust version of our 18 

  web site in which we’ll have interpretive guidance 19 

  materials, Q&A materials, and any number of fact sheets 20 

  posted relative to the changed regulation. 21 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Ray.22 
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            RAY:  I have a series of questions about the 1 

  school IPM programs.  The handout here mentions the 2 

  $500,000 for grants.  Are those funds coming from the 3 

  PRIA set-aside? 4 

            FRANK:  No, these were not PRIA- 5 

  related grants. 6 

            RAY:  They’re separate from that? 7 

            FRANK:  Yes. 8 

            RAY:  Apart from those grants, what’s the total 9 

  budget of EPA for the school IPM program, given the FTEs  10 

  and partial FTEs, among the -- 11 

            BOB:  Well, the FTE part, that’s 12 

  essentially, Ray, the program in terms of the funding.  13 

  We have about four FTEs that are Center of Expertise in 14 

  Dallas who are doing school IPM, and Frank, part of his 15 

  time as the branch chief managing that branch.  That’s 16 

  essentially it.  As I mentioned to Susan, there is a 17 

  staff person in each region who devotes some of his or 18 

  her time to school IPM. 19 

            RAY:  What’s that total amount among the 20 

  regions? 21 

            BOB:  Well, I think there’s one22 
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  FTE per region. 1 

            SUSAN:  There is.  Yes, every region has one 2 

  FTE.  And, you’re right, at this point in time, because 3 

  of the shrinkage of resources, sometimes the person 4 

  combines school IPM with one other program area. 5 

            RAY:  So, there’s maybe 8 to 12 FTEs total? 6 

            BOB:  Probably less than that.  I 7 

  think there’s probably 8 to 12 people working on it.  8 

  Some of them, as Susan alluded to, are not spending their 9 

  whole time because of other pressing budget priorities. 10 

            RAY:  Do you have an objective measure for what 11 

  EPA is getting for its investment in school IPM? 12 

            BOB:  That’s been looked at 13 

  before.  It’s very hard, I think, to somehow measure it  14 

  quantitatively.  Part of what we’re constrained by, and 15 

  we think it’s appropriate, is going into schools to try 16 

  to figure out what the baseline level is for schools 17 

  across the country.  We really don’t want to do that. 18 

            One thing the roundtable is doing that we have 19 

  next week is we’re working with the school 20 

  administrators, the school superintendents, the school 21 

  board, to try to have them sort of at the national level22 
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  send a message that this is important to consider 1 

  implementing as a way to deal with your pest problems.  2 

  So, we hope to work with them to get a sense of how it’s 3 

  going through their organizations to see how successful 4 

  this is going to be over the next two or three years. 5 

            RAY:  Is that message coming back from the 6 

  other direction?  Are they telling you it’s important or 7 

  are you telling them it’s important? 8 

            BOB:  I think we all share it.  9 

  That’s why they’re endorsing the principles. 10 

            RAY:  In the context of pollinator protection, 11 

  which has occupied more of my time, I know the Agency is 12 

  looking very closely at metrics of the state-managed 13 

  pollinator protection plans.  It’s a hard issue to come 14 

  to grips with.  I would encourage you to continue that 15 

  approach also for the school IPM program.  Find some 16 

  objective metrics that demonstrate what we’re all, as a 17 

  society, as an agency, as schools are getting out of that 18 

  investment. 19 

            BOB:  We’ll take a look at that.  20 

  Some at the table can elaborate on it.  But individual 21 

  school districts and schools have looked at that and22 



 30 

  they’ve seen a decrease in pest pressure and decrease in 1 

  expenditures for pesticides.  But it’s all very hit or 2 

  miss.  There really isn’t sort of a national effort, as 3 

  you’re suggesting, to pull that together and look at 4 

  metrics to see how the program is doing. 5 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Amy. 6 

            AMY:  Hi.  I just want to say that we’re very 7 

  pleased to have the revised worker protection standard 8 

  and want to commend the Office of Pesticide Programs for 9 

  starting this rather aggressive effort to make sure that 10 

  it’s implemented accordingly. 11 

            I’m wondering if you could expand just a little 12 

  bit and talk about what the role of EPA is in the lead 13 

  federal inner-agency task force, and what other agencies 14 

  are doing, and how to engage them? 15 

            MR. KEANEY:  Well, generally, we are 16 

  working with other agencies, Department of Labor, HHS, 17 

  and HUD, mainly.  It’s an effort to leverage resources, 18 

  obviously, and use their various venues to send the basic 19 

  messages that we’re trying to send through this 20 

  regulation.   21 

            So, we develop handouts and we develop things22 
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  that could be distributed to folks that might be affected 1 

  by the regulation, for instance, in the Migrant Head 2 

  Start Program or Migrant Health Program.  They can 3 

  distribute that material to help get the messages through 4 

  a number of different channels into the populations that 5 

  would be affected by the regulation.  6 

            Did that not answer your question? 7 

            AMY:  That’s good, thank you. 8 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Bob. 9 

            BOB:  So, I have a question, too.  I have 10 

  opinions, but I’m going to not share those.  I’m just 11 

  curious.  So, I think it’s a not a new issue.  I started in 12 

  1989 working at NPMA, and they had passed a school IPM 13 

  law in Michigan in 1988.  They passed one in Texas in 14 

  ‘89.  Thirty-eight other states have passed laws since 15 

  then.  I think this is a little bit of what Ray was 16 

  getting at. 17 

            It seems to me like it would be useful -- and 18 

  I’m not sure I’ve ever seen it -- to know what percentage 19 

  of schools, what percent of students, what programs work, 20 

  what programs don’t work, are things the Agency is doing, 21 

  you know, having an impact, are state laws regulatory22 
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  approaches having an impact?  You think there’s a chance 1 

  that some of that grant money could be used to develop 2 

  those kind of baseline metrics? 3 

            BOB:  Frank can maybe elaborate 4 

  in a second on how people are doing.  What we found, Bob, 5 

  is there’s not necessarily always a correlation between a 6 

  state having a law and necessarily effective 7 

  implementation.  The money this year has already been 8 

  allocated to the projects that are listed on the one 9 

  pager, but that’s something we can look at.   10 

            I think, Frank, the numbers we’ve heard 11 

  anecdotally is that the number of schools doing some type 12 

  of school IPM program across the country has increased 13 

  over the past four or five years.  These are all somewhat 14 

  anecdotal.  There’s not a firm metric for my 25 percent 15 

  to maybe upwards of 45 percent of school districts doing 16 

  some type of IPM program.   17 

            Now, is that the gold star that was alluded to 18 

  earlier that Tom Green had?  Probably not.  There could 19 

  be more baseline efforts to improve school IPM 20 

  implementation. 21 

            Is that your sense, Frank, in terms of the22 
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  numbers anecdotally? 1 

            FRANK:  Yes.  I think Mark may want to 2 

  elaborate on this at some point, too, because I think 3 

  he’s done some work along with Dawn Gouge at the University of 4 

  Arizona with the national school IPM working group, 5 

  looking at assessing that in different schools.  I don’t 6 

  believe it’s been done in a scientifically robust way, 7 

  but it’s something that we have talked about here.  There 8 

  are challenges with us being allowed to go census schools 9 

  to get that information and to be able to enable a school 10 

  with fundings, another group to do that basically on our 11 

  behalf.   12 

            But it’s an area that I think deserves future 13 

  consideration and discussion, Bob.  I agree with you 14 

  there.  I do want to give Mark a chance to respond, 15 

  because I think he’s been involved in some of the 16 

  measurement work in the past directly. 17 

            MARC:  Thank you, Frank.  By the way, welcome 18 

  back.  It’s nice to see you again, Robert.  In your 19 

  absence, actually, in the last couple years, I did 20 

  present some program evaluation with regard to states 21 

  that are implementing integrated pest management as22 
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  opposed to having it as a policy, because there is a big 1 

  difference between implementation and policy.  So, that 2 

  is ongoing. 3 

            In any quality control/quality assurance 4 

  program, program evaluation needs to occur and continue 5 

  to occur.  So, your question, both yours and Ray’s, are 6 

  good questions.   7 

            I would say that the work group spent its first 8 

  two years on metrics and has developed a number of 9 

  metrics that have been alluded to both in terms of cost 10 

  reduction, reduction of applications, reduction of pest 11 

  pressures, and things like that.  I know that that is 12 

  ongoing, and it should be ongoing, particularly if there 13 

  is taxpayer money going into it.  So, I applaud your 14 

  questions.  I think that’s a good thing. 15 

            But the metrics have been -- actually, we’ve 16 

  probably spent too much time on metrics for awhile.  But 17 

  we’ve certainly done it and could certainly answer any of 18 

  those questions, at least I could.  But everyone knows 19 

  that I would go on and on about that. 20 

            I do have a comment with regard to something 21 

  that I brought up before.  With regard to -- well, I’ll22 
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  step back again to the regulations of the states that 1 

  have laws.  Almost all of those laws are pesticide 2 

  centered because that’s where they’re allowed to be 3 

  measured, and that’s where the laws are.  So, I don’t 4 

  have an objection to that. 5 

            But I do feel that if one is to measure 6 

  integrated pest management, you can’t measure it by 7 

  pesticide centric laws.  So, that is a problem in itself.  8 

  So, that’s why more recently EPA has even looked at laws 9 

  from health departments concerning waste, water, 10 

  cleanliness, clutter, that kind of thing.   11 

            Those are probably more key to integrated pest 12 

  management with regard to conducive conditions than 13 

  pesticides are.  Of course, your professionals are all 14 

  part of that.  So, that’s an important thing.  That’s a 15 

  fairly new release from the Agency, rather well done, I 16 

  would say. 17 

            So, my suggestion or concern is that, with all 18 

  due respect, when it comes to having monthly updates with 19 

  the regions, it’s good, and it’s critical, on the one 20 

  hand.  On the other hand, there’s a difference between 21 

  talking about things and doing things.  22 
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            So, I would suggest, at least as an amendment 1 

  to this update, or if there are any other future reports, 2 

  and I’m not sure there will be, and that’s up to you 3 

  guys, that there’s a report or a listing of regional 4 

  activities, rather than regional meetings, meetings 5 

  they’re going to go to, or will go to, or participate in, 6 

  or might participate in, actual activities of what’s 7 

  being done.   8 

            I think the Center can say, yes, this is what 9 

  we’re doing.  But I do think, again, that there needs to 10 

  be that coordination with the regions to do that in 11 

  conjunction with a strategic plan that has already been 12 

  developed.  That’s just a management thing that I would 13 

  suggest to a graduate student, as well as anyone else. 14 

            So, if we can have either an amendment to this 15 

  update or if there are future updates, I would suggest 16 

  that something like that be done. 17 

            SUSAN:  Can I mention right now we do have 18 

  monthly updates by the regions on their activities that 19 

  we do post on our Share Point site that’s available to 20 

  all of the regions and the headquarter folks.  Maybe, 21 

  Bob, there’s some way we can make that available22 
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  externally as well.  But we do do monthly updates of 1 

  activities, yes. 2 

            FRANK:  Susan, we can add some of that.  We do 3 

  try to highlight some of these in our -- 4 

            SUSAN:  Yes, in your updates. 5 

            FRANK:  -- (inaudible) on a regular basis.  But 6 

  we can try to compile those. 7 

            SUSAN:  Yes, we can try to weave them more 8 

  closely together.  Would that work? 9 

            MARC:  Yes.  It would be helpful 10 

  anyway. 11 

            SUSAN:  Sure, happy to do that. 12 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Andy. 13 

            ANDY:  My question is related to WPS.  If you 14 

  want to exhaust the IPM out, I’ll hold my question until 15 

  after.  Is that okay or do you want me to go? 16 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  You can go.  We’re all over the 17 

  place. 18 

            ANDY:  So, my question is related to the Train 19 

  the Trainer schedule.  I see Region 4 is August 2016.  20 

  Are the state-lead agencies going to be able to train way 21 

  before they actually get trained?  From August until22 
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  November, it’s virtually impossible to reach the people 1 

  that actually need the training because they’re in the 2 

  field harvesting.  We don’t schedule meetings during that 3 

  period of time, just because you’re not able to reach 4 

  them.   5 

            So, if we’re restricted to this August ‘16 training 6 

  -- we’re looking at trying to get everybody trained from 7 

  the second week of November before the January 2nd 8 

  deadline.  So, will all of the materials be available 9 

  when we actually -- we probably need them end of June and 10 

  then the month of July, which is the easiest time to 11 

  reach the people that actually need to be trained. 12 

            MR. KEANEY:  There’s a phased 13 

  implementation, I think, in -- I don’t know what August 14 

  you’re referring to, but a great deal of the regulation 15 

  provisions go into effect in ‘17, the start of ‘17.  A 16 

  lot of the training material, a lot of the training 17 

  aspects, the change in trainings, is January ‘18.  Train 18 

  the Trainer programs would be approved by us and our 19 

  regional staff.   20 

            We’re putting out probably this week or next 21 

  week a description of the process that could be used to22 
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  submit Train the Trainer programs to us for approval and, 1 

  therefore, build towards training materials.  We’ll be 2 

  providing basic training materials through our grants 3 

  relationships.  We’ll also be in the business of 4 

  approving other training materials as appropriate to be 5 

  used for the training under the regulation. 6 

            ANDY:  Right.  So, I’m looking at the priority 7 

  training for regulatory partners. 8 

            MR. KEANEY:  Yes. 9 

            ANDY:  And then, if you flip it over, it says 10 

  August 2016 training for Region 4 states.  I read that as 11 

  the state-lead agencies in Region 4 would not be trained 12 

  until August? 13 

            MR. KEANEY:  No, we’ve had general 14 

  trainings.  We had invites out to what’s called the PREP 15 

  courses we do for the state regulatory agencies.  We’ve 16 

  had one.  We’ll have a second next month that will bring 17 

  all the folks that can attend those to have the basic 18 

  training.  But then, there’s additional training for 19 

  whoever might not have been at those PREPs as far as the 20 

  regional staffs, the state staffs in those regions. 21 

            ANDY:  All right, thank you.22 
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            MR. KEANEY:  As I said, we’re in a 1 

  pretty aggressive training and outreach exercise.  2 

  There’s open invitations for anyone or association or any 3 

  stakeholder group that wants to have a work-through with 4 

  our folks on the regulation and the implications for the 5 

  regulation. 6 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Cynthia. 7 

            CYNTHIA:  So, since we’re all over the map, as 8 

  you say, I’d like to step down to Item C, if that’s okay, 9 

  Cumulative Risk Assessment.  We appreciate the one-pager 10 

  on risk assessments, and I look forward to studying the 11 

  new documents that came out in April. 12 

            It seems that neonicotinoids are a perfect 13 

  candidate for cumulative risk assessment, given a similar 14 

  mode of action and the fact that multiples are used 15 

  simultaneously.  When the American Bird Conservancy and 16 

  the Harvard School of Public Health last summer tested 17 

  congressional dining hall food, we found that most foods 18 

  had multiple neonicotinoid residues, and some had as many 19 

  as five different neonicotinoids.  20 

            So, my question is, what can we expect in terms 21 

  of cumulative risk assessment for the neonicotinoids22 
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  class?  Thank you. 1 

            MS. VOGEL:  So, I’m Dana Vogel.  I’m the 2 

  Director of the Health Effects Division.  This is 3 

  related to human health risk assessment, but we have put 4 

  the screening policy out for -- it was commented on, and we 5 

  received comments back, and then putting out our 6 

  response.   7 

            Part of what we’re doing through registration 8 

  review, neonics is a class of chemicals that we’ll be 9 

  doing in registration review.  The cumulative (inaudible) 10 

  screening guidance to get through that class is the point 11 

  of that guidance, to figure out how we get through -- 12 

  under FQPA, how we do cumulative risk assessments for the 13 

  classes that we need to in a more efficient way than 14 

  we’ve done it in the past.  But yes, we do recognize the 15 

  neonics, and that will be done in registration review. 16 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Valentin. 17 

            VALENTIN:  I have two questions, but first of 18 

  all, I want to recognize the work that has been put into 19 

  improving WPS.  The one thing that I saw or the one issue 20 

  that we currently have is that the outreach materials 21 

  that were created for the old WPS were inadequate and22 
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  sometimes hard to understand for the farmworker 1 

  population.  So, as we move into developing effective 2 

  outreach materials for the improved WPS, I just want to 3 

  really encourage you to make sure that the materials that 4 

  are created are really adequate or easy to understand for 5 

  the farmworker population. 6 

            You mentioned entering into cooperative 7 

  agreements with two different institutions.  My question 8 

  is, for the UC Davis agreement, will they be determining 9 

  in which language some of the materials will be in or is 10 

  that something that EPA will decide? 11 

            Second question is, are you thinking of 12 

  allocating additional resources aside from the two 13 

  cooperative agreements that have been entered into? 14 

            MR. KEANEY:  As you mentioned, we had a 15 

  five-year cooperative agreement with a combination of UC 16 

  Davis and Oregon State.  They’ll be reaching out to 17 

  various NGO groups and have representation, So, that for any 18 

  material for workers is obviously appropriate language 19 

  level and culturally sensitive as needed. 20 

            As far as the language, everything will be in  21 

  English and Spanish and then in other languages.  The22 
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  existing regulation materials, I think it was 12 1 

  languages we ended up translating to.  That would be 2 

  decided by a combination of us and stakeholder groups 3 

  that alert us to various pockets of languages that might 4 

  exist.  We would then create the materials specific to 5 

  the language, since the training is by regulation, to be 6 

  conveyed in a manner that’s understood.  That’s the basic 7 

  level, language that’s understood. 8 

            But we do have other grants, as you asked.  We 9 

  have a long term agreement with the Association of 10 

  Farmwork Opportunities that does basic safety training.  11 

  We are updating -- they will be with us updating their 12 

  material to be appropriate to the current regulation.  13 

  All that material, as I said, is going to be posted in a 14 

  web site at UC Davis.  So, there will be a repository of 15 

  training materials as we develop them there for use by 16 

  anyone. 17 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Aimee. 18 

            AIMEE:  So, I’m also interested in cumulative 19 

  risk assessment.  I had put that as one of the things I 20 

  was hoping we would talk about, more for the ecological 21 

  cumulative risk assessment than human health.  Watching22 
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  as endangered species act evaluations have been undertaken, 1 

  they do consider cumulative risk assessment not just the 2 

  way we look at it in OPP, where it’s just like modes of 3 

  action, but actually looking at other stressors as well.  4 

  I’m very interested in finding out if EPA is going to be 5 

  moving in that kind of direction where you’d be looking 6 

  at other stressors.   7 

            For example, pollinators, there’s concerns with 8 

  disease and fungicides and neonicotinoids possibly 9 

  interacting, increasing risk.  So, are these stressors 10 

  something that might be considered in cumulative risk 11 

  assessment over time? 12 

            MS. PEASE:  I’m Anita Pease.  I’m the Acting 13 

  Director of the Environmental Fate and Effects Division.  14 

  That’s a good question.  It’s something that we’ll be 15 

  addressing in the biological opinions.  There is a 16 

  section that will be devoted to evaluating the cumulative 17 

  effects not only of the actions related to the federal 18 

  action of the pesticide registration, but also any other 19 

  actions that might impact species other stressors.  20 

  They’re all be integrated into the final jeopardy 21 

  determinations.  22 
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            I think Patrice might be talking a little bit 1 

  about that later today. 2 

            AIMEE:  I guess I’m also curious if that’s 3 

  something that might happen in registration decisions as 4 

  well.  Is that something that might overlay that we could 5 

  actually be looking at for pollinators?  We’re in the 6 

  middle of risk assessments for pollinators right now.  7 

  So, I don’t know if someone else could -- 8 

            MS. PEASE:  I think on the ecological side, 9 

  that’s the evolving science, and we’re not quite there 10 

  yet.  So, we’re working towards that.  But right now, our 11 

  evaluations will not be including that cumulative 12 

  evaluation. 13 

            DANA VOGEL:  Just one thing to add.  14 

  At an agency level, separate from what we do in OPP, 15 

  there is a lot of work going on cumulative risk 16 

  assessment and trying to understand better the impacts of 17 

  chemical and non-chemical stressors.  So, that is an area 18 

  of research.  I think it’s an evolving science that’s 19 

  going on.  But I think in line kind of what Anita said, 20 

  we’re not quite there yet in figuring out exactly how to 21 

  do it, but there is a lot of work at the Agency level22 
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  going on. 1 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Cheryl. 2 

            CHERYL:  So, the update says that some changes 3 

  were based on the public comments for the cumulative.  I 4 

  mean, I think when we made our comments back last year, 5 

  it was a reasonable approach.  We want to screen first 6 

  before we get down into a lot of details that may not be 7 

  necessary.   8 

            The concern I had, technically, was that if you 9 

  take a single chemical assessment which is highly 10 

  unrefined and you take one that is somewhat refined, and 11 

  you slap them together, and you don’t get a good answer, 12 

  the way the guidance was written at that point, you could 13 

  still kick into the formal without taking advantage of 14 

  some quick refinements that you may already be able to 15 

  do.  So, it wasn’t described as quite tiered in that 16 

  original posting. 17 

            So, my question is, what changes were made 18 

  based on the public comments?  Particularly, has that one 19 

  been addressed? 20 

            MS. VOGEL:  This is Dana Vogel.  The 21 

  management lead for this is my acting associate22 
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  director -- there’s a lot of acting around, as you can 1 

  tell -- Billy Smith.  He’s been the kind of lead for the 2 

  technical part of this, especially sheparding along the 3 

  response to comments.  I’m going to let him answer your 4 

  question. 5 

            MR. SMITH:  Right.  It is a good question.  It 6 

  was a valid point.  We’ve not changed the actual tiering 7 

  levels, but we have taken that into account within the 8 

  tiers.  I don’t know if it was specifically your comment, 9 

  but specifically we had things like, you know, can you 10 

  take into account for same crop treated, can you take 11 

  into account PDP data, potentially.   12 

            So, we did try to focus a little bit more on 13 

  particularly -- I think it’s a little bit easier on the 14 

  dietary exposure side.  If they didn’t, as you said, you 15 

  know, take, however they are initially and throw them 16 

  together, and if it doesn’t pass at that point, maybe 17 

  trying to put them on a same level playing field on the 18 

  exposure side.  So, to answer your question, yes, we did 19 

  that. 20 

            CHERYL:  That would be important because that 21 

  would be a way to avoid additional tox tests, etcetera,22 
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  etcetera.  So, yes. 1 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Donnie. 2 

            DONNIE:  I’m going to kind of build on what 3 

  Andy was asking about around worker protection standards.  4 

  Could you kind of give me an idea of what your outreach 5 

  program looks like, give you confidence that everybody 6 

  will be aware of these changes by January 1?  So, that’s 7 

  kind of the first aspect. 8 

            I also appreciate you working with OSHA, 9 

  especially around the respirator issue.  Are there other 10 

  areas that you’re working with OSHA to make sure that 11 

  those two don’t disagree with each other.  So, when 12 

  inspections do occur, that EPA is not telling them one 13 

  thing and OSHA is telling them something different that 14 

  kind of occurs today? 15 

            And then, last but not least, are you willing 16 

  to share your compliance training materials so we make 17 

  sure we know what to be ready for during inspections? 18 

            MR. KEANEY:  Yes.  As I said, we’re in 19 

  the process of developing key compliance materials, like 20 

  the How to Comply Manual that exists.  We’ll update that.  21 

  Then, there’s an Inspector Guidance document that, you22 
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  know, we develop.  I thought in the earlier regulation, 1 

  it was something called a Quick Reference Guide that was 2 

  quite useful.  We’ll duplicate that with relative to the 3 

  current regulations.  So, that will be available. 4 

            The OSHA, we’ve got specific focused fact 5 

  sheets on relative to the respirator and the process of fit 6 

  testing and what’s meant by medical evaluation and so 7 

  forth.  So, there will be a lot of specific focus on that 8 

  with information that will be up on our website and 9 

  available and in our training with the state regulators 10 

  and the regional people.  That’s a big focus. 11 

            What was the first question you asked? 12 

            DONNIE:  Outreach, can you give me an outline 13 

  of your outreach program?  You were confident that 14 

  everybody would be aware of this by -- 15 

            MR. KEANEY:  Well, I thought the thing 16 

  that was sent to you or that you had is a basic outline.  17 

  We are pretty aggressively beginning with the regional 18 

  people that are tasked with being the location for worker 19 

  protection information are the regions.  Then, the state 20 

  regulators.   21 

            We do have, as I said, a process.  We bring22 
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  people together for a week’s training, the pesticide 1 

  regulatory -- PREP.  Acronyms are good, but you can 2 

  forget what they mean.  It’s a state regulatory people 3 

  training session.  We had a week of that in May that was 4 

  well attended by the state regulators.  We’re having 5 

  another one at the end of next month that will do the 6 

  same thing.  It’s ongoing.  We’ll be in an ongoing 7 

  process all through this phased implementation.  Well, 8 

  for the life of the regulation, really, but pretty 9 

  intensely front loaded into this phased implementation 10 

  activity up until ‘18. 11 

            DONNIE:  My question is more around the next 12 

  level.  What’s your outreach program to the producer 13 

  growers, those people that are impacted, not the 14 

  regulators? 15 

            MR. KEANEY:  We will reach out and 16 

  provide webinars and Power Point walkthroughs.  We are in 17 

  the process of setting up a contract with an outreach 18 

  firm that would do a variety of things to reach into that 19 

  community with informational presentations or PSAs or any 20 

  number of things like that.  But we haven’t got that 21 

  contract in place yet.  We’re verging on that.  That22 
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  would be, again, a multi exercise for continued 1 

  communication.  So, anyone you know who would like to get 2 

  an ear full, we can give that to them. 3 

            DONNIE:  I’ve got at least one audience for 4 

  you, but I’ll talk with you later. 5 

            MR. KEANEY:  Yes. 6 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Aimee. 7 

            AIMEE:  Just as a follow-up question, I 8 

  recognize these are evolving issues on cumulative risk 9 

  assessment and ecological risk assessment.  It’s not 10 

  easy.  So, one, I’m curious.  Conversations are 11 

  happening.  I’m curious a little bit more about is there 12 

  anything more than conversations, something concrete that 13 

  I can look at, timelines, or ideas, or goals?   14 

            Then, adding a layer to it also, I gave an 15 

  example of disease, a chemical or non-chemical 16 

  interaction.  I’m also curious synergies.  I know that’s 17 

  something that we’ve talked a lot about between different 18 

  active ingredients that might be used jointly or where 19 

  the exposure might be joint.  I’m curious about how EPA 20 

  is responding to that issue as well on an ecological 21 

  sense.22 
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            MS. PEASE:  Hi, Anita Pease again.  So, I’ll 1 

  address your question on synergies first.  So, we 2 

  recognize it.  That’s an evolving issue.  Mixtures are 3 

  really a challenging issue for us to tackle at this point 4 

  in time. We are looking at the open literature.  Any 5 

  available data on mixtures, we evaluate it qualitatively. 6 

            We did get recommendations from the National 7 

  Academy of Science on how to evaluate mixtures.  They 8 

  suggested that we assume additivity, which we’re doing in 9 

  the ecological risk assessments.  I’ll talk a little bit 10 

  more about that in my presentation on ESA, about how 11 

  we’re looking at mixtures. 12 

            Again, you know, we’re not there yet.  We don’t 13 

  have a quantitative method, but we are seriously looking 14 

  at it, and we are working with the Services on ways to 15 

  quantify that. 16 

            AIMEE:  I should just clarify that I’m curious 17 

  not just for ESA biological opinions but also 18 

  registration review and evaluation.  So, if it’s not true 19 

  for both of them, that would just be helpful for me. 20 

            MS. PEASE:  Sure.  No, we’re doing the same 21 

  thing for registration review.  We do a thorough review22 
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  of the open literature.  We are discussing all the data 1 

  that we have on mixtures, synergistic, antagonistic, and 2 

  additive effects. 3 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Cheryl. 4 

            CHERYL:  So, whoever was the acting director, 5 

  he didn’t really finish answering my question, which was, 6 

  were there any other changes?  The reason for asking that 7 

  has to do with the WPS, because apparently, there was 8 

  some big change that happened in WPS at the last minute 9 

  that created a lot of confusion, which was around the 10 

  designated representative provision.  That’s not outlined 11 

  on the sheet here.  So, I’d like to hear what that change 12 

  was about and why it was made, because there are some 13 

  people that are concerned about it.  Then, I’d like to 14 

  hear if there were additional changes to the cumulative 15 

  policy. 16 

            MR. KEANEY:  That provision designated 17 

  agent is if the worker feels, for whatever reason, 18 

  unwilling to ask for the necessary information that 19 

  should be provided, then they can have a designated agent 20 

  do that for them if they feel retaliation or whatever.  21 

  Whatever misgivings they have, they can have a designated22 
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  agent request the specific information that needs to be 1 

  provided.  We’ve put up a lot of Q&As on the web site and 2 

  fact sheets on the web sites.  It doesn’t look like 3 

  that’s an answer. 4 

            CHERYL:  I guess the question was, what was the 5 

  impetus for that?  Apparently, it’s not super clear as to 6 

  how that works. 7 

            MR. KEANEY:  The impetus was information 8 

  we got through comments and through engagements with NGO 9 

  organizations that felt that a lot of workers feel 10 

  intimidated, feel in a lesser position as far as their 11 

  ability to ask for information that the regulation says 12 

  they should be entitled to. 13 

            MR. SMITH:  And then, to just address 14 

  your question on the cumulative, there really wasn’t a 15 

  lot of significant changes.  There were some language 16 

  changes where we added some language about the schematic 17 

  review.  We got a number of comments about that. 18 

            We sort of addressed that in the accompanying 19 

  response to comments/documents.  We’ve added language in 20 

  to address those comments.  But substantial changes?  No, 21 

  there wasn’t anything really outside of the question22 
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  you’ve already asked sort of putting them on the same 1 

  level playing field on the exposure side. 2 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Ray. 3 

            RAY:  On the WPS, following up on Cheryl’s 4 

  question, can a designated agent represent an 5 

  agricultural worker anonymously? 6 

            MR. KEANEY:  Can they represent -- well, 7 

  they’re asking specific information.  If you’re asking an 8 

  employer for specific information that’s key to a work 9 

  period or, you know, a geographic location, ultimately, 10 

  if it leads to an enforcement action, they can’t maintain 11 

  anonymity at that point. 12 

            RAY:  Anonymity of the worker representative? 13 

            MR. KEANEY:  The worker representative? 14 

            RAY:  Yes, the worker who is represented. 15 

            MR. KEANEY:  The initial request can be 16 

  anonymous, that they would like the information for X day 17 

  or X month and so forth.  They have to provide enough 18 

  specifics so that it is relevant to whenever the worker 19 

  was there doing whatever he was doing. 20 

            RAY:  If that worker is not identified, that’s 21 

  a real problem.22 
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            MR. KEANEY:  Ultimately, he would be 1 

  identified. 2 

            RAY:  Well, it should be right up front. 3 

            MR. KEANEY:  Well, there has to be 4 

  certainty that the person was employed there, yes. 5 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Amy. 6 

            AMY:  I just want to follow up on this 7 

  conversation, just to underscore a couple of the points 8 

  that Kevin is making about the vulnerability of a 9 

  population that is picking, harvesting, and planting our 10 

  crops.  These are hard workers.  They want to work.   11 

            The EPA has an obligation to protect them.  12 

  This designated agent is incredibly important because 13 

  sometimes workers -- it’s not a matter of feel; they are 14 

  intimidated.  They have been intimidated.  They need 15 

  someone else to assist them in obtaining information 16 

  about the pesticides they are exposed to. 17 

            So, we’re watching it very closely as well, but 18 

  we feel it’s very important as a part of the WPS 19 

  functioning accordingly. 20 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Andy. 21 

            ANDY:  Are there any definitions that define22 
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  who can be a designated representative?  Are there 1 

  limitations on what can be used with the information that 2 

  is collected from the producer? 3 

            MR. KEANEY:  There is description in the 4 

  regulation of what types of identification the 5 

  representative has to provide, yes.  What use can they 6 

  make of it?  The same sort of use that anyone could make 7 

  of that information.  What were you getting at with the 8 

  question of what use could they make of it? 9 

            ANDY:  It just seems that pretty much anyone 10 

  that wants to can seek out someone that works on a farm 11 

  and want to be his designated representative and can get 12 

  a lot of information, and there’s no restriction on what 13 

  that information could be used for, or where it could be 14 

  used, or for what purpose it could be used. 15 

            MR. KEANEY:  The regulation specifically 16 

  describes what information should be posted and 17 

  available.  That’s the type of information that they 18 

  would get.  It’s nothing different than what already 19 

  exists in the current regulation.  Well, there’s some 20 

  added information that we’ve got in the change, but it’s 21 

  required to be posted and made available.22 
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            MR. HOUSENGER:  Virginia. 1 

            VIRGINIA:  Just to clarify, in the proposed 2 

  regulation draft, the regulation did have a provision 3 

  about a designated representative who could assist a 4 

  worker to obtain information that’s already in the 5 

  central posting in the event that a worker is 6 

  incapacitated. 7 

            The final regulation retained that provision 8 

  but also added additional steps that a worker would have 9 

  to go through to designate that representative.  So, 10 

  there were some changes, but it only made it a little bit 11 

  specified as to how that process would occur and steps a 12 

  worker had to go through to designate that 13 

  representative. 14 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Amy.  Andy.  All right, are 15 

  there any other questions regarding any of the three 16 

  topics?  Anyone on the phone that’s a member of the PPDC? 17 

            (No response.) 18 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  All right, hearing none, let’s 19 

  take a break.  It’s a little early, so let’s do quarter 20 

  of. 21 

            (A brief recess was taken.)22 
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            MR. HOUSENGER:  Okay, let’s get going on our 1 

  next topic, chlorpyrifos.  There’s been a lot of 2 

  questions.  We recently went to an SAP meeting on it.  3 

  Dana Vogel, the Director of the Health Effects Division, 4 

  is going to lead us in this session. 5 

            Dana. 6 

            MS. VOGEL:  Good morning, everyone.  All right, 7 

  so part two of chlorpyrifos.  Since the first part at 8 

  PPDC was so much fun, we thought we’d do it again.  So, 9 

  we’re going to give you a little bit more.  This 10 

  presentation I’m trying to go back a little bit and give 11 

  you some of the background in regulatory history.  Then 12 

  we’ll talk about the most recent science advisory panel 13 

  that we had just recently in April.  Then we’ll talk 14 

  about after the SAP what our next steps are moving 15 

  forward. 16 

            Just a few slides on background.  I just want 17 

  to go over at a very broad level that chlorpyrifos is a 18 

  very widely used OP insecticide.  It’s used in over 40 19 

  states and on nearly 50 crops.  So, it’s very widely 20 

  used. 21 

            So, regulatory history, there is a bit of22 
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  regulatory history here.  So, in 2000, all homeowner 1 

  residential uses were eliminated except for those that 2 

  really don’t present much exposure, any exposure at all, 3 

  are very self contained. 4 

            In 2006, we completed a cumulative risk 5 

  assessment for the OPs.  Of course, chlorpyrifos was a 6 

  part of it.  We determined that there were no risks of 7 

  concern.  They didn’t exceed our level of concern.   8 

            In 2009, we began registration review.  We 9 

  moved chlorpyrifos up in the schedule because of its 10 

  importance and because of some cutting edge science 11 

  issues that are surrounding chlorpyrifos. 12 

            So, as you can imagine, there has been, or 13 

  you’re probably aware, there’s been a lot of science work 14 

  done on chlorpyrifos.  We’ve taken many issues to many 15 

  different SAPs.  This slide briefly summarizes some of 16 

  the or most of the SAPs we’ve had, starting in 2008, on a 17 

  new way of looking at experimental lab tox data on 18 

  animals and epidemiology studies.  That was in 2008 when 19 

  we first brought those issues. 20 

            In 2009, we looked at potential for 21 

  volatilization exposure, how bystanders might be exposed22 
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  through potential volatilization of the pesticides like 1 

  chlorpyrifos. 2 

            In 2010, which is very important, we brought 3 

  the framework for how to incorporate epidemiological and 4 

  incident data into human health risk assessment and 5 

  really presented a conceptual framework for how we would 6 

  use that in risk assessment, and followed a systematic 7 

  approach, this microview approach, and utilizing a weight 8 

  of evidence as well.  So, that was back in 2010. 9 

            In 2011, we brought the PBPK model for 10 

  chlorpyrifos and its linkage to CARES. 11 

            Then, in 2012, again we revisited some of the major 12 

  science issues concerning the health effects of 13 

  chlorpyrifos, that again including epidemiological data.  14 

  Subsequent to that SAP, we did do a paper review, a 15 

  federal peer review panel of some of the MRI findings 16 

  that were in the epi data to get a better understanding 17 

  of those and how we could look at those and what they 18 

  actually meant. 19 

            So, the main point here is that we have done a 20 

  lot of significant science work over the years at 21 

  tackling different issues early of chlorpyrifos.22 
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            So, I’m going to step back a little bit to 2007 1 

  because it’s relevant to the conversation on 2 

  chlorpyrifos.  In 2007, NRDC and PANNA submitted a 3 

  petition to EPA to revoke all tolerances and cancel all 4 

  registrations due to neurotox and neurodevelopmental 5 

  concerns, including with children, farm workers from 6 

  spray drift, and volatilization.  Part of that petition 7 

  was citing some of the epidemiological data and some of 8 

  the concerns for neurodevelopmental risks. 9 

            So, as we mentioned before, a lot of these 10 

  issues are cutting edge science issues that we took to 11 

  the SAP because they’re very important issues that were 12 

  moving the science forward, and we needed some external 13 

  peer review to respond to different issues brought up in 14 

  the petition. 15 

            Between 2008 and 2012, we again, as I showed 16 

  you in a previous slide, we took these to a variety of SAP 17 

  meetings.   18 

            So, moving forward, petitioners brought suit to 19 

  us most recently in 2014 to the 9th Circuit Court seeking 20 

  to compel either a denial or a proposed or final 21 

  tolerance revocation.  In June 2015, the 9th Circuit22 
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  ordered EPA to inform them of our plans to respond to the 1 

  petition.  So, this is just kind of going through the 2 

  history of the petition.   3 

            On June 30th, we reversed our provisional 4 

  response and indicated our intention to issue our 5 

  proposed rule revoking all tolerances by April 15th.  So, 6 

  we’ve set a schedule in place at that point for 7 

  responding to the petition.  We also said at that point 8 

  we’re setting our schedule to try to establish a schedule 9 

  for getting and answering all the remaining science 10 

  questions. 11 

            Part of that, as we previously identified, the 12 

  outstanding remaining science questions are some with 13 

  drinking water concerns.  So, this response is really 14 

  based on our 2014 human health risk assessment and the 15 

  results of that that I’ll speak a little bit more about 16 

  in a few slides.  But our response in June really was 17 

  driven by the results of the 2014 risk assessment and the 18 

  risks of concern that were identified from that 19 

  assessment. 20 

            In August, the 9th Circuit Court rejected our 21 

  time line and ordered EPA to either deny the petition or22 
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  issue a proposed or final revocation by the end of 1 

  October in 2015.  So, we issued a proposal to revoke all 2 

  chlorpyrifos tolerances on the day before the deadline.  3 

  Then, EPA also informed the court that it expects to 4 

  issue a final rule by December 2016, as was their 5 

  request. 6 

            So, risk assessment history, I’m going to give 7 

  you kind of an idea of the different risk assessments 8 

  we’ve done over the years for chlorpyrifos and really 9 

  focus in on what was done with the 2014 and the results 10 

  of the 2014 risk assessment. 11 

            So, you can see our preliminary human health 12 

  risk assessment was issued in 2011.  In 2012, we issued 13 

  our spray drift assessment and mitigation around spray 14 

  drift resulting from those concerns.  In 2013, we issued 15 

  a draft volatilization assessment, which indicates no 16 

  risks were identified.  Then, in December of 2014, we 17 

  issued the revised human health assessment. 18 

            So, what we’re doing here is we’re responding to 19 

  different points of the petition.  At the same time, 20 

  we’re, in parallel, working on registration review for 21 

  the OP pesticide chlorpyrifos.22 
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            So, in the 2014 risk assessment, we retained 1 

  some of the important points.  Some of them to take away 2 

  are that we retained the 10X factor because of 3 

  neurodevelopmental concerns.  That was largely driven by, 4 

  not completely but largely driven by the epidemiological 5 

  data and the weight of evidence that we’ve done around 6 

  that.  7 

            There was also in that risk assessment 8 

  identified risks to workers with the specific individuals 9 

  of concern and who we assess in our assessment of 10 

  pregnant workers.  The potential was posed for drinking 11 

  water in certain areas of the country, so we identified 12 

  that in the 2014 assessment.   13 

            Subsequent to 2014, we’ve been doing more work 14 

  on the revised drinking water assessment, as well as some 15 

  other science issues, which I’ll talk about in a few 16 

  slides.  As I mentioned before, there were no new risks 17 

  identified from food or to bystanders from either spray 18 

  drift or volatilization. 19 

            So, for the 2014 risk assessment, I just wanted 20 

  to briefly touch on the different key guidance documents 21 

  that we looked at and adhered to to put that assessment22 
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  together; the NRC report on default factors, as well as 1 

  data derived extrapolation factors, which is an EPA 2 

  document, and also our 2006 approaches to how to use PBPK 3 

  models for risk assessment.  So, those are the key 4 

  documents we’ve used.  As you can see, they’ve been peer 5 

  reviewed, and there’s been numerous publications. 6 

            So, back to the 2014 risk assessment, we did 7 

  use red blood cell cholinesterase inhibition 8 

  as the critical fact for determining the point of 9 

  departure.  We used the PBPK model to derive human 10 

  specific points of departure for different age groups, 11 

  routes, and durations.  We also used the model to derive 12 

  intra-species factors for some life stages, but not for 13 

  women of child-bearing age, because at that point, the 14 

  model we were using wasn’t capable of assessing or 15 

  accounting for pregnancy. 16 

            We also, as I mentioned before, retained the 17 

  FQPA factor based on the uncertainty in the dose-response 18 

  relationship as it relates to the neurodevelopmental 19 

  effects that could be potentially seen in children.  That 20 

  concern comes from the epidemiological data.  One of the 21 

  main studies but not the only one is the Columbia study22 
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  that you’ve probably heard spoken of. 1 

            So, because the epidemiological data is such an 2 

  important and spoken of point for the chlorpyrifos risk 3 

  assessment, I thought I would go through just a little 4 

  bit of detail on the epi studies.  So, the main epi 5 

  studies that we’re using are three prospective birth 6 

  cohorts that examine environmental exposure and adverse 7 

  health outcomes.  That’s the Columbia cohort, which is 8 

  New York City, Mount Sinai, which is also in New York, 9 

  and CHAMACOS, which is in California, so three different 10 

  cohorts funded by EPA and NIEHS. 11 

            So, if we think about these studies, I think, 12 

  there is certain information that’s available in the 13 

  Columbia study that is not available through the other 14 

  two studies.  At the same time, they all kind of lead you 15 

  in the same direction.  They all kind of support each 16 

  other.  So, what we’re relying upon and what we took from 17 

  the SAP was mainly some of the quantitative ways to use 18 

  the Columbia study.  All three cohorts kind of work 19 

  together and pointed us in a direction that we felt we 20 

  needed to pursue to address the concern for 21 

  neurodevelopmental effects.22 
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            So, with the epidemiological data, we have done 1 

  some work over time to get at some supplementary analysis 2 

  that may inform our regulatory needs.  We did have a 3 

  group that went to Columbia and met with the researchers 4 

  in 2013 to discuss some of our specific information 5 

  needs.  You can see what those are here.   6 

            We were not at that point in time able to get  7 

  -- we do not have the raw data.  I know that has been a 8 

  question at the last PPDC.  We did not have the raw data, 9 

  but we have pursued it in a few ways.  This is one way 10 

  we’ve pursued it.  We’ll talk a little bit about the 11 

  other ways we pursued it kind of when we get to some 12 

  subsequent slides.  So, that’s just an important point to 13 

  make. 14 

            The weight of evidence, so there is no clear 15 

  mode of action or adverse outcome pathway for 16 

  chlorpyrifos and neurodevelopmental.  But the data 17 

  suggests that these chemicals, chlorpyrifos and its oxon 18 

  are biologically active and may affect the developing 19 

  brain.  There are uncertainties that remain, but they are 20 

  diminished in the context of the similarity between the 21 

  different data that we have.  So, there was in the 2014,22 
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  and prior to that, a kind of impetus for all of the SAPs 1 

  we’ve done on the epi data, a concern for long-term 2 

  neurodevelopmental effects.  We’re trying to figure out 3 

  how to best evaluate. 4 

            So, I’m going to skip forward and kind of talk 5 

  about the 2012 SAP, as that led us to the work we did in 6 

  between the 2012 and the 2016 SAP.  So, there are a 7 

  couple quotes here just to outline or highlight from 2012 8 

  where the panel did in 2012 agree that our 9 

  epidemiological review was thorough and accurate.  They 10 

  also concurred with the 2008 SAP and concluded that 11 

  chlorpyrifos likely plays a role in impacting 12 

  neurodevelopmental outcomes, as examined in all three 13 

  cohorts.  They went through the strengths of the studies 14 

  and identified some strengths. 15 

            This is also an important point to make.  They 16 

  acknowledged some of the limitations in the studies.  One 17 

  of those being the exposure measure, based on how the 18 

  exposure measure and what exposure measures were 19 

  collected.  We’re in general agreement that the data, as 20 

  it stood at that point in time and based on the analysis 21 

  we had done at that time, was not sufficient to derive a22 
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  point of departure. 1 

            However, they also encouraged us to find ways 2 

  to use the epidemiological data, in particular the 3 

  Columbia study -- when you see CCCEH, that’s the Columbia 4 

  study -- to inform how it can be used in the risk 5 

  assessment.  They also encouraged us to make use of the 6 

  PBPK model. 7 

            Given these recommendations of the 2012 SAP, we 8 

  did some significant science work after that to kind of 9 

  look at their recommendations and incorporate what they 10 

  had told us to the best of our ability and to the best 11 

  way we could use science in the support of a way to that 12 

  point. 13 

            So, that leads us to what we took to the 2016 14 

  SAP.  So, what we did for the 2016 SAP, the main points 15 

  that we took, were we used the PBPK model and we used our 16 

  standardized EPA/OPP exposure assessment approaches.  One 17 

  example of that might be the residential SOPs of how we 18 

  assess what residential exposures people might get from a 19 

  pesticide use in the residential environment or in and 20 

  around their home.  We used those two together to more 21 

  fully characterize how the women in the Columbia cohort22 
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  likely were exposed, our best estimate of how they were 1 

  exposed, knowing that that data wasn’t collected in the 2 

  Columbia study. 3 

            As I mentioned, the residential SOPs and the 4 

  other exposure assessment approaches we used and paired 5 

  with the PBPK model have all been peer reviewed as well.  6 

  The results provide -- this is our assumption and what we 7 

  brought to the SAP -- that we wanted to bring this 8 

  together to support how we were using the cord blood to 9 

  to determine a point of departure.  So, that was really 10 

  one of the main points we brought to the SAP.  Can we use 11 

  the cord blood data?  That was available in the Columbia 12 

  study to establish a point of departure and use that data 13 

  in a quantitative way. 14 

            We also, as part of the SAP to illustrate the 15 

  science we had done, we did case studies to show how the 16 

  PBPK model could be used to predict internal dose from 17 

  existing chlorpyrifos exposures. 18 

            So, for those of you who weren’t at the SAP and 19 

  don’t know this, it was a very lively discussion.  There 20 

  were a lot of differing opinions, I think, amongst the 21 

  panel.  Because of that, they acknowledged -- I would say22 
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  one of the things I took away from it was the statement 1 

  that they wished us good luck in figuring out how to use 2 

  it and what to do.  But they expressed and understood 3 

  this is a big scientific challenge that EPA faces, and 4 

  it’s not cut, and dry, and straightforward. 5 

            So, because of all that and because we heard a 6 

  lot of different things thrown at us as far as whether or 7 

  not -- there was significant discussion of whether or not 8 

  it’s appropriate to quantitatively use the data to set a 9 

  point of departure.  I think we, in general, heard they 10 

  disagreed with that approach, but they offered some other 11 

  approaches.   12 

            Because it’s not very clear, we’re going to 13 

  have to wait and see the written report of the SAP before 14 

  we can fully understand what their guidance is to us.  15 

  The rules for an SAP is that the report has to be to us 16 

  within 90 days of the meeting.  So, we’re expecting that 17 

  report to be out in mid-July. 18 

            So, along with that, our next steps are one, 19 

  wait for the written report so we have a really full 20 

  understanding of what the SAP is going to be recommending 21 

  to us, because there were a lot of differing opinions22 
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  expressed around the table during the meeting. 1 

            We’ve also tried to follow up again based on 2 

  what we heard at the SAP, and we’ve heard from other 3 

  parties as well.  Pursuing getting the raw data both by 4 

  contacting Columbia and also by contacting CDC who did 5 

  some of the analysis of that data.  So, we have done 6 

  that.  7 

            The next step will be for us to check in, as 8 

  we’re required to, in June with the 9th Circuit Court on 9 

  our status.  And we included some links to some of the 10 

  most relevant documents in the presentation, if you want 11 

  to, they are there for you. 12 

            Any questions? 13 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Robyn. 14 

            ROBYN:  Thank you.  Great presentation.  Just a 15 

  couple questions.  On slide 9, is the first bullet 16 

  supposed to be 10X instead of 1X? 17 

            MS. VOGEL:  I think that was the older 18 

  assessment.  I think it’s just a typo.  I think it was a 19 

  1X at that point in 2011. 20 

            ROBYN:  Okay.  So, it was a 1X, and then you 21 

  said it was retained, but you actually mean it was22 
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  changed. 1 

            MS. VOGEL:  So, at that point in 2011, the 2 

  uncertainty factor was 1X.  It has since then been 3 

  changed. 4 

            ROBYN:  So, in 2014 -- 5 

            MS. VOGEL:  There’s a 10X. 6 

            ROBYN:  Right. 7 

            MS. VOGEL:  Yes. 8 

            ROBIN:  But the way it reads now is 10X was 9 

  retained, but you don’t say when it was changed from 1X.  10 

  It’s just that on this slide -- 11 

            MS. VOGEL:  I mean, I think -- when did it 12 

  change? 13 

            CHERYL:  It’s the language of retaining an FQPA 14 

  factor.  When it’s 10X, you retain it.  When it’s 1X, 15 

  you’ve reduced it. 16 

            MS. VOGEL:  I think she wants to know when we 17 

  made the change, at what point after 2011, I’m guessing. 18 

            ROBYN:  Right. 19 

            MS. VOGEL:  At what point after 2011 did we 20 

  change it from 1X.  Cheryl is absolutely right, that’s 21 

  the language of FQPA.  We retain it when it’s a 10 and22 
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  reduce it when it’s a 1. 1 

            ROBYN:  I just want to know the date. 2 

            MS. VOGEL:  Yes, sure. 3 

            MS. LOWITT:  This is Anna Lowitt.  So, between 4 

  2011 and 2014, the big milestones in between, there would 5 

  have been several SAP reviews on the PBPK model.  On the 6 

  2012 big review we did on the animal behavior data and 7 

  the epidemiology data along with the federal paper review 8 

  we did on the MRI results and the metrics used to evaluate 9 

  the children in the cohort.  So, based on all of those 10 

  external peer reviews leading up to the 2014, the results 11 

  of all those peer reviews led us to retain the 10X. 12 

            ROBIN:  Okay, so 2014. 13 

            MS. LOWITT:  So, between 2011 and 2014, we did 14 

  a lot of science work but no updated risk assessments. 15 

            ROBYN:  Okay, thank you.  And then, what is the 16 

  barrier to getting the raw data from either Columbia or 17 

  CDC? 18 

            MS. VOGEL:  The barriers?  So, I can’t speak to 19 

  the people that have the data, but we have requested it.  20 

  I think one of the concerns I’ve heard is the potential  21 

  -- because this data is epidemiological data, it’s based22 
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  on humans.  There is partially a concern over personal 1 

  identifiable information, as well as we’ve had 2 

  discussions back and forth as to whether or not we can 3 

  have access to it. 4 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  We continue to try to get that 5 

  data.  In fact, I sent a letter to Dean, I think, Freed 6 

  (phonetic) and the Mailman’s School of Public Health in 7 

  Columbia.  I haven’t heard.  I wrote her back and she 8 

  said that they’re working on a response.  So, that’s one 9 

  avenue. 10 

            The other avenue is with CDC.  I contacted Pat 11 

  Bracey (phonetic).  His initial response was that they 12 

  didn’t have it, but it was unclear what they didn’t have.  13 

  I don’t know if they didn’t have the results of the raw 14 

  data or he was speaking more in terms of personal 15 

  information.  I asked for clarification of that, and it’s 16 

  still going back and forth. 17 

            ROBYN:  Well, it is possible to get de- 18 

  identified raw data. 19 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Right, right. 20 

            ROBYN:  They can just take off the public -- 21 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  That was my question back to22 
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  him.  I said, I don’t need the personal identification. 1 

            ROBYN:  The private health information. 2 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  For both of them. 3 

            ROBYN:  Aren’t you one of the funders of this 4 

  particular study or was it all NIH?  What right does that 5 

  give you to get the data? 6 

            MS. VOGEL:  We have pursued that. 7 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  There’s some question about if 8 

  Columbia used any federal funds for the pesticide portion 9 

  of this.  They’re claiming that it was segregated and 10 

  they used private funds for that. 11 

            Gabrielle. 12 

            GABRIELLE:  First a question and then sort of 13 

  an observation comment question.  One question is, 14 

  California Department of Pesticide Regulation also did 15 

  chlorpyrifos human health risk assessments.  It came out 16 

  the end of December this past year.  They used the epi 17 

  study.  But what I found was striking was they did not 18 

  find any drinking water concerns.   19 

            Now, I know in the version of the human health 20 

  risk assessment that became publicly available and that 21 

  we provided comments on last year, you know, almonds22 
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  alone exceeded the drinking water standards.  We only 1 

  grow in California.  So, I’m just curious, how are you 2 

  looking at what DPR has done versus what EPA has done.  3 

  That’s my question. 4 

            MS. VOGEL:  So, we have seen California’s risk 5 

  assessment.  I mean, as far as the drinking water goes, 6 

  the drinking water assessment, what was presented in the 7 

  2014, we said there was additional work to do.  We have 8 

  been working on some refined drinking water assessments.  9 

  It gets more refined, and we’re down to like water shed 10 

  type levels.   11 

            So, there is additional work that’s being done 12 

  on the drinking water to refine it.  At that point in 13 

  time, I think we even said in the risk assessment or 14 

  shortly thereafter that we knew there was additional work 15 

  to be done on the drinking water assessment. 16 

            GABRIELLE:  Partly it’s because California has 17 

  some additional regulations in place.  That’s part of the 18 

  reason DPR came to a different outcome. 19 

            MS. VOGEL:  Right, and they’re California.  20 

  We’re looking at the -- 21 

            GABRIELLE:  Yes, that’s the other country,22 
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  California, I know.  I’ve been to many of these meetings 1 

  when they talked about the other countries.  It was 2 

  Canada and California. 3 

            Anyway, my question and my observation is, for 4 

  chlorpyrifos, we have registration review, which would 5 

  have a certain time frame for it.  We have lawsuit driven 6 

  deadlines for the Endangered Species Act, which I believe 7 

  by the end of next year it needs to be all said and done.  8 

  Now we have this lawsuit driven process for determining 9 

  whether to revoke or cancel the food uses of 10 

  chlorpyrifos.  We have Jim Jones saying it’s time to 11 

  fundamentally be the driver for EPA’s OPP’s decision. 12 

            As I listen to this, A, I’m totally confused 13 

  how you’re going to get -- I mean, the ESA process is a 14 

  whole year longer with the legal deadlines than your 15 

  current legal deadlines for the food uses.  All of this 16 

  has some really complicated science behind it.   17 

            I mean, what you’re talking about -- the reason 18 

  there’s been so much discussion is this is the first time 19 

  OPP is using epidemiologic data this way.  There is a lot 20 

  of question marks about whether the policy really has 21 

  been established.  So, it’s being established through22 
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  doing it.  That means it needs time for back and forth. 1 

            You have the SAP saying we have some things we 2 

  think you can do, but we’re not quite -- you’re saying, 3 

  hey, I heard a lot of feedback, but it was confusing.  4 

  There’s no way, absolutely no way you can do a good job 5 

  on the science in six months to make that decision by the 6 

  end of this year.   7 

            So, I just am trying to figure out, you know, 8 

  between these three different time lines and time to do a 9 

  good job on the science -- I mean, on the ESA side, 10 

  there’s a whole bunch of new -- the volume 1 things, and 11 

  I know you guys tried to prep us for that.  Again, having 12 

  the time to really look at all of this. 13 

            Ron was just asking me, you know, how long have 14 

  you been doing this.  I realize it’s been almost 19 years 15 

  since the first PPDC I ever attended in the audience.  16 

  It’s kind of a scary thought. 17 

            You know, when we do new science, it takes time 18 

  for all the sides to sort of argue with each other and 19 

  for EPA to work their way through it.  So, all I can say, 20 

  and this is really a plea, is at that June meeting, you 21 

  go back to the judge and say, look, the SAP is saying22 
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  we’ve got a lot of work to do, PPDC is saying we’ve got a 1 

  lot of work to do.  We cannot meet these deadlines if we 2 

  are to follow the junction of doing good science. 3 

            So, from a big picture policy question, I’m 4 

  struggling at how these legal deadlines are to jive with, 5 

  in my experience, a transparent public process, the way I 6 

  put it, muddle our way through to figuring out how to 7 

  make it work.  Again, meaning all sides have had their 8 

  say, have argued with each other.  I always say EPA has 9 

  done their job when we’re equally unhappy.   10 

            I mean, this is really difficult, I understand, 11 

  but somewhere along the way someone has to have the guts 12 

  to go back to the judge and say, this -- because there’s 13 

  legal theory and there’s scientific reality and good 14 

  public policy reality.  Where is that conversation? 15 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  I think that’s how we ended up 16 

  with our deadlines, but thanks for those thoughts.  I 17 

  think we were saying to the court, this is very hard 18 

  science, and we ended up with a mandated deadline.  19 

            Cheryl. 20 

            CHERYL:  I have to echo some of what Gabrielle 21 

  said.  I was kind of disconcerted that the whole first22 
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  part of this presentation is all about the deadlines and 1 

  the lawsuits.  We do want to hear about the science.   2 

            I’m glad, Dana, that you represented having 3 

  read snippets of the document that came out from the 4 

  transcript.  It was very clear that you didn’t get 5 

  consensus (inaudible) was exactly what was here.  I did 6 

  think that the statement that said that the PBPK model 7 

  was much stronger, at least one person did, said that it 8 

  had more faith in the PBPK model than some of these other 9 

  studies is important to pay attention to. 10 

            So, I mean, you’ve heard this before, but it 11 

  seems like the cart is before the horse a little bit 12 

  here, because it’s being driven by these legal things.  13 

  Also, if you go to your last slide on the next steps, 14 

  we’re still talking about getting the fundamental data.  15 

  We’re still talking about whether or not you can get 16 

  access to the data, whether CDC can come up with some 17 

  information.  It seems like that would be the starting 18 

  point.  Now we’re kind of doing it backwards.  It’s a bit 19 

  of a double standard.   20 

            Sorry, I have to complain, but if a registrant 21 

  came to you and said, yes, we’ve got this study and yes,22 
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  the data is there but you can’t see it, there’s no way 1 

  you would give credence to it.  So, I don’t understand 2 

  what is continuing to compel you to go after this one 3 

  study. 4 

            MS. VOGEL:  I think, you know, as we’ve taken 5 

  this issue to variety of SAPs -- and, Ann, I’ll let you 6 

  chime in as well -- this is epidemiological data.  It’s 7 

  not the same as animal data.  It just isn’t.  In itself 8 

  it’s a different entity.  It does present information 9 

  that presents an uncertainty for us and a potential for 10 

  neurodevelopmental effects on children that we need to 11 

  look at.  So, I think all the data together, all the 12 

  epidemiological data together presents a picture, 13 

  something that we need to look into.  I think we have to. 14 

            MS. LOWITT:  So, just to add to that, I think 15 

  it’s important to take two or three steps back from it’s 16 

  only one study question.  Remember, as Dana described, 17 

  we’ve been actually at this for a very long time.  There 18 

  has been more public process on these three epidemiology 19 

  studies since 2008.  We’ve been to the SAP multiple times 20 

  on these issues.  It’s not just one single study.   21 

            There is one study that happened to have22 
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  measured chlorpyrifos in cord blood, which makes it 1 

  uniquely important for chlorpyrifos.  But there are two 2 

  other cohorts, one funded by a combination of federal 3 

  dollars and private dollars.  So, there are actually 4 

  three cohorts that represent three individual separate 5 

  physical locations, three different sets of mothers and 6 

  children, three different sets of investigators who have 7 

  looked at the same types of measures, and infants and 8 

  children across the same period of time.  Those three 9 

  cohorts have observed the same trajectory of the same 10 

  outcomes across the three cohorts.   11 

            It’s not just a single piece of information; it 12 

  is a body of evidence.  There’s the epidemiology.  In our 13 

  2015 review, Dana didn’t really talk about it, expands 14 

  our epidemiology and how it’s beyond the three cohorts.  15 

  When we bring in international cohorts, we bring in 16 

  additional cases, control studies.  The same trajectory 17 

  continues. 18 

            If you look at -- there are hundreds, if not 19 

  thousands, of studies on chlorpyrifos and also other OPs 20 

  looking at developmental neurotoxicity in animals, non- 21 

  guideline studies looking at outcomes in adult animals22 
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  that are exposed during gestation and early post-natal.  1 

  There are hundreds, if not thousands, of studies looking 2 

  at the mechanistic underpinning of the effects of OPs on 3 

  brain development. This is not just a single piece of 4 

  information; this is a body of evidence based on many 5 

  lines of evidence. 6 

            So, the analysis that we took to the SAP in 7 

  April focused on that one piece of the cord blood for 8 

  chlorpyrifos, because we happened to have a very robust 9 

  multi-compartment, multi-route PBPK model that we can use 10 

  to begin to understand what happened to the women and the 11 

  children at the level of internal dose and to bring that 12 

  on the level playing field with today’s exposure.  We 13 

  don’t have that tool for any other OP.  We will not be 14 

  able to do that kind of analysis for other OPs. 15 

            So, the SAP was about the cord blood and how we 16 

  could use it, but we cannot lose sight of the totality of 17 

  the evidence and how far we’ve been since 2008 and all 18 

  the peer reviews, the 2008, the 2012, the federal peer 19 

  review, the PBPK models, the 2015 updated literature 20 

  review.  This is not a new conversation. 21 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Louis.22 
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            LOUIS:  It appears clear to me that there’s two 1 

  issues that you’re dealing with.  You’re dealing with 2 

  legal issues and scientific issues.  I believe it’s part of 3 

  the pursuit of science that you want to go out to the raw 4 

  data, you know, from the sources you mentioned.   5 

            Those of us at universities know how sensitive 6 

  it is to release data that involves different 7 

  personalities.  With that said, if federal dollars were 8 

  used for any part of that research, I don’t really 9 

  understand there’s such a problem getting that. 10 

            The question I have, in the event that in the 11 

  end you don’t get that raw data, what are your plans of 12 

  how you proceed beyond that?  How is that likely to 13 

  impact on the legal issues that you have to address, or 14 

  are they not related? 15 

            MS. VOGEL:  I think we are pursuing the raw 16 

  data.  We’re hoping to get it, and hopefully that will 17 

  inform us.  We are waiting for the SAP report to see 18 

  exactly what their recommendations are going to be.  We 19 

  have done to this point a lot of work around how do we 20 

  best use the data that we have from the published 21 

  literature that exists, using the data that we have to22 
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  the fullest extent that we can. 1 

            I’m not sure I can really say much more than 2 

  that.  Anna, do you want to add anything? 3 

            MS. LOWITT:  I wish OGC was here because they 4 

  could add some to that.  I won’t pretend to know the 5 

  details, but our understanding is that there’s no federal 6 

  statute that requires that we have that data.  Our 7 

  understanding is that this issue has been litigated in 8 

  the courts, and the Agency is not required to have raw 9 

  data to make a regulatory action.  That’s litigation that 10 

  would have occurred across other EPA programs. 11 

            Our sister programs in other offices, such as 12 

  water and air and solid waste, et cetera, regularly make 13 

  regulations on open literature and sometimes have the raw 14 

  data and sometimes they don’t. 15 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Annie. 16 

            ANNIE:  Yes, thank you.  I’m just wondering, 17 

  given the clear neurotoxic dangers associated with 18 

  chlorpyrifos, if the Agency could speak to its decision 19 

  to revoke tolerances as opposed to going through a full 20 

  cancellation procedure for the label allowed uses?  Also, 21 

  will the procedure you’re pursuing, will that process22 
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  remove label uses? 1 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  So, if we revoke the 2 

  tolerances, it would be basically -- you’d be producing 3 

  adulterated food if you still used the product on the 4 

  crops and had residues.  So, even though we’d have to go 5 

  through a cancellation to get rid of them off the books, 6 

  I don’t think anybody would be applying it. 7 

            Does that answer your question? 8 

            ANNIE:  I guess.  I mean, I guess we’re just 9 

  wondering like will there be a full cancellation down the 10 

  line, then, or are you just going to stick with this 11 

  revoking of tolerances? 12 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  I think that’s getting farther 13 

  down the line than we’re currently at right now.  I mean, 14 

  I think we’d cross that bridge when we got to it.  I 15 

  don’t know -- that’s predetermining the outcome of the 16 

  hearing.  I’m not ready to do that yet. 17 

            ANNIE:  Okay.  So, then, when you revoke the 18 

  tolerances, will the label uses be removed? 19 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Well, that would be the ideal 20 

  situation.  If you’re producing adulterated food, I think 21 

  it would be a fairly easy cancellation if the registrant22 
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  didn’t remove those uses.  There’d be no benefits in 1 

  creating adulterated food.  I’m not sure why growers 2 

  would go out and use it. 3 

            ANNIE:  Right, okay.  Thank you. 4 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Cynthia. 5 

            CYNTHIA:  So, to take Annie’s question a step 6 

  further, given the serious neurotoxic implications, 7 

  especially for children, the ESA findings of 97 percent 8 

  of CCs affected, and the many years of scientific 9 

  deliberations that simply can’t be fast tracked, wouldn’t 10 

  it make sense to temporarily suspend the use while these 11 

  studies and further deliberations are underway?  What 12 

  would it take to do a temporary suspension? 13 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  All right.  I think what you’re 14 

  talking about is emergency suspension under our law, 15 

  which would require us to make a determination of 16 

  imminent hazard to get it off the market immediately.  17 

  Again, I think we’ve gone to the SAP.  We’re going to 18 

  wait until we see what the SAP says in terms of where 19 

  they’re coming out.  If you were at the SAP, it was very 20 

  undecided, to say the least.  So, we want to see the 21 

  report before we figure out our next steps here.22 
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            Ray. 1 

            RAY:  The standard in FFDCA is that the 2 

  administrator may establish or relieve and affect the 3 

  tolerance for a pesticide chemical residue in or on a 4 

  food only if the administrator determines that the 5 

  tolerance is safe.  In the case of chlorpyrifos, EPA has 6 

  made repeated determinations that the tolerances are safe 7 

  and has removed the FQPA safety factor.  Anna’s 8 

  description of the body of evidence is a very large body 9 

  of evidence upon which these decisions were based. 10 

            The standard further states that the 11 

  administrator shall modify or revoke a tolerance if the 12 

  administrator determines it is not safe.  Now, you’re 13 

  proposing to revoke those tolerances.  Has a specific 14 

  determination reversing previous decisions been made that 15 

  says those tolerances are not safe? 16 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  I don’t know where you’re going 17 

  with this. 18 

            RAY:  The law obligates you to make a 19 

  determination that they are not safe in order to revoke 20 

  the tolerance. 21 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Right.  That’s what we’re in22 
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  the process of determining whether we can make a safety 1 

  finding or not, just like we do on all of our chemicals. 2 

            MS. VOGEL:  There were risks of 3 

  concern identified in the 2014 risk assessment, which is 4 

  what that was based on.  I mean, there were risks of 5 

  concern for workers, for drinking water. 6 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Right, using the 2014 risk 7 

  assessment. 8 

            MS. VOGEL:  Right. 9 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  We couldn’t make a safety 10 

  finding. 11 

            MS. VOGEL:  Right. 12 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Lori. 13 

            Lori:  I just want to commend the Agency for 14 

  its commitment to meeting these deadlines.  These 15 

  deadlines were established in recognition of the fact 16 

  that urgent action is needed on this potent neurotoxin.  17 

  We don’t have a lot of time to lose on this.  We’ve seen 18 

  the effects.  We’ve seen the large body of data out 19 

  there.  So, I just want to commend you for taking this 20 

  action. 21 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  Are there any other questions22 
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  on chlorpyrifos?  Any questions from PPDC members on the 1 

  phone? 2 

            (No response.) 3 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  I don’t think I hear any.  4 

  Maybe we can break for lunch early and come back at 1:00.  5 

  You can’t say we dodged the easy topics right off the 6 

  bat.  So, it’s kind of like the SAP meeting; I think 7 

  people are all over the place in terms of their opinions, 8 

  but we do appreciate the comments and discussion.   9 

            So, let’s come back at 1:00, and we can start 10 

  on another fun topic, ESA. 11 

            (A luncheon recess was taken.) 12 

   13 
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  22 
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                      AFTERNOON SESSION 1 

            MR. HOUSENGER:  -- headed up by Anita Pease and 2 

  Patrice Ashfield from Fish and Wildlife.  Take 3 

  it away. 4 

            MS. PEASE:  Hi, everyone.  This is Anita Pease, 5 

  Acting Director, Environmental Fates and Effects 6 

  Division.  I’m going to be tag teaming this presentation 7 

  with Patrice Ashfield, who is sitting in for Gina Shultz.  8 

  Patrice is the Branch Chief for National Consultation 9 

  from Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters. 10 

            Also, in your packets there are slides.  I 11 

  think there’s an additional piece of paper after that 12 

  packet of ESA slides that has Patrice’s slides, the Fish 13 

  and Wildlife Service step 3 slide on that.  So, just a 14 

  little logistical thing to start. 15 

            So, in terms of today’s topics, I’ll give you a 16 

  little bit of background.  I know a lot of you are 17 

  familiar with this topic, very passionate about it.  I’ll 18 

  provide you a summary of the draft biological evaluations 19 

  that we just released, try and take that public webinar 20 

  that we just gave and condense it down into about 10 or 21 

  15 minutes.  22 
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            Talk a little bit about the tool development, 1 

  some of the tools and models we’ve developed along the 2 

  way.  We’ll discuss a path forward, and then I’ll turn it 3 

  over to Patrice who will talk about step 3 and the 4 

  biological opinion and the activities associated with 5 

  that effort. 6 

            So, it’s been three years since the NAS report 7 

  came out.  It was released in April of 2013, and they 8 

  provided us recommendations on how to assess the risk of 9 

  pesticides between endangered species.  When we began this 10 

  work, all these agencies, EPA, National Marine Fisheries, 11 

  US Fish and Wildlife Service, and USDA, agreed that we 12 

  would do this collaboratively, that work would be based 13 

  on a partnership. We also agreed that we would develop a 14 

  common method, so it wouldn’t be EPA’s method and 15 

  Service’s method.  We would just have a joint method. 16 

            So, right after that report came out in April, 17 

  we released an interim scientific and technical method in 18 

  November of 2013, kind of a white paper of those interim 19 

  methods.  It’s available on our web site.  It’s a link 20 

  provided on the slide.   21 

            Since then, you know, it’s been about three22 
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  years, we’ve been continuing to develop that interim 1 

  method, to refine it, to put some more meat on the bones.  2 

  We’ve had four interagency workshops.  Those have been 3 

  week long workshops.  We’re staffed with the Services, USDA 4 

  and EPA.  Technical and management staffs have gotten 5 

  together and tried to work out some of these issues.  6 

  We’ve had four external ESA stakeholder workshops.   7 

            We’ve really been on the road at a bunch of 8 

  scientific conferences, American Chemical Society, CPAC.  9 

  We presented to this group, as well as SFIREG.  We’ve 10 

  been to CropLife America.  So, we’ve really made a 11 

  concerted effort to try and be as transparent as possible 12 

  regarding the method development and where we are at that 13 

  point in time along the road to developing these methods. 14 

            We also acknowledge that, you know, once we 15 

  develop these methods, that we would need to test them 16 

  out in the context of an actual consultation.  So, that’s 17 

  what we’re doing right now.  These are pilot biological 18 

  evaluations.  We recognize that some of these methods are 19 

  going to have to be changed based on stakeholder comments 20 

  and feedback that we get along the way. 21 

            What we said is that once we’ve vetted the22 
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  methods, we would use a day forward approach in applying 1 

  those methods, implementing them in the context of our 2 

  other regulatory actions.  So, we acknowledge that, just 3 

  like all science that evolves, this is an iterative 4 

  1979Bprocess, and this will evolve just like science evolves 5 

  1980Bin other topic areas. 6 

            1981BSo, I think the last time we met was in 7 

  1982BOctober.  At that point in time, we were just getting 8 

  1983Bready to release a subset of the draft biological 9 

  1984Bevaluations.  So, what we did was in December of 2015, we 10 

  1985Breleased the problem formulations, all the exposure and 11 

  1986Beffects data, and the analysis plans for the three 12 

  1987Bchemicals, chlorpyrifos, malathion and diazinon.  We put 13 

  1988Bthose on our web site, so those have been out about four 14 

  1989Bmonths before we released the full entire draft 15 

  1990Bbiological evaluations. 16 

            1991BThe draft BEs were released on April 6th, and 17 

  1992Bthe web site links are provided for those materials.  18 

  1993BI’ll provide a couple screen shots of what the web site 19 

  1994Blooks like, just to take you through a little tutorial on 20 

  1995Bhow to navigate it, since it’s a lot of material. 21 

            1996BRight now, the public comment period is open on22 
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  the draft BEs.  It will close on June 10th.  I’ll just 1 

  1997Bget this out now.  I’ll share the bad news.  We have 2 

  1998Bgotten some requests for an extension to the comment 3 

  1999Bperiod from a number of stakeholders.  The request was 4 

  2000Bfor additional 120 days.   5 

            2001BThere’s a couple reasons why we’re not going to 6 

  2002Bbe able to grant that extension.  One is that we have 7 

  2003Bsome court mandated deadlines or dates that these final 8 

  2004Bbiological opinions need to be completed for these three 9 

  2005Bchemicals, December of 2017.  There are two more 10 

  2006Bchemicals after this, carbaryl and methomyl.  They’re a 11 

  2007Byear behind.  If we grant that 120-day extension period, 12 

  2008Bwe will not meet these court mandated dates.   13 

            2009BSo, we’re not going to be able to grant that 14 

  2010Bextension.  Additionally, you know, we thoughtfully put 15 

  2011Bthe materials out in December of 2015 to give people an 16 

  2012Badditional four months to look at some of the data and 17 

  2013Bthe analysis.  A large volume of material was posted at 18 

  2014Bthat time.  So, that’s why. 19 

            2015BYou can imagine that if we did grant this 20 

  2016Bextension, there is a ripple effect forward on all the 21 

  2017Bdeliverables and the deadlines that we’re working under. 22 
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  So, we’re going to forge ahead, and we’re expecting that 1 

  2018Bthe comment period will close on June 10th.  Again, the 2 

  2019Bfinal biological opinions are due for these three 3 

  2020Bchemicals in December of 2017.  Before those go out, they 4 

  2021Bwill be released in draft, and there will be a public 5 

  2022Bcomment period associated with the draft biological 6 

  2023Bopinions as well. 7 

            2024BSo, once we released these draft BEs, we 8 

  2025Bthought, you know, okay, we can take a breath now, but 9 

  2026Bthat’s never really the case, right.  So, since we 10 

  2027Breleased these in April, we’ve presented a number of 11 

  2028Bdifferent occasions.   12 

            2029BWe had a public webinar on May 5th where we had 13 

  2030Ba couple hours we devoted to this.  We had an hour 14 

  2031Bpresentation from technical staff on the methods that we 15 

  2032Bused to develop the draft BEs.  We also gave a tutorial 16 

  2033Bon how to navigate the web site.  Then we opened up for 17 

  2034Bquestions for about an additional hour.  I believe we had 18 

  2035Babout 180 people on that call, so there was a lot of 19 

  2036Binterest on that call. 20 

            2037BI just want to let you know that we will be 21 

  2038Bposting the slides and recordings from that session, as22 
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  well as a list of acronyms, because, you know, we love to 1 

  2039Buse acronyms.  That should be out in the next couple 2 

  2040Bweeks on our website. 3 

            2041BIn addition, we have developed a bunch of new 4 

  2042Bmodels and tools that I’ll talk about.  At the ecological 5 

  2043Bmodeling public meeting that we held on May 9th, we had 6 

  2044Bsome presentations on those models, and we also had 7 

  2045Bdemonstrations actually walking through the tools.  So, 8 

  2046Bwe have been out and trying to release and communicate 9 

  2047Bthese tools. 10 

            2048BSo, this is a screen shot of what it will look 11 

  2049Blike.  So, if you go to our endangered species protection 12 

  2050Bpage, you’ll want to click on the link for the NAS report 13 

  2051Brecommendations.  Then, once you click on that, you’ll 14 

  2052Bland on this page. 15 

            2053BSo, what you can get from this page, it has a 16 

  2054Blink to the NAS report.  You can actually get the interim 17 

  2055Bapproaches that we developed in November 2013.  Then, 18 

  2056Bthere are hyperlinks for each of the BEs for the three 19 

  2057Bchemicals, as well as a separate hyperlink that will take 20 

  2058Byou to all of our provisional models and tools. 21 

            2059BSo, if you click on malathion, for example,22 
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  this is what it looks like if you click on that page.  1 

  2060BSo, the first thing you’ll see is a list of document 2 

  2061Brevisions since the December 2015 posting.  So, this is 3 

  2062Breally like an errata sheet of everything we’ve added 4 

  2063Bsince December of 2015.  It also gives a brief 5 

  2064Bdescription of if we have taken a document that we’ve 6 

  2065Bposted in 2015 and revised it slightly, it describes what 7 

  2066Bexactly those revisions were, and also provides a list of 8 

  2067Ball the new materials. 9 

            2068BThis document is instructions for commenting on 10 

  2069Bthe draft BEs.  This is also located in the docket.  So, 11 

  2070Bthis is a little bit different than the normal way we 12 

  2071Bpost risk assessments.  Normally, we post them to a 13 

  2072Bdocket, but this was so large, we had to put it on a web 14 

  2073Bsite.  But the instructions are on the docket.  15 

            2074BBasically, if you want to post comments or 16 

  2075Bprovide us with comments, you’ll provide them in writing 17 

  2076Bto the docket.  But this document provides instructions 18 

  2077Bon how to comment, where to comment.  It also lists a 19 

  2078Bnumber of topic areas where we’re specifically soliciting 20 

  2079Bcomments from the public.  These are challenge areas for 21 

  2080Bus, so that’s articulated in that document as well.22 
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            Then you’ll see the hyperlinks to the different 1 

  2081Bchapters, the draft BEs, and associated documents.  So, 2 

  2082Bbasically, the attachments, I believe, are methods that 3 

  2083Bare common for all three chemicals.  So, you’ll see the 4 

  2084Bsame attachments repeated on each of the draft BEs for 5 

  2085Bthe different chemicals. 6 

            2086BThe appendices are information that’s 7 

  2087Bspecifically relevant for that chemical.  Finally, you’ll 8 

  2088Bsee this yellow icon that says new.  That’s just to let 9 

  2089Byou know that that’s new material since the December 2015 10 

  2090Bposting. 11 

            2091BSo, I know you all have seen this before.  This 12 

  2092Bis the three-step process, and this is what we’re trying 13 

  2093Bto implement.  This is based on the NAS report 14 

  2094Brecommendations.  So, I’ll just walk you through this 15 

  2095Bbriefly, and then I’ll talk a little bit about some of 16 

  2096Bthe methods we use on these various steps.  So, 17 

  2097Bbasically, we’re trying to integrate the problem 18 

  2098Bformulation, exposure, and response analysis, and risk 19 

  2099Bcharacterization in all three of these steps.  That’s 20 

  2100Bbased on current risk assessment methodology.   21 

            2101BSo, step one, basically, what we’re doing is22 
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  we’re asking ourselves will the chemical cause an effect, 1 

  2102Bis there a may effect or no effect to the species.  This 2 

  2103Bis for individual listed species.  If there’s no effect, 3 

  2104Bthen we’re basically done, and there’s no need to 4 

  2105Bconsult.  If we come to a may affect determination, then 5 

  2106Bwe move into step two.  EPA’s biological evaluations 6 

  2107Bencompass steps one and steps two of the three-step 7 

  2108Bprocess. 8 

            2109BSo, at step two, we’re asking ourselves, is the 9 

  2110Bregistration of this pesticide, according to the label, 10 

  2111Blikely or not likely to adversely affect listed species.  11 

  2112BIf it’s not likely to adversely affect, what we call 12 

  2113BNLAA, then we would seek concurrence from the Services, 13 

  2114Band we would be done with consultations, like an informal 14 

  2115Bconsultation.   15 

            2116BIf we make a likely to adversely affect 16 

  2117Bdetermination, then we would enter into formal 17 

  2118Bconsultation with the Services.  That’s the point where 18 

  2119Bthey would pick it up, and they would write a biological 19 

  2120Bopinion, and that’s step three of the process.  That’s 20 

  2121Bdone by Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine 21 

  2122BFisheries.  22 
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            Then, they would make the jeopardy or adverse 1 

  2123Bmodification decision in that step three process.  2 

  2124BPatrice is going to talk a little bit more about that in 3 

  2125Bher slides. 4 

            2126BSo, just a little bit more on step one.  So, 5 

  2127Bstep one, what we’re asking here is is there a potential 6 

  2128Bfor direct or an indirect effect from the action.  Again, 7 

  2129Bthe action is the pesticide registration according to the 8 

  2130Blabel.  So, we’re looking at whether or not there’s 9 

  2131Boverlap of the action area with the species range 10 

  2132Binformation.  The species range information has been 11 

  2133Bprovided to us from the Services. 12 

            2134BThe action area is basically the footprint 13 

  2135Bwhere the pesticide can be used.  There’s an additional 14 

  2136Bdistance that accounts for spray drift and runoff to 15 

  2137Bencompass that action area.  So, what we’re doing in step 16 

  2138Bone is basically a geospacial analysis of determining 17 

  2139Bwhether there’s an overlap between the pesticide 18 

  2140Bfootprint, which is based right now for agricultural uses 19 

  2141Bon crop land data layer from USDA, as well as 20 

  2142Bnonagricultural data layers that are available for other 21 

  2143Btypes of use patterns, and overlaying that information22 
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  with the range data that we’ve gotten from the Services.  1 

  2144BSo, if there’s any overlap, then we’re automatically into 2 

  2145Bmay affect; no overlap, we’re at no affect.  For most of 3 

  2146Bthese species, obviously, there is some type of overlap, 4 

  2147Band we’ve moving on to step two. 5 

            2148BSo, in step two, the question we’re asking is 6 

  2149Bis the individual’s fitness -- again, these are affects 7 

  2150Bto one individual of a listed species.  That’s really an 8 

  2151Bimportant point.  I’m going to say that a bunch of times 9 

  2152Bduring the presentation.  So, is fitness to an individual 10 

  2153Breduced or is the species essential habitat features 11 

  2154Baffected?  Habitat features really relate to its 12 

  2155Bdesignated critical habitat for those species that have 13 

  2156Bthat. 14 

            2157BThe way that we’re doing this in step two is 15 

  2158Bprimarily based on a weight of evidence approach.  I’ll 16 

  2159Bshow you in the next slide the matrix that we’ve created 17 

  2160Bto walk through this analysis.  So, what we’re doing is 18 

  2161Bwe’re looking at various lines of evidence that integrate 19 

  2162Bnot only exposure for aquatic and terrestrial 20 

  2163Benvironments but also the toxicity for direct and 21 

  2164Bindirect effects.  22 
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            We’re also considering incident data, as well 1 

  2165Bas evaluating qualitatively mixtures, and that came up 2 

  2166Bearlier this morning, as well as looking at the abiotic 3 

  2167Binfluence on toxicity.  So, these are things like does 4 

  2168Btemperature or pH have an influence on the toxicity that 5 

  2169Bwe see in the literature. 6 

            2170BSo, based on this weight of evidence, again, 7 

  2171Bhere we’re making that not likely or likely to adversely 8 

  2172Baffect determination.  If we’re at not likely to 9 

  2173Badversely affect, we’ll seek concurrence from the 10 

  2174BServices.  LAA, we move into step three. 11 

            2175BSo, I think you all have seen this before, but 12 

  2176Bthis is our weight of evidence matrix.  So, these are our 13 

  2177Blines of evidence that we’re evaluating.  We’re filling 14 

  2178Bout one of these tables for every single species.  We 15 

  2179Bhave about 1700 species or so that we evaluated.  So, 16 

  2180Bthese are our normal endpoints that we would look at, 17 

  2181Bmortality, growth and reproduction, our normal apical 18 

  2182Bendpoints.   19 

            2183BIn addition to that, we’re looking at some 20 

  2184Bsublethal effects like behavioral and sensory effects.  21 

  2185BWe’re capturing indirect effects.  These are impacts to a22 
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  species’ food base or its habitat.  Then, these last two 1 

  2186Blines of evidence, these are the qualitative pieces, 2 

  2187Bmixtures and the abiotic or biotic factors on toxicity. 3 

            2188BSo, for each species, we are going to fill out 4 

  2189Bthese cells in the center with information on exposure 5 

  2190Band effects.  Here we’re looking at the relevance and the 6 

  2191Brobustness of the information.  Then, at the end here, 7 

  2192Bthese last two columns on the right, risk and confidence, 8 

  2193Bwe’re assigning weights of high, medium, and low to 9 

  2194Bconfidence in that data, the exposure and effects 10 

  2195Banalysis, as well as the risk estimate.  Based on the 11 

  2196Bcombination of these weightings of high, medium, and low, 12 

  2197Bwe’re making either a likely or a not likely to adversely 13 

  2198Baffect determinations. 14 

            2199BSo, again, I think you all have seen this 15 

  2200Bbefore, but this is a summary table of the number of 16 

  2201Bspecies that we evaluated, the number of no affect, not 17 

  2202Blikely to adversely affect, and likely to adversely 18 

  2203Baffect determinations by taxonomic group, by species 19 

  2204Bnumber.   20 

            2205BSo, these are the results for chlorpyrifos and 21 

  2206Bmalathion.  For these, we have a 97 percent determination22 
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  likely to adversely affect determination, again for an 1 

  2207Bindividual of the listed species.  So, when we say 97 2 

  2208Bpercent of the species are being harmed, that’s a little 3 

  2209Bbit of an overstatement.  This is, again, in effect to 4 

  2210Bone individual of the species.  The Services, when they 5 

  2211Bdo their biop, will translate that individual into a 6 

  2212Bpopulation level effect, which will provide some more 7 

  2213Bcontext. 8 

            2214BSo, for diazinon, it’s a little better picture.  9 

  2215BWe have about 80 percent likely to adversely affect 10 

  2216Bdeterminations.  The reason is because for chlorpyrifos 11 

  2217Band malathion, they have use patterns, wide area use 12 

  2218Bpatterns, mosquito site use patterns where they can be 13 

  2219Bused virtually anywhere across the landscapes.  No 14 

  2220Bgeographical restrictions for certain use patterns for 15 

  2221Bchlorpyrifos and malathion.  So, basically, the action 16 

  2222Barea for those chemicals was the entire United States.  17 

            2223BFor diazinon, this chemical is used on pretty 18 

  2224Bmuch vegetables and orchards, as well as I think there’s 19 

  2225Ba cattle ear tag use.  So, the action area is a bit 20 

  2226Bsmaller than it is for those other two chemicals.  That’s 21 

  2227Bthe reason for the 80 percent LAA as compared to 9722 
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  percent. 1 

            2228BAt the end of the day, there’s still a lot 2 

  2229Blikely to adversely affect determinations.  So, why so 3 

  2230Bmany?  The first reason is these chemicals, they are 4 

  2231Bextremely toxic.  They have wide ranging uses across the 5 

  2232BUnited States.  The other part of it is that the 6 

  2233Bthreshold for a likely to adversely affect determination 7 

  2234Bis a very low bar.   8 

            2235BWe’re using a one in a million chance.  9 

  2236BMortality is a threshold for acute mortality.  We are 10 

  2237Bmaking some conservative assumptions for exposure.  We’re 11 

  2238Blooking at the maximum application rates.  It’s on the 12 

  2239Blabel, the maximum number of applications, the minimum 13 

  2240Bdays between applications.  So, very conservative 14 

  2241Bassumptions for exposure. 15 

            2242BAlso in that weight of evidence approach that I 16 

  2243Bshowed you, when you start comparing those weights, that 17 

  2244Bhigh, medium, and low weight for risk and confidence, the 18 

  2245Bonly way you can get to a not likely to adversely affect, 19 

  2246Blike just looking at those weights, is if you have a high 20 

  2247Bdegree of confidence and a low degree of risk for every 21 

  2248Bsingle line of evidence.  Otherwise, in the slides that22 
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  we presented in the public webinar, there’s a matrix that 1 

  2249Bshows you how the rankings of high, medium, and low get 2 

  2250Byou to NLAA, or likely to adversely affect. 3 

            2251BSo, you know, we recognize the need to go back 4 

  2252Band have to look at some of these evaluations.  Again, 5 

  2253Blike I said, the likely to adversely affect determination 6 

  2254Bis for a single, individual of a listed species.  So, 7 

  2255Bagain, you know, looking at the instructions for 8 

  2256Bcommenting, we are soliciting comments on some specific 9 

  2257Bareas, actually looking for areas where we can refine 10 

  2258Bthese analyses. 11 

            2259BSo, a little bit on the tool development.  I 12 

  2260Bthink the last time we met, I had talked to you all about 13 

  2261Ba lot of these tools.  Really, this is the good news part 14 

  2262Bof this presentation.  Along the way, there’s so much 15 

  2263Bdata that we’re looking at.  For the modeling runs, we 16 

  2264Bhave tens of thousands of modeling runs.  We have 17 

  2265Btoxicity studies.  We looked at thousands of toxicity 18 

  2266Bstudies for these chemicals.  So, we really did make a 19 

  2267Bconcerted effort to automate a lot of this work. 20 

            2268BSo, the tools that we built here will not only 21 

  2269Bserve us well moving forward in the ESA consultations,22 



 110 

  but we’ll also be able to leverage them for other types 1 

  2270Bof assessments that we complete in the program.  I 2 

  2271Bencourage you to go and look on the provisional models 3 

  2272Bpage and look at these tools, because they really do take 4 

  2273Ba lot of information aggregated into a way that we can 5 

  2274Bdigest it. 6 

            2275BSo, in the aquatic exposure modeling, you know, 7 

  2276Bwe have what’s now called the pesticide and water 8 

  2277Bcalculator.  I think the name has changed several times 9 

  2278Bthroughout this process, but this is basically the tool 10 

  2279Bwe use to calculate aquatic exposures.  We’re doing this 11 

  2280Bnot only for one type of aquatic habitat, which we 12 

  2281Btypically look at, which is the farm pond, but we’ve 13 

  2282Bexpanded that to nine different types of aquatic habitats 14 

  2283Bin the assessments.  So, there’s three different habitats 15 

  2284Bfor static water, three for flowing water, and three for 16 

  2285Bestuary marine.  So, a large, large amount of 17 

  2286Binformation. 18 

            2287BWe’ve also developed some new scenarios that 19 

  2288Bcorrespond to the crop land data layer footprint that I 20 

  2289Bmentioned earlier.  We’ve developed some new scenarios 21 

  2290Bfor non-agricultural uses as well.  Then we have this22 
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  post processor that we’ve developed.  This basically 1 

  2291Ballows us to produce graphs and tables that include 2 

  2292Bprobability distributions of exposure over time, help 3 

  2293Bcharacterize the duration and the magnitude of exposure.  4 

  2294BThey also allow the user to compare the estimated 5 

  2295Bexposures to the aquatic thresholds, summarize these 6 

  2296Bexposures by HUC (phonetic), which are the hydrologic, 7 

  2297Byou know, regions of the country, and also by the aquatic 8 

  2298Bhabitat pin.  They allow us to make the effects 9 

  2299Bdeterminations for aquatic species. 10 

            2300BOn the terrestrial side, we have this tool 11 

  2301Bcalled TED.  I think I spoke to you about this the last 12 

  2302Btime we met.  This tool basically aggregates our existing 13 

  2303Bterrestrial models.  So, it takes T-Rex, and terra plant, 14 

  2304Band T-Herps, and Ag Drift, and our earthworms-to-gaspy 15 

  2305B(phonetic) model, and it combines them into one 16 

  2306Baggregated tool.  It also allows us to go beyond our 17 

  2307Btypical exposure route that we evaluate which is dietary 18 

  2308Bexposures, to look at exposures based on drinking water, 19 

  2309Binhalation, and dermal routes of exposure.  So, this tool 20 

  2310Bis actually a great tool because we don’t have to do all 21 

  2311Bthose separate model runs.22 
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            The other thing this tool does is it allows a 1 

  2312Bcomparison of estimated exposures to the thresholds for 2 

  2313Bterrestrial species.  It estimates the distance from the 3 

  2314Bedge of the field where we wouldn’t expect there to be 4 

  2315Brisk of concern.  It also provides information on the 5 

  2316Bduration of the time that the residues exceed that 6 

  2317Bthreshold.  So, it provides a little bit of information 7 

  2318Bon the probability as well. 8 

            2319BThe TIM and MCnest tools are tools that we’ve 9 

  2320Bdeveloped to further our avian risk characterization.  10 

  2321BThese are probabilistic tools that are complementary.  11 

  2322BThey look at mortality and fecundity of avian species. 12 

            2323BOn the effects side, again, as I mentioned, we 13 

  2324Blook at a lot of information.  Not only the registrants 14 

  2325Bsubmitted data, but also all of the data in the open 15 

  2326Bliterature.  We built a tool called the data array 16 

  2327Bbuilder, which basically allows you to take all the 17 

  2328Binformation and you can segregate it by the type of 18 

  2329Bendpoint or the species.  You can look at a lot of 19 

  2330Binformation in one single snapshot. 20 

            2331BThen, the species sensitivity distribution 21 

  2332Btoolbox allows us to distribute all of the acute22 
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  mortality data, along with species sensitivity 1 

  2333Bdistribution, to derive a threshold.  So, that’s another 2 

  2334Btool that we’ve developed. 3 

            2335BThe newest tool that I don’t think I talked to 4 

  2336Byou about the last time that we’ve developed since the 5 

  2337Blast PPDC meeting is called this weight-of-evidence 6 

  2338Bgenerator.  So, this tool basically takes that table that 7 

  2339BI showed you and it automatically populates the 8 

  2340Binformation for exposure and toxicity.   9 

            2341BIt also incorporates biological information for 10 

  2342Bthe species.  It calculates the percentage of overlap 11 

  2343Bbetween the footprint and that species range data.  It 12 

  2344Bhelps the risk assessor make that high, medium, and low 13 

  2345Bcall that eventually leads to the effects determination.  14 

  2346BSo, this tool has been a lifesaver, actually.  I’m sure 15 

  2347Bthe scientists in the room can attest to that.  It really 16 

  2348Bhelps to (inaudible) a lot of information very quickly. 17 

            2349BSo, in terms of the path forward, again, the 18 

  2350Bcomment period is going to close on June 10th for these 19 

  2351Bthree chemicals.  We recognize that, you know, we have 20 

  2352Bbuilt a process that really right now is not sustainable.  21 

  2353BIt took a lot of resources to get where we are.  If you22 
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  go on the web site, there’s thousands and thousands of 1 

  2354Bpages.  So, we need to go back and figure out a way to 2 

  2355Bbuild this process so it’s more sustainable so we can use 3 

  2356Bit moving forward. 4 

            2357BSo, we have developed some smaller interagency 5 

  2358Bsubgroups to look at some lessons learned, to go back and 6 

  2359Bdo more of a retrospective analysis to see if we can come 7 

  2360Bup with some process efficiencies.  It’s a little 8 

  2361Bdifficult to do this because we don’t yet have the 9 

  2362Bbiological opinion step three analysis.  Once we have 10 

  2363Bthat in place, then we can really go back and figure out 11 

  2364Bwhat did we really use in step three, what didn’t we use, 12 

  2365Bwhat’s nice to have, that kind of thing, and figure out 13 

  2366Bwhere we can trim that way.  So, this will be an 14 

  2367Biterative process.   15 

            2368BRight now, our next step, you know, the comment 16 

  2369Bperiod, as I said, is open.  We’re going to have a two- 17 

  2370Bday ESA stakeholder workshop.  The dates have been set to 18 

  2371BJune 29th and 30th.  It will be at the Fish and Wildlife 19 

  2372BService building in Falls Church, Virginia.  In this 20 

  2373Bmeeting, the feedback we heard from stakeholders is our 21 

  2374Bpast four ESA workshops, while they were good for22 
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  informational exchange, it was kind of a lecture style. 1 

            2375BThis is going to be different in that we’re 2 

  2376Bgoing to, you know, roll up our sleeves.  We’re going to 3 

  2377Bhave some breakout groups on some different topics, 4 

  2378Bincluding aquatic modeling, refinements to steps one and 5 

  2379Btwo, and also take another look at that weight-of- 6 

  2380Bevidence approach for animals and plants.  So, in this 7 

  2381Bmeeting, we plan to invite some people that have some 8 

  2382Bspecific expertise in these areas so that we can move 9 

  2383Bforward and get some refinements.  We’re also hoping to 10 

  2384Bdevelop some charge questions to focus this meeting 11 

  2385Bmoving forward. 12 

            2386BSo, the last slide I have here is just a 13 

  2387Bproposed schedule for chlorpyrifos, diazinon, and 14 

  2388Bmalathion.  Of course, depending on the volume of public 15 

  2389Bcomments we get, which I’m anticipating will be quite a 16 

  2390Bfew, we are setting the proposed date to get the final 17 

  2391BBEs done by the end of this calendar year.   18 

            2392BThen, right now, we are starting to work with 19 

  2393Bthe Services, as Patrice will describe, on the draft 20 

  2394Bbiological opinions.  Right now, we have a proposed date 21 

  2395Bof April of 2017 for that.  Like I said, these documents22 
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  will go out for public comment, just like the draft BEs.  1 

  2396BThen, that court mandated final biological opinion date 2 

  2397Bfor these three chemicals is December 2017. 3 

            2398BThe next two chemicals we’ll be working on will 4 

  2399Bbe carbaryl and methomyl.  They’re about a year behind.  5 

  2400BSo, we’re hoping to get draft BEs out for these two 6 

  2401Bchemicals by the end of the calendar year.  Then, the 7 

  2402Bfinal biops are due in December 2018.  8 

            2403BSo, with that, I’m going to turn it over to 9 

  2404BPatrice. 10 

            2405BMS. ASHFIELD:  Thank you, Anita.  It’s nice to 11 

  2406Bbe here today representing the Fish and Wildlife Service.  12 

  2407BAgain, I am the Branch Chief for National Consultations.  13 

  2408BYou know, I thought I would start off just by saying 14 

  2409Bthat, as you may or may not know, this is the first 15 

  2410Bopinion of this type that the Service will have ever 16 

  2411Bdone, having, you know, to take a look at 1640 species, 17 

  2412Band I think what is critical habitat around 650 or so.  18 

  2413BSo, obviously, quite an endeavor.  With that, this lays 19 

  2414Bout a whole new set of kind of parameters on how we’re 20 

  2415Bgoing to tackle something along these lines. 21 

            2416BSo, with that, I thought I would walk you22 
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  through, you know, an overview of where we’re at 1 

  2417Bcurrently with the biological opinions and give you an 2 

  2418Bupdate on some of the areas. 3 

            2419BFor those of you who don’t know, biological 4 

  2420Bopinions, set up per our regs, have very specific areas 5 

  2421Bthat we will write and address.  One of the first things, 6 

  2422Bin order to understand what is going on with our species, 7 

  2423Band then, in order to take a look at the action and how 8 

  2424Bthat action is going to affect that species, is we really 9 

  2425Bneed to understand where our species are.  You know, you 10 

  2426Bmay think, gee, the Fish and Wildlife Service didn’t have 11 

  2427Bcurrent range maps for all those species.  You know, you 12 

  2428Bmight have been surprised by that. 13 

            2429BIn Section 7, a lot of times we’re consulting 14 

  2430Bon some species a lot and other species not so much, and 15 

  2431Bsome species not at all.  So, one of our first tasks was 16 

  2432Bto lay out a current range map for each of our species.  17 

  2433BFESTF was actually extremely instrumental in helping us 18 

  2434Bdo this.  They pulled together draft maps.   19 

            2435BThen, we went through an exercise where we 20 

  2436Breached out to our field offices.  We have about 90 field 21 

  2437Boffices across the United States and in Hawaii and Puerto22 
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  Rico.  They are a field office, those individuals who 1 

  2438Bknow those species.  Took a look at those range maps and 2 

  2439Bfurther refined them from what FESTF had done with the 3 

  2440Bdraft map. 4 

            2441BSo, this actually is a huge step forward.  I 5 

  2442Balways like to start off with it because it’s something 6 

  2443Bwe have completed and we now have a range map for every 7 

  2444Bone of our species. 8 

            2445BSo, one of the first steps in the biological 9 

  2446Bopinion, along with understanding where they are, is to 10 

  2447Bunderstand what’s going on with that species.  We call 11 

  2448Bthat our status of the species.  The status lays out, you 12 

  2449Bknow, population numbers, as we know them, specific 13 

  2450Blocations of importance, some of the basic ecological 14 

  2451Binformation of that species, and it will also bring in to 15 

  2452Bthat beneficial actions that may be occurring that’s helping 16 

  2453Bthe species population or other stressors that’s also 17 

  2454Baffecting that species. 18 

            2455BSo, with that, over I’m going to say about a 19 

  2456Byear ago, about the time I think we were part way 20 

  2457Bthrough our mapping exercise, we also started working on 21 

  2458Bhaving biologists pull together the status of the species22 
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  that we currently had, and then also starting to write 1 

  2459Bstatus of the species for species that we did not have 2 

  2460Bthis information. 3 

            2461BIt was slow going.  We had trouble getting enough 4 

  2462Bdetailees to be able to help us with this.  Once again, 5 

  2463BFESTF stepped in and is currently assisting us on pulling 6 

  2464Btogether the information on the status of the species.  7 

  2465BSo, while that looks a little daunting to see up there 8 

  2466Bthat we still have over 900 statuses that have to be 9 

  2467Bcompleted, I’m optimistic with FESTF’s help and some of 10 

  2468Bour detailees that are still working with us that we will 11 

  2469Bget this task done.  As you can imagine, it’s paramount 12 

  2470Bto understand what is going on with the species as we go 13 

  2471Bthrough the biological opinion process and be able to 14 

  2472Bassess the effects of the actions. 15 

            2473BSo, we also need to take a look at the critical 16 

  2474Bhabitat.  We need a status for the critical habitat.  So, 17 

  2475Bagain, you can see this one does need some more work.  We 18 

  2476Bhave over 100 partially done, but again, with FESTF’s 19 

  2477Bhelp, we will get it done. 20 

            2478BUNIDENTIFIED MALE:  You’re using an acronym I 21 

  2479Bdon’t know.22 
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            MS. ASHFIELD:  Oh, I’m so sorry. 1 

            2480BUNIDENTIFIED MALE:  FESTF? 2 

            2481BMS. ASHFIELD:  Oh, excuse me, FESTF is the 3 

  2482BFIFRA Endangered Species Task Force.  This is my 4 

  2483Bunderstanding, they’re a consortium of representatives 5 

  2484Bfrom different industries.  I’m looking at Anita to make 6 

  2485Bsure I’m saying that correctly.  I work a lot with Berna 7 

  2486BLynn.  She’s the coordinator right now.  So, like I said, 8 

  2487Bthey’ve been very helpful.  I’m sorry to have thrown in 9 

  2488Ban acronym without explaining it.  Sometimes you get so 10 

  2489Bused to saying some acronyms that they’re almost like 11 

  2490Bwords. 12 

            2491BSo, the next part in our biological opinion 13 

  2492Bwill be the project description.  Fortunately, because, 14 

  2493Bas Anita had talked about, we worked so closely with NMF 15 

  2494B(phonetic) and with EPA, we’ll be able to lift a lot of 16 

  2495Bthe description right out of the BEs and pull that over 17 

  2496Binto our biological opinions.  We do need to have our 18 

  2497Bbiological opinion be a stand-alone document.  It should 19 

  2498Bbe something that the general public could pick up, read, 20 

  2499Band understand what’s going on.  Of course, we’ll always 21 

  2500Bbe referring back to the BEs, but the project description22 
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  should be able to lay out what we’re looking at and why. 1 

            2501BThere’s another part of the biological opinion, 2 

  2502Bwhich is the baseline, which takes a look at the status 3 

  2503Bof the species within the action area.  So, normally, for 4 

  2504Bus, in section 7, a federal agency will have an action, 5 

  2505Bwhether it’s building an airport, or a highway, or 6 

  2506Bsomething along those lines.  So, when we take a look at 7 

  2507Bthe status, we take a look at the status overall.   8 

            2508BWhen we take a look at the baseline, we take a 9 

  2509Blook at the status of that species within the area that 10 

  2510Bis going to be effected.  In this case, as Anita was 11 

  2511Btalking about with a couple of these chemicals, the 12 

  2512Bbaseline, or maybe I should say, because a couple of them 13 

  2513Bare so ubiquitously used, the status and the baseline are 14 

  2514Breally going to be one in the same.  However, for 15 

  2515Bdiazinon, because the use isn’t quite as widespread, we 16 

  2516Bwill have a baseline.  Currently, for that, I have a 17 

  2517Bbiologist who I’ve tasked with, and he is working on this 18 

  2518Bto write up this section for the baseline section in the 19 

  2519Bdiazinon biological opinion. 20 

            2520BSpeaking of that, I’ll tell you also -- I 21 

  2521Bshould have brought this up first -- we have at the Fish22 
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  and Wildlife Service here at headquarters beefed up our 1 

  2522Bstaff to help us be able to accomplish this task.  So, 2 

  2523Bcurrently, right now, I have eight biologists that are 3 

  2524Bworking full time on these opinions.  My newest person 4 

  2525Bjust came in a couple days ago, but I’m still excited to 5 

  2526Bsay that we have eight folks, four of them toxicologists.  6 

  2527BSome of these folks, through the last two or two-and-a- 7 

  2528Bhalf years, have been working, as we said, continuously 8 

  2529Bwith EPA and NMF.  And then, some of my newer folks will 9 

  2530Bbe coming up to speed. 10 

            2531BSo, the meaty part, the effects of the action, 11 

  2532Bthis is the tough one.  So, now we’ve laid the stage.  12 

  2533BWe’ve figured out where the species area.  We figured out 13 

  2534Bwhat is going on with that species, how their status is 14 

  2535Bdoing.  So, now we’re going to be taking a look at the 15 

  2536Beffects of the action.  This is where we’re going to be 16 

  2537Bworking off of what EPA, and Fish and Wildlife Service,  17 

  2538Band NMF have been working on.  But we’re going to expand 18 

  2539Bthat in our effects. 19 

            2540BSo, for instance, a lot of the modeling that 20 

  2541BAnita talked to you about was set up to take a look at is 21 

  2542Bthe action likely to adversely affect that one22 
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  individual.  So, when we take a look at this now, we’re 1 

  2543Bgoing to be working with EPA and modifying some of these 2 

  2544Bmodels to be taking a look at.  So, yes, they have 3 

  2545Bdetermined that an individual can be adversely affected, 4 

  2546Bbut what does this mean to the population. 5 

            2547BSo, in some of the early work that we’ve been 6 

  2548Bdoing, EPA has been talking about assisting us with being 7 

  2549Bable to take a look at meteorological data, for instance, 8 

  2550Btaking a look at I’m going to be talking to my field 9 

  2551Boffices, taking a look at out of a range, where is that 10 

  2552Bspecies, are there areas where the species has higher 11 

  2553Bdensity versus other areas.   12 

            2554BFor a lot of species, as we know, they’re not 13 

  2555Bubiquitously placed across their range.  There’s going to 14 

  2556Bbe -- I’ll use a species I’m familiar with, lease bells 15 

  2557Bverio (phonetic).  There could be some drainages where 16 

  2558Byou’re going to have higher populations of that species 17 

  2559Bversus other drainages. 18 

            2560BSo, we’re taking a look at how can we add this 19 

  2561Binto the work that we’re doing so that we’re assessing, 20 

  2562Byou know, clear or more correctly the exposure of these 21 

  2563Bspecies to the chemicals.22 
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            One of the other things that we’ve been 1 

  2564Bfocusing on in all the subgroups that we’ve been working 2 

  2565Bon is we’ve taken some representative species and we’ve 3 

  2566Bspent a lot of time taking a look at lease bells verio or 4 

  2567Bthe power sheets skipper link (phonetic).  We had a fish 5 

  2568Bspecies.   6 

            2569BSo, a lot of time has been focused on that.  7 

  2570BWe’re going to take that and extrapolate that, then, 8 

  2571Bacross different groups of species.  So, for lease bells 9 

  2572Bverio, we’d be able to represent other insectivorous 10 

  2573B(inaudible), for instance.  So, I have right now over at 11 

  2574BFish and Wildlife Service, one of the things we’re doing 12 

  2575Bis we’re taking the 1640 species and grouping them into 13 

  2576Bmajor taxonomic groups, but then also subgroups.  So, for 14 

  2577Binstance, out of our 80 freshwater and muscles, we’ll be 15 

  2578Bgrouping those into groups that make sense, so that we 16 

  2579Bcan then assess a representative out of that subgroup.  17 

  2580BThen, the others would be extrapolated from that. 18 

            2581BSo, after we go through this process, we take a 19 

  2582Blook at our status, our baseline, and our effects 20 

  2583Bsection.  We work on our conclusions.  The objective of a 21 

  2584Bbiological opinion is to determine whether the action22 
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  would jeopardize the continued existence of the species 1 

  2585Bor destroy or adversely modify critical habitat.   2 

            2586BSo, with that, in the conclusion, we would then 3 

  2587Bbe taking a look at these effects for each of these 4 

  2588Bspecies.  If the action does not jeopardize, we would 5 

  2589Bthen be figuring out what do we think the take would be 6 

  2590Bpursuant to that action. 7 

            2591BSo, in simpler terms, back to my airport 8 

  2592Bdevelopment, et cetera, you might take two pairs of nat 9 

  2593Bcatchers and Steven’s kangaroo rat, for instance.  We 10 

  2594Bnormally do our take statements in, you know, numerical 11 

  2595Btype values.  This pesticide consultation may be 12 

  2596Bsomething we’ll be looking at having a different type of 13 

  2597Btake statement pursuant to our new rule that we just 14 

  2598Bpassed using surrogacy for incidental take statements. 15 

            2599BSo, with that, then, is how we conclude our 16 

  2600Bbiological opinions.  I was trying to think if there’s 17 

  2601Banything -- I think that I’ve kind of covered that 18 

  2602Boverview of how we’re hoping to proceed, some of the 19 

  2603Bthings that we have accomplished.  As you can see, we 20 

  2604Bhave a lot more work for us in our future. 21 

            2605BSo, I think that covers it for me.  I’ll pass22 
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  it back to you. 1 

            2606BMS. PEASE:  Questions? 2 

            2607BMR. HOUSENGER:  Bob. 3 

            2608BBOB:  This is really just a question.  So, that 4 

  2609Bwas really interesting and way over my head.  So, when 5 

  2610Byou get to a decision, say on the organophosphates, what 6 

  2611Bkinds of things will you do?  Will you cancel the 7 

  2612Bproduct, or are there specific ranges of risk mitigation 8 

  2613Boptions?  What’s the end game look like? 9 

            2614BMS. PEASE:  So, the end game, we’re probably 10 

  2615Bnot going to do anything until we get the biological 11 

  2616Bopinion, because that’s where, you know, the Services 12 

  2617Bcome to their jeopardy conclusion or no jeopardy 13 

  2618Bconclusion.  We’ll issue what they call reasonable and 14 

  2619Bprudent measures or reasonable and prudent alternatives.  15 

  2620BSo, those are basically the mitigation measures that we 16 

  2621Bwould then be responsible for implementing in the context 17 

  2622Bof our pesticide registration. 18 

            2623BSo, at that point, you know, we hope that 19 

  2624Bbefore we get that final biological opinion, we will have 20 

  2625Bengaged in some meaningful conversation about what’s 21 

  2626Breasonable and prudent, and what we feasibly do with the22 
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  resources we have, and also to engage registrants to the 1 

  2627Btable, so we’re not just saying, here it is, you know, go 2 

  2628Bimplement it.  We’ve tried that in the past, and it 3 

  2629Bhasn’t really worked so well.   4 

            2630BSo, I mean, I can confer that back to Patrice, 5 

  2631Bbut right now, the stage where we’re actually doing 6 

  2632Bsomething about this, the mitigation piece comes when we 7 

  2633Bget the biological opinion. 8 

            2634BMS. ASHFIELD:  So, as far as the mitigation 9 

  2635Baspect, you know, we will be working with EPA throughout 10 

  2636Bthis entire process.  But, you know, this is something to 11 

  2637Bthink about.  If we are working with EPA and then we can 12 

  2638Breach out to different companies, if there is some type 13 

  2639Bof mitigation that we can put up front, maybe that might 14 

  2640Bbe for a particular species, it might be a larger buffer, 15 

  2641Bor it might be a timing issue, et cetera, if that can be 16 

  2642Badded into the biological opinion as part of the action, 17 

  2643Bthen that goes also into our effects.  So, then, while we 18 

  2644Bhave the impact of species, x number of species are 19 

  2645Badversely affected pursuant to the chemical, you have the 20 

  2646Bbenefit, too, that’s being offset. 21 

            2647BMS. PEASE:  I’ll just add one thing to that. 22 
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  We were able to complete a successful consultation with 1 

  2648BFish and Wildlife Services on Rozol and Kaput, 2 

  2649Bwhich are identifieds.  The way that we did that is we 3 

  2650Bused this term called conversation measures.  We 4 

  2651Bdeveloped some measures that we included between the 5 

  2652Bdraft and the final that basically got us to a no 6 

  2653Bjeopardy opinion.   7 

            2654BSo, that’s the framework, the paradigm that we 8 

  2655Bwant to operate under, is that we’re having the 9 

  2656Bdiscussions early on.  We’re developing options that make 10 

  2657Bsense and integrating those into the biological opinions 11 

  2658Bso it’s not just, here, EPA, go do this RPM.  You know, 12 

  2659Bwe’ve had conversations about it.  That’s kind of the 13 

  2660Bframework. 14 

            2661BMR. HOUSENGER:  Sharon. 15 

            2662BSHARON:  I have a few questions.  Do you want 16 

  2663Bme to ask all of them or ask a couple and then let others 17 

  2664Bgo? 18 

            2665BMR. HOUSENGER:  You can go.  Just do them all.  19 

  2666BThen we won’t come back to you. 20 

            2667BSHARON:  Well, okay, going back, Anita, to when 21 

  2668Byou said that in the BE, you also looked at abiotic22 
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  factors, such as temperature, I’m curious about how you 1 

  2669Bincorporated that into the analysis.  Did you use 2 

  2670Btemperature under current conditions?  Were you looking 3 

  2671Bat the registration review period being 15 years, what 4 

  2672Byou might expect for temperature, for instance, over the 5 

  2673Bnext 15 years? 6 

            2674BMS. PEASE:  Not necessarily.  I think we had 7 

  2675Bsome data that showed that increased temperature 8 

  2676Bincreases toxicity.  NFM specifically, Marine Fisheries, 9 

  2677Bhas some scientists that are working on this effort.  So, 10 

  2678Bthey have some publications out that show a direct 11 

  2679Brelationship between increases in temperature and 12 

  2680Btoxicity.  So, we tried to integrate that into the 13 

  2681Banalysis.  Again, this is a qualitative piece of 14 

  2682Binformation that’s discussed, but it carries a little bit 15 

  2683Bless weight than some of those other lines of evidence I 16 

  2684Btalked about. 17 

            2685BSHARON:  Okay.  So, the second question, both 18 

  2686Btoday and the last time that we met Fish and Wildlife 19 

  2687BService has been represented here.  I think that’s great, 20 

  2688Band I recognize that Fish and Wildlife Service has over 21 

  2689B90 percent of the species on the endangered species list. 22 
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  I’m just kind of curious, because I haven’t seen National 1 

  2690BMarine Fisheries also represented.  I’m curious if 2 

  2691Bthey’ve been as integrated into this process and if they 3 

  2692Bare, you know, I guess, aligned with this approach and 4 

  2693Beverything that you’re saying here. 5 

            2694BMS. PEASE:  So, yes, they’ve been involved in 6 

  2695Ball the discussions that we’ve had.  All the interagency 7 

  2696Bweek long workshops that we’ve had, they’ve been involved 8 

  2697Bin those workshops.  The interim methods that we 9 

  2698Bdeveloped, we developed in collaboration with Marine 10 

  2699BFisheries as well as Fish and Wildlife Service.  So, they 11 

  2700Bhave been invited to these meetings.  We’ve done some 12 

  2701Bpresentations for CropLife America and other meetings 13 

  2702Bwhere they have been present.  Unfortunately, they 14 

  2703Bcouldn’t be here today, but they’ve been involved. 15 

            2704BSHARON:  Okay.  So, for the ESA stakeholders 16 

  2705Bworkshop that’s coming up at the end of June, is that an 17 

  2706Binvite only workshop? 18 

            2707BMS. PEASE:  That’s a good question.  So, we 19 

  2708Bstruggle with this because we want to balance it.  We 20 

  2709Bwant to be inclusive, but we also want to invite the 21 

  2710Bpeople that have the expertise to really help us, you22 
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  know, roll up the sleeves and figure some of these 1 

  2711Bchallenges out.  So, what we’re thinking of doing is -- 2 

  2712Bright now, we have a steering committee that’s working on 3 

  2713Bthe logistics for the workshop.   4 

            2714BThat steering committee, I think there are some 5 

  2715Bpeople that are even in this room, but it’s not just the 6 

  2716Bgovernment agencies; it’s also NGOs, industry groups, and 7 

  2717Bgrower groups that are involved on this steering 8 

  2718Bcommittee.  So, we’re all putting forward names of people 9 

  2719Bthat we think will provide fruitful conversation and 10 

  2720Bprovide some expertise. 11 

            2721BSo, what we’re hoping to do is identify some 12 

  2722Bspecific folks that we can invite to the breakout groups.  13 

  2723BThen, with the room that’s left over, we would open that 14 

  2724Bup to the public.  Then, also, at the beginning and the 15 

  2725Bend of the workshop, we’ll have plenary sessions that 16 

  2726Bwill be open to the public.   17 

            2727BSo, the very beginning where we’re talking 18 

  2728Babout here’s the methods we’ve used, here’s the 19 

  2729Bchallenges, here are the charge questions, that will be 20 

  2730Bopen to the public.  Then, the end session where we’re 21 

  2731Btalking about the results of the breakout groups, the22 
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  recommendations, the pass forward, that will be open to 1 

  2732Bthe public.  Then, some of the slots in the breakout 2 

  2733Brooms would also be open. 3 

            2734BSHARON:  I think I just have one more.  So, EPA 4 

  2735Bhas said on various occasions that you’ll be using this 5 

  2736Bpilot process as sort of a day forward approach.  6 

  2737BRecognizing that these are pilot nationwide consultations 7 

  2738Band this is, you know, a new process for all the agencies 8 

  2739Binvolved, and that you’ve got a schedule not only for 9 

  2740Bthese three OPs but also for carbaryl, methomyl -- and 10 

  2741Bthen, I believe we’ve got glyphosate  and 11 

  2742Batrazine coming behind that, maybe a couple others I 12 

  2743Bcan’t quite remember. 13 

            2744BI’m curious because the registration review 14 

  2745Bprocess continues on.  You know, you’ve got a schedule 15 

  2746Bfor that, too.  So, this year I think you’ve got open 16 

  2747Bdockets and draft registration reviews happening for a 17 

  2748Bdozen, I can’t quite remember, chemicals. 18 

            2749BI recall EPA saying that ultimately and 19 

  2750Beventually the Endangered Species Act analysis will be 20 

  2751Bincorporated into the registration review process.  But 21 

  2752Bwhen exactly will you integrate that in so that that’s a22 
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  standard part of the registration review process of all 1 

  2753Bactive ingredients? 2 

            2754BMS. PEASE:  That’s the million dollar question.  3 

  2755BSo, I mean, it’s a great question.  Right now, what we’ve 4 

  2756Bsaid is, just like you said, once we get the message 5 

  2757Bvetted, which is what we’re doing right now based on 6 

  2758Bputting out these drafts, taking them to the public, 7 

  2759Bgetting public comment, having the stakeholder workshop, 8 

  2760Bonce we have a method we agree with that we feel is 9 

  2761Bsustainable --  10 

            2762BAnd I don’t have a magic ball.  I think I’d 11 

  2763Bneed a magic eight ball for this question in terms of 12 

  2764Btiming.  But once we get there, we will then go back to 13 

  2765Bregistration review and we will, you know, carry it 14 

  2766Bforward at that point in time.  I don’t know when that 15 

  2767Bpoint in time is going to be, but we’re working towards 16 

  2768Bthat. 17 

            2769BMR. HOUSENGER:  Aimee. 18 

            2770BAIMEE:  So, I’m curious, because you were 19 

  2771Btalking about kind of honing the range information to 20 

  2772Bbetter understand where populations are currently in 21 

  2773Border to determine where you’re going to have risk most22 
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  likely, because you’re going to have populations there, 1 

  2774Byou know, of levels that might cause harm overall. 2 

            2775BI’m going back to the Endangered Species Act 3 

  2776Band thinking about protection and to restore those 4 

  2777Bpopulations.  Yet, we’ve got historic ranges, and then we 5 

  2778Bhave current range, and then we have segments within that 6 

  2779Bcurrent range where we have fewer species. 7 

            2780BI would like to hear more about your thoughts 8 

  2781Bas to how that honing, which I get it, you don’t want to 9 

  2782Bkill the current species that are there, how does that actually then 10 

  2783Balso help us to get to the bigger picture where we want 11 

  2784Bto restore species?  Have you thought about that 12 

  2785Bcomponent? 13 

            2786BMS. ASHFIELD:  So, I think maybe I misspoke a 14 

  2787Blittle bit.  When I was talking about taking a look or, 15 

  2788Byou know, where we have a current range map of where the 16 

  2789Bspecies are, I was thinking more of if we could, on some 17 

  2790Bspecies, it probably wouldn’t be all, of having the 18 

  2791Bbiologists that are the experts for that species be able 19 

  2792Bto draw like maybe just a gross polygon, for instance, 20 

  2793Band say, you know, this is where there’s a high density 21 

  2794Bof X species here, and there’s lower here.  Really, that22 
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  doesn’t have anything to do with the lower density as 1 

  2795Bless important.  It’s more an exposure question.   2 

            2796BSo, rather than saying that -- going back to my 3 

  2797Blease bells verio, which is a species that uses riparian 4 

  2798Bcorridors, rather than saying these birds are situated 5 

  2799Bacross the landscape in a very similar style, they’re 6 

  2800Bactually -- you might have more birds on the Santa 7 

  2801BMargarita River than you do on the San Diego River, 8 

  2802Bsomething like that.  So, it’s really more of trying to 9 

  2803Bhone the exposure but not the overall need for what the 10 

  2804Bspecies would need for recovery.  So, it’s kind of two 11 

  2805Bdifferent things, as I see it. 12 

            2806BAIMEE:  So, you have pesticide use throughout 13 

  2807Bthe range, and you’re looking at where in that range the 14 

  2808Bpopulations are.  Just talk me through that, because it 15 

  2809Bstill feels like they’ve got their whole range.  If 16 

  2810Byou’ve got higher use in an area that, you know, is range 17 

  2811Bbut it doesn’t have a high population right now, but we’d 18 

  2812Blike to restore them to that area and grow that 19 

  2813Bpopulation, how would what you’re talking about -- 20 

            2814BMS. ASHFIELD:  I think I get it.  When we’re 21 

  2815Bassessing -- because, you know, a lot of this is taking a22 
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  look at what is the impact of this action to the 1 

  2816Bpopulation.  So, how are lease bells verios affected by 2 

  2817Bthe use of pesticides adjacent to the habitats where they 3 

  2818Bare, in essence, right?   4 

            2819BSo, in doing that, if we had a uniform 5 

  2820Bdistribution, I think that we would not really get the 6 

  2821Bimpact to the species as it is.  So, let’s say in the 7 

  2822Bdrainage, the Santa Margarita, since I’ve worked this 8 

  2823Bbird, I’m familiar with it, there actually is a lot of 9 

  2824Bfarming on Camp Pendleton.  There’s a lot of agriculture 10 

  2825Badjacent to some very dense populations of birds.   11 

            2826BSo, I want to then, if we can, you know, 12 

  2827Bworking with, like I said, the experts, if we could then 13 

  2828Btake a look at the exposure, I think you’re getting more 14 

  2829Brepresentative of what’s going on.  Otherwise, you might 15 

  2830Btake the Margarita and say, well, we have 100 pairs, and 16 

  2831Bthe San Diego River has 100 pairs, each river, right, 17 

  2832Bversus that some of these are more important.  I think 18 

  2833Bthat actually might direct you to working with those 19 

  2834Brivers that are more important, while not ignoring the 20 

  2835Brivers that may have lower populations.   21 

            2836BIn a lot of instances, a lot of reasons why we22 
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  see lower densities of our species in some area is just 1 

  2837Bbecause of lost habitat.  Now, in some cases, restoration 2 

  2838Bis possible, in some cases, like Los Angeles River, not 3 

  2839Bso much.  4 

            2840BSo, I think that was the point I was trying to 5 

  2841Bmake.  Again, we’re still working through all of this.  6 

  2842BBut it was just something we’ve been talking about. 7 

            2843BMR. HOUSENGER:  Cynthia. 8 

            2844BCYNTHIA:  So, I’ve been trying to follow all 9 

  2845Bthis.  I just need a couple of clarifications.  In the mix 10 

  2846Bof all of this, my kid texted me that they threw up all 11 

  2847Bover the rug.  I might have sort of missed a bit here. 12 

            2848BSo, in the very last slide, you mentioned 13 

  2849Bsomething about identifying representatives of species, 14 

  2850Bgroups, or subgroups.  I’m just wondering how we were 15 

  2851Bgoing to identify the representatives of those groups. 16 

            2852BMS. ASHFIELD:  So, I’ve been thinking about -- 17 

  2853Band again, please take this with a big grain of salt, 18 

  2854Bbecause this is what we’re working on right now.  Out of 19 

  2855B1640 species, I worry about having an effects section as 20 

  2856Bin depth as we have been working, again like with the 21 

  2857Blease bells verio or the powershake skipperlings22 
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  (phonetic).  I don’t think that’s doable. 1 

            2858BSo, I use an example that we have 80 species of 2 

  2859Bfreshwater muscles.  So, some of those muscles, let’s 3 

  2860Bsay, you find on tertiary streams or some of them you 4 

  2861Bmight have a grouping that are found in primary 5 

  2862Bdrainages.  There’s going to be some differences between 6 

  2863Bthose muscles, let’s say.  So, my thought was, those 7 

  2864Bcould be broken out into a reasonable, you know, probably 8 

  2865B-- because the species are similar, then if I have five 9 

  2866Bor six muscles, out of those five or six, we would pick a 10 

  2867Brepresentative.   11 

            2868BWe might pick the most endangered.  We might 12 

  2869Bpick the species that seems to maybe be the best 13 

  2870Brepresentative for the other species of muscles.  Then we 14 

  2871Bwould give a more in-depth affects analysis for that 15 

  2872Bmuscle.  Then, maybe those others would have to, while 16 

  2873Bthey’re still may be an effect, it would build off of 17 

  2874Bthat representative. 18 

            2875BAgain, you know, it’s something we’re thinking 19 

  2876Bof.  It’s trying to figure out, and if anyone has any 20 

  2877Bother ideas, I’m all ears, of really how to assess.  21 

  2878BAgain, I can’t tell you the amount of hours and22 
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  biologists and incredible thinking that has gone into 1 

  2879Btrying to figure out how to address something that’s so 2 

  2880Bcomplicated. 3 

            2881BCYNTHIA:  Right.  So, maybe sort of case by 4 

  2882Bcase at the beginning. 5 

            2883BMS. ASHFIELD:  Yes. 6 

            2884BCYNTHIA:  Second, I wasn’t familiar with the 7 

  2885Bacronym either, the FIFRA Endangered Species Task Force.  8 

  2886BYou mentioned it was representatives from industry.  I’m 9 

  2887Bjust wondering are there NGOs, are there academia, is it 10 

  2888Ba whole range of people involved, or who exactly is this? 11 

            2889BMS. PEASE:  It’s a consortium of registrants.  12 

  2890BNo NGOs.  Actually, it’s a Federal Endangered Species 13 

  2891BTask Force.  So, Berwin McGehey (phonetic) is the 14 

  2892Bcoordinator of that group.  They are developing a system 15 

  2893Bcalled IMS, which is an information management system.  16 

  2894BSo, it’s a tool that they’re developing of spacial data, 17 

  2895Bbiological data on species.  They have been extremely 18 

  2896Bhelpful in providing a base set of maps to the field 19 

  2897Boffices of the Fish and Wildlife Service field offices 20 

  2898Bthat were a starting point for all the work that’s 21 

  2899Bhappened.  So, they had some aggregated data, some nature22 
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  serve element occurrence data that was the start of all 1 

  2900Bthis work. 2 

            2901BCYNTHIA:  Okay, thank you. 3 

            2902BMR. HOUSENGER:  Pat. 4 

            2903BPAT:  I’d like to know a little bit more about 5 

  2904Bthe data you used to determine whether or not there may 6 

  2905Bbe effects.  You mentioned pesticide toxicity data, open 7 

  2906Bliterature.  I’m wondering, for example, so you have, 8 

  2907Bsay, rodent data for toxicity.  Do you apply that data to 9 

  2908Bthe universe of mammals, for example, and assume if 10 

  2909Byou’re seeing an effect in a rodent, it’s going to 11 

  2910Btranslate to other mammals?   12 

            2911BCertainly, you know, there’s evidence that 13 

  2912Brodent data may not necessarily be greatly represented of 14 

  2913Bhuman responses in many cases.  Similarly, you know, you 15 

  2914Bhave reptiles, you have amphibians.  You don’t often have 16 

  2915Bthat kind of data with pesticide testing.  You may not 17 

  2916Bhave endocrine data for a lot of these types of species.  18 

  2917BHow do you deal with that, and how do you, you know, fill 19 

  2918Bthose gaps, so to speak? 20 

            2919BMS. PEASE:  Good question.  I mean, we use a 21 

  2920Bsurrogate approach, so obviously we can’t test 160022 
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  listed species. 1 

            2921BPAT:  I wouldn’t want you to. 2 

            2922BMS. PEASE:  Yes, right.  So, I mean, we have 3 

  2923Bour guideline requirements that are articulated in 40 CFR 4 

  2924BPart 158.  So, you know, we get data on rodents, and we 5 

  2925Buse that data for mammals.  We also look in the open 6 

  2926Bliterature.  If we have a more relevant species for a 7 

  2927Bparticular taxonomic group or a particular listed 8 

  2928Bspecies, we’ll use that data.  So, you brought up a good 9 

  2929Bpoint about reptiles and amphibians.  If we don’t have 10 

  2930Bamphibian data, aquatic phase amphibian data, we usually 11 

  2931Buse fish as a surrogate.  For reptiles, we use birds as a 12 

  2932Bsurrogate.  But we will go out into the open literature 13 

  2933Band try and seek out data for taxonomic groups which are 14 

  2934Bunderrepresented by the types of tests and guidelines we 15 

  2935Bwould normally get.  We do that mostly by going out into 16 

  2936Bthe open literature and then assigning that. 17 

            2937BRecall the weight-of-evidence matrix that I put 18 

  2938Bup?  If you look under the effects, there’s a column for 19 

  2939Bspecies surrogacy.  That’s where we’re looking at that, 20 

  2940Bexactly what you’re talking about and seeing -- the data 21 

  2941Bthat we have, is it really applicable for the species22 
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  that we’re evaluating?  Are we confident in that data or 1 

  2942Bnot?  Then we do the weights accordingly. 2 

            2943BPAT:  So, just to follow up, if you have, 3 

  2944Bagain, say, the rodent data, how confident are you that 4 

  2945Bthat’s going to represent, say, a mammal higher up in the 5 

  2946Bfood chain, for example, you know, a carnivore or 6 

  2947Bsomething? 7 

            2948BMS. PEASE:  I mean, we would have less 8 

  2949Bconfidence if we’re using a mouse endpoint for a grizzly 9 

  2950Bbear, you know.  I mean, you have less confidence.  But 10 

  2951Bthere also models that incorporate allometric equations 11 

  2952Bthat extrapolate based on the body weight of the animal 12 

  2953Band its diet. 13 

            2954BPAT:  Okay, thank you. 14 

            2955BMR. HOUSENGER:  Cheryl. 15 

            2956BCHERYL:  I just kind of have two questions.  16 

  2957BOne is, an awful lot of work, tremendous amount of work.  17 

  2958BTo get to the end of step two, just kind of a toggle 18 

  2959Bquestion, you’re just kind of toggling, yes or no, go 19 

  2960Bforward.   20 

            2961BI’m just wondering if all this work leading up 21 

  2962Bto that, if there’s any way to take advantage of it to be22 



 143 

  more of a prioritization, because it’s kind of like a 1 

  2963Bscreening almost, a very conservative screening with a 2 

  2964Bwhole lot of work behind it.  If you look into these 3 

  2965Btools, can you do more of a ranking prioritization?   4 

            2966BI have a second question, but answer that one 5 

  2967Bfirst. 6 

            2968BMS. PEASE:  Again, remember, our benchmark here 7 

  2969Bis an effect to an individual.  So, I completely agree 8 

  2970Bwith what you’re saying.  You know, when we built this 9 

  2971Bprocess, I think we envisioned it would be more of a 10 

  2972Bfunnel.  So, we take a lot of information, you know.  We 11 

  2973Bstart with a lot of species.  We went our way down to the 12 

  2974Bspecies that we really care about and we want to spend 13 

  2975Bour resources protecting. 14 

            2976BAgain, these are pilots.  We’re building the 15 

  2977Bmethods.  We acknowledge the need to maybe go back and do 16 

  2978Bsome of what you’re talking about, because, you know, 17 

  2979Bright now it’s just a big tube, and everything is 18 

  2980Bshooting through to step three.  So, we recognize the 19 

  2981Bneed to do that, and that’s what we hope to do in the 20 

  2982Bstakeholder meeting, is identify some areas where we can 21 

  2983Bfine tune, gain some efficiencies.  It’s going to be an22 
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  iterative process. 1 

            2984BCHERYL:  Okay.  The second question is, when 2 

  2985Byou’re talking about establishing a baseline or status, 3 

  2986Bthat you’re also describing this action, this potential 4 

  2987Baction of the approval.  You actually have use going on 5 

  2988Bright now.  So, as you’re describing baseline and status, 6 

  2989Bit sounds to me, from the way you described, you’re 7 

  2990Btrying to make a decision do you approve this use or not.  8 

  2991BBut you know for a lot of these cases, it’s already 9 

  2992Bhappening.  So, what’s the part of the process that takes 10 

  2993Binto account that your baseline already has this exposure 11 

  2994Bin many cases? 12 

            2995BMS. ASHFIELD:  Excellent question, one that 13 

  2996BI’ve been struggling with.  Normally, in section 7, you 14 

  2997Bare addressing the action before it occurs versus while 15 

  2998Bthe action is ongoing, as in this case.  So, we had one 16 

  2999Bsimilar consultation on cooling water intake structures 17 

  3000Bwhere we did a national consultation.   18 

            3001BAs we know, cooling water intake structures are 19 

  3002Bcurrently in in work, similar to this.  So, the process 20 

  3003Bthere, and there was some case law that I’m sorry, I’m 21 

  3004Bnot going to be able to pull off the top of my head.  But22 
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  our solicitors did direct us to take a look at that as if 1 

  3005Bthat was part of already a preexisting situation.   2 

            3006BSo, I think what -- and again, please, 3 

  3007Beveryone, you’re hearing it first, almost.  We’re working 4 

  3008Bon this.  I think that we will be taking a look at this 5 

  3009Bwith the baseline with the chemical already there.  But I 6 

  3010Bhave worried about this, and it is a problem, because it 7 

  3011Bisn’t like you’re saying, okay, now we’re adding this new 8 

  3012Bchemical that a species hasn’t, you know, had in the 9 

  3013Benvironment before. 10 

            3014BSo, an excellent question and one definitely 11 

  3015Bthat I’ll be pulling in.  I have another resource that 12 

  3016BI’ll mention to everyone.  Across the United States, 13 

  3017Bwe’re broken into eight regions.  I have some excellent 14 

  3018BSection 7 thinkers out there.  I will be pulling in that 15 

  3019Bteam as we start to hit some of these tough section 7 16 

  3020Bquestions.  Also, I do have some solicitors that I can go 17 

  3021Bto to help me with some of these.  But, excellent 18 

  3022Bquestion and one we’re thinking about and will be working 19 

  3023Bon. 20 

            3024BMR. HOUSENGER:  Bruce. 21 

            3025BBRUCE:  Question, I think, really for Anita. 22 
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  Step one in your process deals with overlap, the spacial 1 

  3026Bintersection between species, their habitat, and farming.  2 

  3027BOne thing that I know you’ve updated this panel on in the 3 

  3028Bpast is Bulletins Live, a reinvigoration of both 4 

  3029BBulletins Live.  I’m curious why that spacial information, 5 

  3030Bwe now have range maps that are updated.  We obviously 6 

  3031Bhave a perfect understanding of where farm fields are. 7 

            3032BFor a process and a time line which are 8 

  3033Bchallenging, it seems like streamlining in a refinement 9 

  3034Bopportunity that come from a really closer look at that 10 

  3035Boverlap, that something like a fully deployed Bulletins Live 11 

  3036Bwould be very helpful to the process.   12 

            3037BI think from a spacial standpoint, you know, 13 

  3038Bwe’ve spent a lot of time looking at this from a 14 

  3039Bmidwestern agricultural standpoint.  I think 15 

  3040Bautomatically 95 percent of American agriculture is out 16 

  3041Bof range.  That just seems like an enormously important 17 

  3042Brefinement opportunity for a process -- 18 

            3043BMS. PEASE:  Thanks.  I couldn’t agree more.  In 19 

  3044Bfact, you know, we have this endangered species knowledge 20 

  3045Bbase right now that we’re working on building.  We’ve 21 

  3046Bincluded a lot of biological information.  One thing that22 
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  we are adding is whether species are on or off 1 

  3047Bagricultural fields, I mean, just exactly what you’re 2 

  3048Bsaying. 3 

            3049BI think our vision is to implement protections 4 

  3050Bfor species, or maybe even if at step one, if we could 5 

  3051Bthink of a way to leverage bulletins to get at what 6 

  3052Byou’re suggesting, I think that’s a good suggestion.  7 

  3053BWe’ll consider it. 8 

            3054BMR. HOUSENGER:  We’re getting close to the 9 

  3055Btime, so Gabrielle is the last one, but Annie now. 10 

            3056BANNIE:  Thank you.  I just wanted to build on 11 

  3057BSharon’s question on the integration of agencies.  I 12 

  3058Bthink that collaboration between agencies has always been 13 

  3059Ba concern for the environmental community.  So, I’m just 14 

  3060Bwondering if there has been any systemic changes to 15 

  3061Bensure the collaboration in creating these biological 16 

  3062Bopinions, especially like if, you know, you were to 17 

  3063Bincorporate the ESA process and integrate it into the 18 

  3064Bregistration process.  What could we expect as far as 19 

  3065Bmore integration between the agencies?  I don’t know if 20 

  3066Byou’ve thought that far ahead. 21 

            3067BMS. PEASE:  Well, I think whatever method we22 
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  use moving forward, once we get to a process that’s vetted 1 

  3068Bwe’re going to implement in the context of, you know, 2 

  3069Bregistration review and other registration actions, 3 

  3070Bpotentially, we’re going to need to get there in 4 

  3071Bcollaboration with the Services.  So, you know, we want 5 

  3072Bthem to be involved.  I mean, we also recognize the 6 

  3073Blimited resources.  I know Patrice said they’re hiring 7 

  3074Bstaff, but at the end of the day, when you look at the 8 

  3075Bvolume of chemicals that move through this program, we do 9 

  3076Bneed to figure out a way to prioritize.  So, all I can 10 

  3077Btell you is we’re thinking about it, and we’re working on 11 

  3078Bit. 12 

            3079BI don’t know, Patrice, if you want to add 13 

  3080Banything. 14 

            3081BPATRICE:  No, I’m good. 15 

            3082BANNIE:  Thank you.  I just had one other 16 

  3083Bquestion.  Like, there has been some evidence, you know, 17 

  3084Bwith atrazine endangering species.  So, we were also just 18 

  3085Bwondering if you are going to take any action on 19 

  3086Batrazine? 20 

            3087BMS. PEASE:  So, atrazine is one of the 21 

  3088Bchemicals that’s up in the cue after we finish these22 
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  five.  So, I think Sharon mentioned this.  So, it’s 1 

  3089Batrazine, glyphosate, simizine, and propazine are the 2 

  3090Bnext four chemicals that will be evaluated after we 3 

  3091Bfinish these five.  Right now, for those four chemicals, 4 

  3092Bwe expect to complete final biological evaluations by 5 

  3093B2020.  Fish and Wildlife has agreed to complete 6 

  3094Bbiological opinions for those four chemicals by 2022. 7 

            3095BAt the same time, atrazine is undergoing a 8 

  3096Bregistration review.  It’s in reg review right now.  So, 9 

  3097Bwe have been working on a preliminary ecological risk 10 

  3098Bassessment for that chemical as well.  I think it was one 11 

  3099Bof the documents that got inadvertently released before 12 

  3100Bits time.  So, anyway, we’re working on that as well. 13 

            3101BANNIE:  Great, thank you. 14 

            3102BMR. HOUSENGER:  (Inaudible). 15 

            3103BGABRIELE:  To follow up on the question about - 16 

  3104B- Anita, you mentioned in terms of doing the risk 17 

  3105Bassessment, you’re using the worse case scenario in terms 18 

  3106Bof the label rate, maximum use rates, and so forth.  We 19 

  3107Ball know that in general, that’s now how these compounds 20 

  3108Bare used in reality.   21 

            3109BSo, my question is, when you get to the22 
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  jeopardy stage, when you’re having a conversation back 1 

  3110Band forth between EPA and the Services, where’s the 2 

  3111Bpotential to go back and look at okay, so we assumed the 3 

  3112Bworse case scenario, but, you know, this is only used in 4 

  3113Bthe summertime, and it doesn’t rain, so it’s probably not 5 

  3114Bgetting into the waterways.  Or, it is only used at half 6 

  3115Bthe rate typically, not at full rate.   7 

            3116BDoes that fit at all in these conversations or 8 

  3117Bis that not at all part of the conversation?  In every 9 

  3118Bother part of the risk assessment world, looking at that 10 

  3119Breal life has helped refine the risk assessments. 11 

            3120BMS. PEASE:  Yes, I’m in complete agreement with 12 

  3121Beverything you said.  So, let me just say that if you go 13 

  3122Bback to the NAS report, the National Academy basically 14 

  3123Brecommended that we start integrating typical use rate 15 

  3124Binformation into step three.  We spent a lot of time 16 

  3125Btalking about this at our last interagency workshop.  17 

  3126BWhere is the best place to incorporate, you know, the 18 

  3127Bmore realistic use rate information.  So, we are having 19 

  3128Bthose discussions.  I hope that we can bring that 20 

  3129Binformation to bear as part of step three.  We think it’s 21 

  3130Bimportant to do that.22 
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            We also think that if chemical labels say one 1 

  3131Bthing and they’re being used another way, there’s also an 2 

  3132Bopportunity to potentially change that label to make it, 3 

  3133Byou know, more in line of what’s actually happening out 4 

  3134Bin the environment.  So, I think it’s a balance of those 5 

  3135Btwo things. 6 

            3136BMS. ASHFIELD:  I think if I can just add or 7 

  3137Bmaybe reinforce what Anita said.  You know, when we’re 8 

  3138Blooking at this through the section 7 eyes, we do look at 9 

  3139Bwhat’s the action.  The action in how that chemical is 10 

  3140Bgoing to be used is the label.  So, you know, in the 11 

  3141Bfuture, if those labels could be -- if it says a million 12 

  3142Bpounds, and I’m making a step up, obviously, over 50 13 

  3143Bacres, but that’s not really the use, and it’s really 14 

  3144Bhalf of that or whatever it is, the more refined that 15 

  3145Bcould be would help us very much into the future.   16 

            3146BIt is difficult in the affects analysis, and 17 

  3147Bthis has been a lot of the dialogue between the Services 18 

  3148Band EPA, but it is difficult to say, well, we understand 19 

  3149Bthat.  This is more the reality, this is what’s 20 

  3150Bhappening.  However, legally, you know, the label says 21 

  3151Bthis could happen.  So, that’s what we feel we need to22 
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  look at.  So, I think that’s a great point and something 1 

  3152Bfor folks to be thinking about. 2 

            3153BGABRIELE:  So, are we anywhere closer to some 3 

  3154Bkind of probabilistic assessment?  I mean, I know that’s 4 

  3155Bbeen in the conversation.  I don’t have any clue where it 5 

  3156Bis for the environmental side. 6 

            3157BMS. ASHFIELD:  We’re definitely talking about 7 

  3158Bthat.  As a matter of fact, just yesterday I had a great 8 

  3159Bmeeting, you know, taking a look at some different 9 

  3160Bfactors.  We weren’t really looking at the labels, per 10 

  3161Bse, or that hasn’t been a discussion point yet, you know.  11 

  3162BBut yesterday, yes, I would say on some of the modeling 12 

  3163Band the work that EPA has been doing, that we’re moving 13 

  3164Bin that direction. 14 

            3165BMR. HOUSENGER:  (Inaudible). 15 

            3166BUNIDENTIFIED MALE:  Gabriele sort of addressed 16 

  3167Bmy question, so I’ll pass. 17 

            3168BMR. HOUSENGER:  Well, then, we’re done. 18 

            3169BOkay, the next session is broken into two 19 

  3170Bpieces it’s so big, pollinator protection activities, Yu- 20 

  3171BTing. 21 

            3172BMS. GUILARAN:  It seems like everybody needed a22 
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  break after that session. 1 

            3173BMS. PEASE:  Wait a minute. 2 

            3174BMS. GUILARAN:  Just stating an observation.  3 

  3175BI’m Yu-Ting Guilaran.  I’m the Director of Pesticide Re- 4 

  3176Bevaluation Division.  Up here with me is Dan Rosenblatt 5 

  3177Bfrom the Registration Division.  You guys already met 6 

  3178BAnita Pease, Acting Director of EFED. 7 

            3179BSo, as Jack was talking about, we have two 8 

  3180Bparts on the pollinator protection.  The first part, 9 

  3181Bwhich is what the three of us will be going over, is 10 

  3182Breally more focused on the science piece and also the 11 

  3183Bimplementation of the science piece.  So, it’s really our 12 

  3184Bcurrent thinking on implementing a new bee exposure and  13 

  3185Beffects testing.   14 

            3186BAfter we’re done with that piece of it, the 15 

  3187Blast couple slides is to address, I believe, the question 16 

  3188Bthat came up from (inaudible) about the schedule for the neonic 17 

  3189Brisk assessment as it’s going through the registration 18 

  3190Breview process.  So, that’s what we’re here to do. 19 

            3191BSo, what’s going to happen next is Anita is 20 

  3192Bgoing to go through the science of it, a little bit about 21 

  3193Bthe history, a different guidance that has gone out, and22 
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  then what’s happening currently.  Then we’re going to go 1 

  3194Bahead and launch right into, if there’s no question along 2 

  3195Bthe way on that, into the implementation.   3 

            3196BSo, Dan is going to take over the registration, 4 

  3197Bwhat do new uses or new registration AIs will look like, 5 

  3198Bwhat are the expectations there, what we’re thinking 6 

  3199Babout there.  Then, I will cover the registration review 7 

  3200Bpiece on our current thinking again and follow then with 8 

  3201Ba Q&A.  Then we’ll go into the neonic schedule.   9 

            3202BSo, with that, I’m going to actually turn it 10 

  3203Bover to Anita. 11 

            3204BMS. PEASE:  Are you guys sick of me yet?  So, 12 

  3205Bin terms of the science, this is not unlike any other 13 

  3206Bapproach we have for evaluating risk to other taxa.  In 14 

  3207Bthis particular instance for pollinators, we’ve developed 15 

  3208Ba number of guidance documents for evaluating the risk to 16 

  3209Bbees.   17 

            3210BThis really started in earnest in 2011.  So, in 18 

  3211B2011, we developed our first interim guidance on honey 19 

  3212Bbee data needs.  This is really based on evolving 20 

  3213Bscience.  At that point in time, there was a CPAC 21 

  3214BTelleston Workshop (phonetic), which is where a number of22 
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  experts from all across the globe came together and 1 

  3215Bstarted talking about ways to develop risk assessment 2 

  3216Bmethodologies and develop data for assessing the risks of 3 

  3217Bchemicals to bees. 4 

            3218BSo, based on that, in 2012, EPA, in 5 

  3219Bcollaboration with Health Canada’s Pest Management 6 

  3220BRegulatory Authority and the California Department of 7 

  3221BPesticide Regulation, we did a white paper on pollinator 8 

  3222Brisk assessment framework, which we took to a scientific 9 

  3223Badvisory panel. 10 

            3224BSo, in this particular document, this 2012 11 

  3225Bdocument, this laid out the conceptual framework for 12 

  3226Bassessing the risk of pesticides to bees.  Prior to that, 13 

  3227Bwe’d been using more of a qualitative approach in our 14 

  3228Brisk assessment. 15 

            3229BSo, based on that SAP review and that white 16 

  3230Bpaper, in 2014, we came out with a final EPA guidance on 17 

  3231Brisk assessments for pollinating bees.  Again, this was 18 

  3232Bdeveloped in collaboration with Canada and California, 19 

  3233Bthe State of California, the State of Canada (just kidding Gabrielle).   20 

  3234BSo, we  released his harmonized risk assessment guidance.  So, 21 

  3235Bthis is being used not only in the U.S. but also in22 
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  Canada.  We have just translated this document into 1 

  3236BSpanish, so it’s being considered as a NAFTA harmonized 2 

  3237Bguidance as well. 3 

            3238BSo, right now we’re working on a new guidance 4 

  3239Bdocument which would supercede the 2011 document.  So, 5 

  3240Bwhen this comes out, this will be a guidance on exposure 6 

  3241Band effects testing for assessing risks to bees.  So, 7 

  3242Bwe’ve been working on this.  In that guidance document, 8 

  3243Bwhich we have a draft of right now, we are going to be 9 

  3244Btalking about the regulatory provisions for requiring 10 

  3245Bdata.  We’re going to be talking about the data that’s 11 

  3246Bcurrently codified for bees in 40 CFR Part 158.   12 

            3247BWe’re also going to be talking about some new 13 

  3248Bdata needs that we have for toxicity testing for bees.  14 

  3249BThese additional data requirements not only are for 15 

  3250Btoxicity testing but also on the exposure side to get 16 

  3251Binformation of residues of chemicals in pollen and nectar 17 

  3252Bto which bees would be exposed. 18 

            3253BSo, the additional bee toxicity testing 19 

  3254Bguidance, these three tiers really align with the three 20 

  3255Btiers that are in our 2014 risk assessment guidance.  21 

  3256BThese include laboratory based studies on individual22 
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  bees, as well as field based studies on whole colonies, 1 

  3257Bas well as residues in pollen and nectar. 2 

            3258BSo, I apologize for this slide up front.  I 3 

  3259Bknow it’s extremely busy.  So, right now, we have three 4 

  3260Btests that are on the books right now, are codified, 5 

  3261Bthree toxicity tests for bees.  These are the ones that 6 

  3262Bare not highlighted in red up here.  So, right now, we’re 7 

  3263Brequiring a honey bee acute contact test, and these are 8 

  3264Bfor adults.  We’re requiring a residue test on foliage 9 

  3265Bfor honey bees, as well as field testing for pollinators.  10 

            3266BThey’re different tiers of data.  So, if you 11 

  3267Blook at this table here behind me, you’ll see right here 12 

  3268Bthese are the tier one studies, tier two, and tier three.  13 

  3269BSo, the need for the higher tier studies, tier two and 14 

  3270Btier three, is really contingent on the results of the 15 

  3271Btier one studies. 16 

            3272BRight now, moving it forward in registration 17 

  3273Breview with the dockets that are opening now and our data 18 

  3274Bcall-ins, we are requiring all of these studies -- these 19 

  3275Bare data needs -- for all pesticides where there’s a 20 

  3276Bpotential for exposure.  So, we’re moving beyond just 21 

  3277Binsecticides for any pesticide where diffused outside. 22 
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  We’re going to be calling in these data. 1 

            3278BAgain, what we would expect is that the tier 2 

  3279Bone data would be submitted, and the tier two and tier 3 

  3280Bthree would really be contingent on the results of the 4 

  3281Btier one.  So, it’s more of a phased approach. 5 

            3282BImportant to note also that we are currently 6 

  3283Bunderway and beginning to codify these additional data 7 

  3284Brequirements which are highlighted in red.  So, for the 8 

  3285Btier one studies, the additional data needs are an adult 9 

  3286Boral study.  We typically get this data in right now 10 

  3287Bbecause there is an OECD test guideline for that study.  11 

  3288BSo, we are getting that data routinely right now. 12 

            3289BThe newer studies are a chronic study for 13 

  3290Badults and an acute and a chronic study for larvae.  So, 14 

  3291Bthose are the additional three studies in that tier one.  15 

  3292BWe’re calling it, really, like a five pack of data that 16 

  3293Bwill be new. 17 

            3294BOn the tier two side, the studies we’ll be 18 

  3295Basking for, again contingent on the results of tier one, 19 

  3296Bwill be residues and pollen and nectar.  So, that’s an 20 

  3297Bexposure piece -- as well as potentially semi-field 21 

  3298Btests.  These are on colonies.  The semi-field tests are22 
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  typically either colony feeding studies or tunnel 1 

  3299Bstudies.  Then, the full field test is that tier three, 2 

  3300Band that’s on the books right now. 3 

            3301BSo, again, we’ve started the work on codifying 4 

  3302Bthese additional data requirements.  That work is 5 

  3303Bunderway.  I provided a web site link on the slide where 6 

  3304Bthere’s some further information on that effort.  These 7 

  3305Bare going to be codified in what we’ll call subpart H of 8 

  3306B40 CFR Part 158.  Right now, tentatively, this work is 9 

  3307Bgoing to be completed in 2017. 10 

            3308BAlso important to note, throughout this 11 

  3309Bprocess, I know there’s been some concern about testing 12 

  3310Bfor non-Apis bees, so moving just beyond the honey bees.  13 

  3311BWe are working with our regulatory counterparts, our 14 

  3312Binternational colleagues, to develop test guidelines for 15 

  3313Bnon-Apis bees.  Right now, within that OECD, that 16 

  3314Binternational paradigm, there are draft test guidelines 17 

  3315Bfor, I believe, acute contact and oral tests for 18 

  3316Bbumblebees.  So, we are working on that, and we expect 19 

  3317Bthose to be moving along. 20 

            3318BSo, with that, I will turn it over to Dan. 21 

            3319BMR. ROSENBLATT:  So, thanks.  Again, I’m Dan22 
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  Rosenblatt with the Registration Division.  I just wanted 1 

  3320Bto give you an update about the reverberations on this 2 

  3321Btopic in the registration or the PRIA realm.  So, things 3 

  3322Bare underway.  As Anita alluded to, it’s our goal to have 4 

  3323Bthis promulgated/added formally to the data guidelines to 5 

  3324BPart 158.  In the meantime, registrants, particularly 6 

  3325Bsubmissions for insecticides, have been walking down this 7 

  3326Bpath, you know, stewarding this issue, voluntarily 8 

  3327Bsubmitting this information. 9 

            3328BSo, that’s been extremely helpful, because, of 10 

  3329Bcourse, we’re operating in FIFRA in a risk benefit realm.  11 

  3330BSo, without this data, you know, I think the 12 

  3331Buncertainties would be perhaps problematic and perhaps so 13 

  3332Blarge that we wouldn’t be able to understand properly 14 

  3333Bthis issue.  So, you’ll see this in many of our recent 15 

  3334Bnew AI decisions.   16 

            3335BIt’s a moment, too, where we recognize that 17 

  3336Bthere’s energy to improve things.  As Anita said, the 18 

  3337Bscience is getting better relative to different life 19 

  3338Bstages and sort of the whole colony implications.  So, we 20 

  3339Brecognize this under FIFRA as a potential for a 21 

  3340Bconditional registration.  So, you might see that as the22 
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  gear is turning in regards to a new AI or perhaps the 1 

  3341Bfirst outdoor use of a chemical as a conditional 2 

  3342Bregistration. 3 

            3343BThis middle bullet of the items that describe 4 

  3344Bthe risk management is, I think, just a reminder, a 5 

  3345Bplaceholder, if you will, that the decision landscape has 6 

  3346Bthese other factors driving it, too.  We would look at 7 

  3347Bthe use pattern.  We would look at the potential benefit 8 

  3348Band the alternatives and also the way we might affect 9 

  3349Bmitigations or adjust the label. 10 

            3350BThe other thing to underscore is, you know, 11 

  3351Bthis first sub-bullet.  We would utilize the risk 12 

  3352Bassessment methodologies that Anita is alluding to now 13 

  3353Beven now.  So, that’s perhaps a factor in getting this 14 

  3354Bdata in an aggressive manner.  So, I think that’s sort of 15 

  3355Bmostly what I wanted to cover in terms of the PRIA world. 16 

            3356BI think the next slide is back to Yu-Ting. 17 

            3357BMS. GUILARAN:  So, moving on to the 18 

  3358Bregistration review program, just sort of general 19 

  3359Bbackground information.  There’s about 460 conventional 20 

  3360Bpesticides subject to reg review.  So, as Anita was 21 

  3361Btalking about, the final 2014 guidelines went out.  So,22 
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  as of January 2015, and I’m kind of reversing this a 1 

  3362Blittle bit, we started to ask for the information 2 

  3363Bstarting January 2015.  So, what that means is all the 3 

  3364Bchemistry that went ahead of it, which is about 250 cases 4 

  3365Bof them, some probably don’t have -- and mostly I don’t 5 

  3366Bthink they would -- what we required in 2014. 6 

            3367BSo, what we would need to do on those 250 that 7 

  3368Balready went ahead before January 1st was to basically 8 

  3369Bwork on the DCI to have it put together and to basically 9 

  3370Bcapture the data needs that we are recognizing right now.  10 

  3371BAgain, just to step back just a tiny little bit, I 11 

  3372Bmean, this was really the goal of the reg review program, 12 

  3373Bis a science advance that we would take under 13 

  3374Bconsideration to make sure that the science we’re 14 

  3375Busing are still protective of the human health and the 15 

  3376Benvironment.  So, this is really in line with what the 16 

  3377Bpurpose of program is.   17 

            3378BSo, what we’re working on right now is that 18 

  3379Bdata collection DCI. So, we’re trying to get that ready 19 

  3380Bto go through its channel of having OMB review.  So, 20 

  3381Bthat’s for all the 250 cases, or approximately, that 21 

  3382Bwould be subject to subsequent DCI, that would require22 
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  the suite of pollinator data. 1 

            3383BSo, for all the registration review chemicals 2 

  3384Bthat came after January 1st, there’s about 130 of them, I 3 

  3385Bthink folks already talked about that.  We have done a lot of 4 

  3386Bdocket openings.  CLA actually invited us to go over and 5 

  3387Btalk to them yesterday.  Just to kind of give everybody 6 

  3388Bthe information, that we are hoping to complete all the 7 

  3389Bdocket openings by the end of this year.  So, we have 8 

  3390Babout eight percent left of the 460 chemicals or so.  9 

            3391BSo, those cases that were opened after January 10 

  3392B1st already have the data call-in associated with that.  11 

  3393BSo, that’s about 130 cases from that point out into the 12 

  3394Bfuture.  There’s about 70 cases that have been cancelled 13 

  3395Bsince the beginning of reg review.  Our registered use 14 

  3396Bpattern did not result in exposure to bees. 15 

            3397BSo, that was the reg review program starting 16 

  3398Bbasically from 2007, that whole cycle of 2007 to 2022.  17 

  3399BBut there have been new active ingredients that were 18 

  3400Bregistered post that time.  So, for those between 2008 19 

  3401Buntil today, there are about 43 cases of those.  So, as 20 

  3402Bwe kind of finish and moving forward, we’ll expect to be 21 

  3403Baddressing these 43 as well.22 
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            So, you’re probably thinking that that’s an 1 

  3404Boverwhelming number of cases you’re asking in the data in 2 

  3405Bthe study.  What about lab capacity.  So, that is a 3 

  3406Bconcern that we have heard, and we share that same 4 

  3407Bconcern.  So, what we have done is basically thinking 5 

  3408Babout a way of prioritizing the data call-ins.  We 6 

  3409Bwouldn’t be calling them all at once.  There’s a way of 7 

  3410Bprioritizing.   8 

            3411BSo, some of the components that we’re thinking 9 

  3412Babout really is related to toxicity mode of action, the 10 

  3413Bexposure.  That’s the science piece of it.  We also want 11 

  3414Bto take the incidents into consideration and also where 12 

  3415Bit was detected in any of the bee samples.  Then, also 13 

  3416Bcommercially, the commercial pollination with managed 14 

  3417Bbees. 15 

            3418BSo, let me take a pause here because this kind 16 

  3419Bof ends the segment about the science and implementation, 17 

  3420Bwhat we’re thinking about on that, and take some 18 

  3421Bquestions before I go into the neonic schedule, if that’s 19 

  3422Bokay, Chair. 20 

            3423BMR. HOUSENGER:  I guess so.  Do we have any 21 

  3424Bquestions?  Sharon, you’ve got five?22 
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            SHARON:  No, just one.  I don’t know if I’m 1 

  3425Bgoing to quote this right, but I think yesterday I read 2 

  3426Bthat Gina Shultz recently said something like EPA’s 3 

  3427Bprimary mission really is protection of human health.  4 

  3428BThat represents a departure from what either the past 5 

  3429Bmission was or the way people interpreted our past 6 

  3430Bmission.  I saw this week, and I’m not quoting it correctly. 7 

            3431BSo, I guess this question is for you, Jack.  If 8 

  3432BEPA is prioritizing human health, I think human health is 9 

  3433Bobviously extremely important.  But I’m wondering how to interpret 10 

  3434Ba statement like that in light of some of the concerns 11 

  3435Babout the health of pollinators?  Are there species in 12 

  3436Bthe environment that have some of their own approaches 13 

  3437Bthat EPA has developed these approaches for? 14 

            3438BMR. HOUSENGER:  Who said this?  Gina? 15 

            3439BSHARON:  Yes, if I said it correctly. 16 

            3440BMR. HOUSENGER:  I think you misheard.  I don’t 17 

  3441Bwant to contradict our administrators, so whatever she 18 

  3442Bsaid I’m sure is true.  No one has ever told me that.  We 19 

  3443Bdon’t approach it like that.  We approach human health as 20 

  3444Badhering to the standard, which is reasonable certainty 21 

  3445Bof no harm, at least for the dietary piece of it.  The22 
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  eco is a risk benefit determination.   1 

            3446BSo, I think in the early days when we did re- 2 

  3447Bregistration, we didn’t do it eco risk quite as rigorous 3 

  3448Bas we could have or should have, but we had to get 4 

  3449Bthrough that.  I think now we’re seeing a lot more action 5 

  3450Bto protect non-target species and certainly pollinators.  6 

  3451BGoing back to a discussion earlier, how are you going to 7 

  3452Bmake the 2022 deadline for all this?   8 

            3453BI think pollinators is a good example.  ESA is 9 

  3454Ba good example.  Endocrine disruption is a good example 10 

  3455Bof how these issues insert themselves into our periodic 11 

  3456Bre-evaluations and kind of -- when we went through re- 12 

  3457Bregistration, we had a target database.  Now, all of a 13 

  3458Bsudden we’re adding data as we go along.  So, it’s going 14 

  3459Bto be very hard.   15 

            3460BBut I think we’ll take the mitigation actions 16 

  3461Bthat are before us, if needed, and move on with an 17 

  3462Binterim decision and catch up later.  I don’t think this 18 

  3463Boffice sees a difference between human health and eco.  I 19 

  3464Bthink our job is to make sure that this is safe and 20 

  3465Bdoesn’t cause unreasonable adverse effects. 21 

            3466BSorry, Gina.22 
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            Ray. 1 

            3467BRAY:  A couple of questions.  What is the time 2 

  3468Bframe for incorporating the pollinator data requirements 3 

  3469Binto Part 158?  Is that going to be proposed this year?  4 

  3470BCompletion date? 5 

            3471BMS. GUILARAN:  I think we talked about January 6 

  3472B2017. 7 

            3473BRAY:  Okay, I missed that. 8 

            3474BMS. PEASE:  I’m sorry, if you go to that web 9 

  3475Bsite link, it will go out for public comment, if that’s 10 

  3476Byour question.  The date for completion we’re thinking is 11 

  3477Bgoing to be sometime in 2017.  But it will be released 12 

  3478Bfor public comment prior to that. 13 

            3479BRAY:  Okay.  For conducting the suite of 14 

  3480Bstudies that will be required for a given compound, 15 

  3481Bwhat’s the anticipated time that that would take? 16 

            3482BMS. PEASE:  So, you’re talking about the 17 

  3483Btier one studies? 18 

            3484BRAY:  Yes. 19 

            3485BMS. PEASE:  So, like I said, we typically 20 

  3486Bget the acute oral and the acute contact.  We get those 21 

  3487Bnow.  So, it’s those three additional studies.  It’s the22 
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  acute larval and chronic larval and chronic adult, those 1 

  3488Bthree tests.  The chronic study is the longest one.  The 2 

  3489Blongest of those is the 21-day larval study.  The chronic 3 

  3490Bstudy for adults is 10 days.  So, I mean, it takes, you 4 

  3491Bknow, under a month to complete those studies, in 5 

  3492Baddition to the ones we currently get now, which are 6 

  3493Bshort, short-term studies.  You know, they’re all 7 

  3494Blaboratory-based studies. 8 

            3495BRAY:  Some of those studies don’t yet have 9 

  3496Badequate protocols.  It’s a very active area of research 10 

  3497Bat the moment. 11 

            3498BMS. PEASE:  Right, understood.  I recognize the 12 

  3499Bchronic larval study currently has a draft guideline 13 

  3500Bthat’s going through OECD right now.  I believe it’s in 14 

  3501Bits second round of ring testing.  There’s been a lot of 15 

  3502Bconversation about trying to ensure that we get adequate 16 

  3503Bcontrol of mortality and emergence data from that test. 17 

            3504BMy understanding is that we have a good handle 18 

  3505Bon it, on the study design elements.  We feel that if we 19 

  3506Bsubmitted a protocol for that study, that it’s doable to 20 

  3507Bturn it around.  We have acceptable data submitted for 21 

  3508Bthe neonics for these tier one requirements.  22 



 169 

            So, I understand what you’re saying.  It’s not 1 

  3509Ba finalized protocol.  We are in the process now, in 2 

  3510Baddition to all that I just described, we are working on 3 

  3511Ba guidance document, internal guidance document to 4 

  3512Bgenerate a template for that data. 5 

            3513BRAY:  With the prioritization process, that’s 6 

  3514Bgoing to be necessary for nearly 300 cases.  Do you 7 

  3515Banticipate that this will delay completion of 8 

  3516Bregistration review by the 2022 deadline? 9 

            3517BMS. GUILARAN:  So, I’ll just reiterate what 10 

  3518BJack said.  I’m fairly new to programs.  I’m going 11 

  3519Bto caveat my response with that.  I feel right now with 12 

  3520Bthe reg review, we’re constantly struggling between how 13 

  3521Bmuch information we have so that we can do an interim 14 

  3522Bdecision or proposed interim decision to put our thinking 15 

  3523Bout there to start acting on the risks that we have 16 

  3524Bidentified so far.   17 

            3525BSo, I think that has always been -- our intent 18 

  3526Bis that as we find new risks that have emerged, to strike 19 

  3527Bthat balance of having enough scientific information and 20 

  3528Bfoundation and then to start taking interim action that’s 21 

  3529Bneeded.  Then, knowing that there’s other data that’s22 
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  coming in, as data come in, we’ll have to take a look at 1 

  3530Bthat again.  So, I think that’s really the intent of the 2 

  3531Bregistration review, is that we take a look at a chemical 3 

  3532Bon a 15-year cycle. 4 

            3533BI don’t know if that answers your question. 5 

            3534BMR. HOUSENGER:  We’ll say it does. 6 

            3535BMS. GUILARAN:  Thank you. 7 

            3536BMR. HOUSENGER:  Aimee. 8 

            3537BAIMEE:  So, first, I want to from the outside 9 

  3538Bagree with Jack’s comment on ecological risk assessment.  10 

  3539BI started reading risk assessments probably late compared 11 

  3540Bto some folks here, in the late 90s.  It’s dramatic the 12 

  3541Bdifference in what you are evaluating today and the 13 

  3542Bdepths in the questions that you’re being asked now.  So, 14 

  3543Bthank you for that. 15 

            3544BThanks also -- great news on non-Apis bees.  16 

  3545BYou know, we’ve got 3600 species of bees here in the U.S.  17 

  3546BThe status review for our bumblebees is that about a 18 

  3547Bquarter of them are at risk of extinction, but they’re 19 

  3548Bnot yet listed on the Endangered Species Act.  So, it’s 20 

  3549Bgreat to hear that we’re starting to think about those 21 

  3550Bspecies.22 
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            I’d love to see some tier three studies on non- 1 

  3551BApis bees.  I’d really love to see it if they had Apis 2 

  3552Bbees and non-Apis bees in those same field studies so we 3 

  3553Bcould compare relative concerns.  But that’s down the 4 

  3554Bline.  I’m happy with what we have. 5 

            3555BMy question is really just -- you mentioned 70 6 

  3556Bcases that were cancelled because they don’t have the  7 

  3557Bexposure. 8 

            3558BUNIDENTIFIED FEMALE:  (Inaudible). 9 

            3559BAIMEE:  Okay.  Well, help me with that.  Within 10 

  3560Bit, please help me understand how do we determine no 11 

  3561Bexposure?  So, is that -- 12 

            3562BMS. GUILARAN: Indoor uses. 13 

            3563BAIMEE:  Just that simple. 14 

            3564BMS. GUILARAN:  And I think there are a couple of 15 

  3565Bother examples as well.  Rick, do you have any more -- 16 

            3566BAIMEE:  So, my question was -- 17 

            3567BMS. GUILARAN:  bait station? 18 

            3568BAIMEE:  So, those were my questions, if they 19 

  3569Bmight still be of concern for solitary ground nesting 20 

  3570Bbees or if maybe it was non-Apis bees, plants that would 21 

  3571Bbe attracted to non-Apis bees.  That was where I was22 
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  curious.  The indoor makes perfect sense.  So, you said 1 

  3572Bbelow ground?  Was pollinator attractive part of the 2 

  3573Bdecision as well? 3 

            3574BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, things like when I said 4 

  3575Bbelow ground, I was referring to things like subterranean 5 

  3576Btermite control, so much deeper in the soil than where 6 

  3577Bsolitary bees might be. 7 

            3578BMR. HOUSENGER:  Steven. 8 

            3579BSTEVEN:  So, I have a couple of questions on 9 

  3580Bthis last slide.  If I didn’t have my glasses, I sure 10 

  3581Bwouldn’t be able to read this, all the fine print down 11 

  3582Bthere. 12 

            3583BBut the first thing that I want to talk about 13 

  3584Bis the third bullet point there, information regarding 14 

  3585Bbee kill incidents for the pesticides.  I know we’ve 15 

  3586Bdiscussed this before.  The incident reporting system is 16 

  3587Bbroken.  From the beekeepers, they have very little 17 

  3588Bincentive to report.  They have a lot more incentive to 18 

  3589Bnot report.  So, if you’re basing risk assessments or re- 19 

  3590Bregistration of a product on a number of incidents that 20 

  3591Bare reported, there’s going to be a lot of incidents out 21 

  3592Bthere that happened that don’t get reported.22 
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            MS. GUILARAN:  So, just so we’re on the same 1 

  3593Bpage about what this is, it’s trying to deal with the 2 

  3594Blab capacity.  So, we’re calling in all this data 3 

  3595Bthat we want it to be part -- so, the data will be part 4 

  3596Bof the registration review decision.  So, instead of, you 5 

  3597Bknow, 300 chemicals that we want to test and different 6 

  3598Btiers, we want to be able to prioritize which ones we’re 7 

  3599Bcalling in first.  So, the incident is just one of the 8 

  3600Bseven factors that will determine which ones kind of get 9 

  3601Bcalled in first. 10 

            3602BSTEVEN:  So, if you had a particular product 11 

  3603Bthat had a high number of incidents that were reported, 12 

  3604Bthat would bump it up the list? 13 

            3605BMS. GUILARAN:  I mean, you can basically 14 

  3606Bexplain it a little bit more, but we basically do a 15 

  3607Blittle check. 16 

            3608BMS. PEASE:  So, right now, all these factors 17 

  3609Bare given equal weight, right or wrong.  So, just because 18 

  3610Ban incident wasn’t detected for a certain chemical, if 19 

  3611Bit’s highly toxic, if it’s detected in a beehive matrix, 20 

  3612Blike in dead bees or, you know, pollen and nectar, if the 21 

  3613Buse pattern for the chemical is used on a crop that is22 
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  attracted to bees, it’s getting check, check, check for 1 

  3614Ball those items.  So, lack of incidents doesn’t mean it 2 

  3615Bwon’t be on this list.  It’s just one factor of all of 3 

  3616Bthese that are considered. 4 

            3617BSTEVEN:  Okay. 5 

            3618BMR. HOUSENGER:  I think it’s also relative.  6 

  3619BSo, if I’m reporting an incident, I’m not determining 7 

  3620Bwhether I report it based on what chemical it is.  So, 8 

  3621Bit’s a relative number of incidents.  It doesn’t matter 9 

  3622Bthat all incidents aren’t reported. 10 

            3623BSTEVEN:  Right.  But would it matter if no 11 

  3624Bincidents were reported? 12 

            3625BMR. HOUSENGER:  Well, then, it wouldn’t be a 13 

  3626Bfactor. 14 

            3627BMS. PEASE:  Let me say one other thing, because 15 

  3628Bwe talked about this yesterday.  So, we talked about 16 

  3629Binsect growth regulators being a concern.  So, we may not 17 

  3630Bhave an incident for particular insect growth regulator, 18 

  3631Bbut just by virtue of its mode of action, we know it’s 19 

  3632Bgoing to impact bees, insects.  That would raise it up on 20 

  3633Bthe priority list. 21 

            3634BSTEVEN:  Okay.  My next thing is if I’m22 
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  understanding, you’ve got 43 cases.  So, there’s new 1 

  3635Bproducts coming down the line.  You’re testing for the 2 

  3636Bactive ingredients in the tier one testing.  In tier two 3 

  3637Bis where you go to the formulated products, is that 4 

  3638Bright?   5 

            3639BSo, we have concerns that the additional 6 

  3640Bingredients in the product, other than the active 7 

  3641Bingredient, can sometimes cause problems that the active 8 

  3642Bingredient doesn’t cause.  Then, the current tank mixes 9 

  3643Band then the 43 new products, the possible tank mixes 10 

  3644Bthat they would have could cause some issues.   11 

            3645BI mean, I know it’s almost an infinite number 12 

  3646Bof combinations, but there’s going to be a handful of 13 

  3647Bpredominantly used tank mixes that should be relatively 14 

  3648Beasy to look at first. 15 

            3649BMS. PEASE:  So, I think in the prioritization 16 

  3650Bscheme, we’re just trying to get data on the AIs first, 17 

  3651Bjust to get that information.  Your comment about 18 

  3652Bformulated products being required at the higher tiers 19 

  3653Bbut not the lower tiers, if we have information to guess 20 

  3654Bthat there’s potential effects of the formulated product, 21 

  3655Bwe could call in a lower tiered study on a formulated22 
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  product.  As a special study, we could do that.  So, we 1 

  3656Bretain that authority to make that decision. 2 

            3657BI’m sorry, what was your other -- 3 

            3658BSTEVEN:  Tank mixes. 4 

            3659BMS. PEASE:  Yes, the tank mixes.  I mean, it’s 5 

  3660Ban issue, we know, but, like I said, we’re trying to 6 

  3661Bprioritize based on active ingredient first.  I think we 7 

  3662Bhad discussion yesterday about getting registrants to 8 

  3663Bsubmit data on tank mixes is a difficult thing because, 9 

  3664Byou know, you have different applicants for different 10 

  3665Bproducts.  There’s some data comp issues.   11 

            3666BSo, I think from our perspective, we’re trying 12 

  3667Bto get the actives first.  If there’s anecdotal data on 13 

  3668Btank mix bee kill information, we’ll take that into 14 

  3669Bconsideration in the risk assessment. 15 

            3670BMR. HOUSENGER:  Gabriele. 16 

            3671BGABRIELE:  One is just clarifying.  So, this 17 

  3672B2016 guidance, is that already up on the web site or is 18 

  3673Bthat something that’s an internal document that will be 19 

  3674Bfinalized?  I’m just trying to figure out where that is.  20 

  3675BI missed it somewhere. 21 

            3676BMS. PEASE:  Yes, that’s a good question. 22 
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  Sorry I didn’t clarify that.  So, right now, it’s a 1 

  3677Bdraft.  We’re working on it, and it will be posted on our 2 

  3678Bweb site once it becomes final. 3 

            3679BGABRIELE:  So, is that something for comments 4 

  3680Bor just final -- I mean, I’m trying to understand the 5 

  3681Bprocess here. 6 

            3682BMS. PEASE:  No, when we post it, it will be 7 

  3683Bfinal.  It will be describing, basically, all the data 8 

  3684Bthat’s needed to inform our pollinator risk assessment 9 

  3685Bframework.  So, it’s really nothing that people haven’t 10 

  3686Bheard about before.  It’s just describing the study 11 

  3687Bdesign elements, providing information on the 12 

  3688Bcodification, you know, work that’s underway. 13 

            3689BGABRIELE:  One question there.  This comes back 14 

  3690Bto the lab capacity.  At least for honey bees, my 15 

  3691Bunderstanding, like a summer bee is not the same as a 16 

  3692Bwinter bee.  Larval development, or if you want to get 17 

  3693Bpollen or nectar, you only have seasonality.  So, how 18 

  3694Bdoes that influence this whole process for when you call 19 

  3695Bin data?  Does it affect the time frame for when the data 20 

  3696Bneeds to come into your door, because you’re looking at, 21 

  3697Bokay, from (inaudible), we have two growing seasons we22 
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  can do this in?  Is that how that works? 1 

            3698BMS. PEASE:  So, we recognize there’s a lab 2 

  3699Bcapacity issue, and we also recognize there’s a timing 3 

  3700Bcomponent to some of these studies.  So, we’ll do our 4 

  3701Bbest to prioritize them based on the riskiest, you know, 5 

  3702Bcombinations and the chemicals at that point in time.  6 

  3703BKnowing that there’s a need for labs, we’ve also heard 7 

  3704Bthat there’s going to be more labs coming on board. 8 

            3705BWe’ve heard that there will be some more 9 

  3706Btoxicity testing labs potentially in Florida which has a 10 

  3707Blonger season in which to conduct these studies.  Then, 11 

  3708BI’m also told that there’s a lab that is being developed 12 

  3709Bin New Zealand which would provide a whole different time 13 

  3710Bof the year when we could get this information. 14 

            3711BMS. GUILARAN:  All right, so let’s move on to 15 

  3712Bthe neonic schedule.  So, I’m going to go over the four 16 

  3713Bneonicotinoids.  We have imidacloprid, clothianidin, 17 

  3714Bthiamethoxam, and dinotefuran.  So, first, folks should 18 

  3715Bknow that the preliminary pollinator assessment went out 19 

  3716Bin January.  So, the comment period went from January to 20 

  3717BApril.  We received over 2000 comments, so we’re working 21 

  3718Bon those.22 
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            In the meantime, we are targeting for December 1 

  3719B2016 to have the draft eco and human health risk 2 

  3720Bassessment.  So, this time the eco risk assessment will 3 

  3721Binclude both an update to the pollinator assessment with 4 

  3722Bnon-ag uses assessed and new data information that would 5 

  3723Bhave come in, in addition to the assessment for other 6 

  3724Btaxa.  So, it’s a complete assessment.  So, that will 7 

  3725Balso its own 60-day comment period, and we’ll have to 8 

  3726Baddress the comments on those. 9 

            3727BSo, the overall goal for imidacloprid really is by 10 

  3728BDecember 2017 that we will have all the information that 11 

  3729Bwe need to basically update to the pollinator assessment, 12 

  3730Bincorporating any of the registrant full field of tier 13 

  3731Bthree that takes the time to basically design and conduct 14 

  3732Bfor specifically cotton and pumpkin.  Then, potentially 15 

  3733Blooking at the data to bridge with the residue data to 16 

  3734Bother neonicotinoids.   17 

            3735BSo, that kind of determines whether or not some 18 

  3736Bof the data that we receive on this particular one can be 19 

  3737Balso used on the other three and then incorporate any 20 

  3738Badditional relevant data at that point or literature 21 

  3739Bstudies to basically complete it.  So, that’s for this22 
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  chemical. 1 

            3740BFor the rest of three down the same schedule, 2 

  3741Bby the end of this year, we were hoping to put out the 3 

  3742Bpreliminary pollinator assessment.  The pollinator piece 4 

  3743Bis honey bee focused.  Then, also, it will have the ag 5 

  3744Band non-ag uses on it.  It will have its own 60-day 6 

  3745Bcomment period.   7 

            3746BAnd then, by the end of next year, we will have 8 

  3747Bthe draft eco and human health risk assessments 9 

  3748Bassociated with these three neonicotinoids.  Again, the 10 

  3749Beco will include pollinator assessments with a pollen 11 

  3750Bnectar residue data and other relevant information, and 12 

  3751Bputting that out for public comment. 13 

            3752BSo, that’s really generally where these four 14 

  3753Bchemicals are at.  Are there any questions? 15 

            3754BMR. HOUSENGER:  Okay.  Seeing none, let’s take 16 

  3755Ba break.  Let’s begin again at 3:15.  Thank you. 17 

            3756B(A brief recess was taken.) 18 

            3757BMR. HOUSENGER:  Okay.  If you look at the 19 

  3758Bagenda, our next session runs from 3:15 to 4:15.  Then, 20 

  3759BZika runs from 3:45 to 4:45.  So, we’ve identified an 21 

  3760Bissue here. 22 
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            MS. MONELL:  With a solution. 1 

            3761BMR. HOUSENGER:  So, Rick is going to quickly 2 

  3762Brun through the next session and allowing ample time for 3 

  3763BMarty to do her Zika presentation. 4 

            3764BSo, Rick. 5 

            3765BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, we thought about having 6 

  3766Bdueling presentations.  Then we decided that we were two 7 

  3767BBostonians and we can both speak very quickly.  So, 8 

  3768Bthat’s, I think, the plan.   9 

            3769BSo, in the interest of efficiency, the first 10 

  3770Bcouple of slides are really background slides.  You all 11 

  3771Bknow about the presidential memorandum that President 12 

  3772BObama issued in June of 2014, so I don’t really need to 13 

  3773Bgo through that. 14 

            3774BThe next slide just shows all the agencies 15 

  3775Bacross the federal government that have been involved in 16 

  3776Bthis task force.  While EPA, USDA, and Department of 17 

  3777BInterior contributed probably the lion’s share of what 18 

  3778Byou find in the strategy, every single agency that’s 19 

  3779Brepresented here has played very important roles in 20 

  3780Bhelping to develop the overall strategy. 21 

            3781BSo, it was a year ago tomorrow that we issued22 
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  the strategy.  You’ll recall that the strategy lays out 1 

  3782Bcommitments for every federal agency on the task force.  2 

  3783BIt identifies research priorities and research needs that 3 

  3784Bwill help to inform future actions that the federal 4 

  3785Bgovernment might take.  It discusses a public education 5 

  3786Bplan that has been ongoing throughout all levels of 6 

  3787Bgovernment, including the public school system and the 7 

  3788Bnational park system, among other venues, to deliver 8 

  3789Beducational material about pollinator protection. 9 

            3790BThen it stressed the important value of the 10 

  3791Bpublic/private partnerships, that this is not just 11 

  3792Bsomething that’s a federal government problem; it’s a 12 

  3793Bnational problem, it’s an international problem.  13 

  3794BEveryone can play a role in it. 14 

            3795BFrom the science standpoint, the strategy also 15 

  3796Breiterates that there are a multitude of factors that are 16 

  3797Bcontributing to pollinator decline.  But it’s not solely 17 

  3798Bvarroa mite, it’s not solely pesticides, it’s not solely 18 

  3799Black of forage and nutrition.  There are a variety of 19 

  3800Bintersecting factors where we are right now unable to put 20 

  3801Ba specific weight on any of those factors.  We know that 21 

  3802Beach of these factors in some way, and certainly in22 
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  combination, continue to contribute to pollinator 1 

  3803Bdecline. 2 

            3804BSo, to address this, we outlined three 3 

  3805Boverarching goals.  Just to remind you what those were, 4 

  3806Bwe’ve got one related to honeybee losses, one specific to 5 

  3807Bthe monarch butterfly populations, and then one to 6 

  3808Baddress the forage and nutrition piece regarding federal 7 

  3809Bland. 8 

            3810BSo, the honeybee piece was to reduce 9 

  3811Boverwintering losses to no more than 15 percent over the 10 

  3812Bcourse of the next 10 years.  The second was to restore 11 

  3813Bmonarch butterfly populations to 225 million butterflies 12 

  3814Bby 2020, so, again, within a five-year period.  And then, 13 

  3815Bto restore or enhance seven million acres of land for 14 

  3816Bpollinators over the next five years, and to do that 15 

  3817Bthrough both federal action and public/private 16 

  3818Bpartnerships. 17 

            3819BThis last piece was not meant to say that if we 18 

  3820Bachieve seven million acres of land, enhanced or restored, 19 

  3821Bthat we would have solved the nutrition issues.  But that 20 

  3822Bwas an initial down payment, if you will, and hopefully 21 

  3823Bto stir up interest in others acting on this goal as22 
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  well. 1 

            3824BSo, I thought it would be helpful to just give 2 

  3825Byou a quick rundown of where EPA is at the one-year mark 3 

  3826Bin terms of coming through on our various commitments.  4 

  3827BSo, many of these we talked about in the earlier session 5 

  3828Bas it relates to the first commitment area for EPA, which 6 

  3829Bwas to assess the effects of pesticides on bees and other 7 

  3830Bpollinators. 8 

            3831BAnita Pease talked earlier this afternoon about 9 

  3832Bthe risk assessment guidance that we issued, as well as 10 

  3833Bthe guidance for risk assessors on how to utilize the new 11 

  3834Bpollinator exposure and effects study needs.  She also 12 

  3835Btalked about the work that we’ve been doing through OECD 13 

  3836Band other international fora to develop new test 14 

  3837Bprotocols for non-Apis bees. 15 

            3838BWhat we haven’t yet highlighted is some 16 

  3839Bcollaborative work that we did with Sheryl Kunickis’ 17 

  3840Bgroup, the Office of Pest Management Policy, to revise a 18 

  3841Bpublication on the attractiveness of different 19 

  3842Bagricultural crops to pollinating bees.  That’s a very 20 

  3843Bimportant piece of work for us.  It contributes to how we 21 

  3844Bconsider exposure to pesticides in our ecological risk22 
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  assessments. 1 

            3845BYu-Ting, Anita, and Dan talked about the work 2 

  3846Bthat we’ve been doing to prioritize the list of chemicals 3 

  3847Bfor higher-tiered testing.  We also talked about the 4 

  3848Brulemaking that we’ve initiated to codify these 5 

  3849Bpollinator data needs into the 158 data requirements. 6 

            3850BOne of the commitments that we made to ensure 7 

  3851Bthat not only did we have the science but that we started 8 

  3852Bto employ it in our different programs, via registration 9 

  3853Bor registration review, is to ensure that these risk 10 

  3854Bassessments were assessing the impacts of pesticide use 11 

  3855Bon bees.   12 

            3856BSo, from May of 2015 through January of 2016, 13 

  3857Bwe’ve actually issued 45 risk assessments for existing 14 

  3858Bpesticides, looking at the potential effects of those 15 

  3859Bpesticides on bees, utilizing the data that we have in 16 

  3860Bhouse or literature data that we have.   17 

            3861BSo, some of these we’ll still have to go back 18 

  3862Band look based upon data needs that were discussed in the 19 

  3863Bearlier session.  But again, it’s an initial look to 20 

  3864Bensure that for the data that we have, where necessary, 21 

  3865Bwe’re beginning to take action to address pollinators. 22 
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  Then, again, Yu-ting talked about the work that we’ve 1 

  3866Bbeen doing with Canada and California on assessing the 2 

  3867Brisks for imidacloprid. 3 

            3868BI wanted to give you a brief update on where we 4 

  3869Bare with the acute risk mitigation proposal from May of 5 

  3870Blast year.  I’m not going to read this in the interest of 6 

  3871Btime, but the first part of the slide reflects what our 7 

  3872Bproposal was in terms of restrictions for the most 8 

  3873Bacutely toxic pesticides to bees and the role that 9 

  3874Bmanaged pollinator protection plans can play in helping 10 

  3875Bto reduce stresses from pesticides on pollinators. 11 

            3876BWe received over 113,000 comments.  Granted, 12 

  3877Bmany of them were a mass campaign, but that’s still a lot 13 

  3878Bof comments to go through, a lot of work, and some really 14 

  3879Bgood ideas and thoughtful contributions made during those 15 

  3880Bpublic comments.  We are currently reviewing those 16 

  3881Bcomments.  We are approaching a point where we can start 17 

  3882Bto make some recommendations internally on how to 18 

  3883Bproceed.  We’re just not at a point today to be able to 19 

  3884Bshare with you where things are at.   20 

            3885BBut again, just to reflect, the comments that 21 

  3886Bwe did receive were very helpful in helping us better22 
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  understand what the impacts of what our proposal might be 1 

  3887Band what some alternative solutions from different points 2 

  3888Bof view might be to move forward. 3 

            3889BOne of the areas where we did receive general 4 

  3890Bsupport overall was for the role that managed pollinator 5 

  3891Bprotection plan can play in reducing the potential 6 

  3892Bstressors from pesticide exposure.  To facilitate that 7 

  3893Band move that forward, working with USDA, the Honey Bee 8 

  3894BHealth Coalition, and the National Association of State 9 

  3895BDepartments of Agriculture, in March of this year, we 10 

  3896Bheld a symposium to sort of flesh out the ideas of MP3s a 11 

  3897Blittle bit further.  We had about 130 participants attend 12 

  3898Bthat session, two-day session.  There were 13 

  3899Brepresentatives from the NGO community, from the 14 

  3900Bbeekeeper community, from the grower community, from 15 

  3901Bregistrants, from states, from tribes, and from other 16 

  3902Bfederal agencies.   17 

            3903BThe main purpose was to flesh out a 18 

  3904Blittle bit more, for example, for those states that 19 

  3905Balready have these plans, how well were they working, 20 

  3906Bwhat lessons could be learned to be applied in other 21 

  3907Bparts of the country, how might we evaluate how effective22 
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  these plans might be, what states have done to engage 1 

  3908Bstakeholders to ensure that it was a thoroughly vetted 2 

  3909Bplan before it was put into place within that state, and 3 

  3910Bthen identifying tools for tracking and mapping of 4 

  3911Bsuccesses. 5 

            3912BOne of the things that was reported is that the 6 

  3913Bvast majority of states, and many tribes, have begun to 7 

  3914Bimplement or are in the process of developing or planning 8 

  3915Bto develop an MP3.  I think there were less than a 9 

  3916Bhandful of states that had not started the process.  10 

  3917BThere were maybe one or two states who had decided they 11 

  3918Bwere not going to.  I think Alaska, for example, was one 12 

  3919Bthat said they probably were not going to develop an MP3. 13 

            3920BIn the third vein of commitments that EPA made 14 

  3921Bhad to do with expediting the registration of new 15 

  3922Bproducts to control varroa mites.  In the past year, we 16 

  3923Bhave registered two new active ingredients.  One is 17 

  3924Boxalic acid, which we registered in about a three- to 18 

  3925Bfour-month period.  That is lightning fast.   19 

            3926BThis registration shows the benefit of our 20 

  3927Bjoint work with Canada because this is a product that was 21 

  3928Bregistered in Canada.  We basically called up to them and22 
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  said, can we have your reviews.  We utilized their 1 

  3929Breviews and made a risk assessment and risk management 2 

  3930Bdecision in a very timely manner.  USDA actually agreed 3 

  3931Bto serve as the registrant because we could not find 4 

  3932Bsomeone to serve as the registrant for this particular 5 

  3933Bproduct.  So, this has moved forward quite rapidly. 6 

            3934BAnother chemical that we registered is actually 7 

  3935Ba biochemical.  It is hops beta acid.  That product, too, 8 

  3936Bwas reviewed in an expedited time frame for the 9 

  3937Bbiochemical program under PRIA.  To supplement and 10 

  3938Bprovide some additional tools to the public, we did 11 

  3939Bpublish late last year a list of products that are 12 

  3940Bcurrently registered to control varroa mites in bees.  13 

  3941BSo, that’s the resource that’s available.  That’s the 14 

  3942Bgood news of this.   15 

            3943BThe bad news is that in terms of total 16 

  3944Bregistration, there may be only 10 to 12 products.  I 17 

  3945Bknow when talking to a number of beekeepers, there are 18 

  3946Bsome of those products that either are not working or not 19 

  3947Bworking well, or there’s been resistance developing.  20 

  3948BUnfortunately, the other piece of the bad news is we 21 

  3949Bdon’t have any other products in house right now to22 
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  expedite.  So, there’s a critical need for the beekeepers 1 

  3950Bto have products to control this pest that vectors any 2 

  3951Bnumber of diseases within their hives. 3 

            3952BThe last area that I wanted to highlight was 4 

  3953Bsome of the non-pesticide work that we’ve done.  So, the 5 

  3954Bpresident charged and challenged all federal agencies to 6 

  3955Blead by example and to incorporate pollinator habitats 7 

  3956Binto our landscapes around all of our buildings.   8 

            3957BSo, one of the things that EPA did over the 9 

  3958Bcourse of the past year is we went to the 17 EPA-owned 10 

  3959Bfacilities throughout the country, and we conducted on- 11 

  3960Bsite pollinator assessments to see what habitats 12 

  3961Bcurrently existed, what opportunities there were to 13 

  3962Benhance those habitats, and/or what pollinator species 14 

  3963Bmight already be resident on those.   15 

            3964BSo, we did an observational study at each of 16 

  3965Bour 17 sites and then identified areas for enhancement.  17 

  3966BFor example, at our laboratory at Research Triangle Park, 18 

  3967Bwe found that there was suitable habitat to install some 19 

  3968Bbeehives at that campus.  At the Atlantic Ecology 20 

  3969BDivision, part of ORD, they’ve been routinely converting 21 

  3970Bgrass areas into meadows and being sure that they22 



 191 

  incorporate different flowering plants that flower 1 

  3971Bthroughout the year so that they’re suitable habitat and 2 

  3972Bforage for pollinators throughout the year.  Our Mid- 3 

  3973BContinental Ecology Division up in Duluth has a prairie 4 

  3974Bthat they’ve been continuing to enhance.  So, that’s our 5 

  3975Bcontribution.   6 

            3976BWe don’t have many acres, but what we decided 7 

  3977Bto do was with the acreage that we had, try to lead by 8 

  3978Bexample.  We’re continuing to look at those.  So, our 9 

  3979Bnext wave will be to look at those areas where we lease 10 

  3980Band working with the General Services Administration to 11 

  3981Bsee what additional enhancements we can do. 12 

            3982BSo, what are our next steps?  We will be 13 

  3983Bfinalizing the acute risk mitigation strategy, hopefully 14 

  3984Bby the end of the year.  We want to move forward with 15 

  3985Bimplementing the pollinator data requirements as Anita 16 

  3986Band Dan and Yu-ting discussed.  Then, through both our 17 

  3987Bregistration and registration review program, assess the 18 

  3988Bimpacts of pesticides and pollinators.  That’s our job.  19 

  3989BThen, implement risk mitigation as necessary.  Then, 20 

  3990Bcontinue to be promoting these habitat enhancements 21 

  3991Bacross EPA’s various landscapes.22 
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            Quick questions? 1 

            3992BMR. HOUSENGER:  Cynthia. 2 

            3993BCYNTHIA:  I appreciate all the efforts on bees.  3 

  3994BIt’s a good start.  I just want to make sure that there’s 4 

  3995Bserious effort to protect other pollinators as well, 5 

  3996Bincluding the birds.  The American Bird Conservancy found 6 

  3997Bthat a single coated seed, coated with any neonic is enough to kill  7 

  3998Ba songbird.  The worldwide assessment found that other 8 

  3999Bwildlife are affected by these pesticides as well. 9 

            4000BI’m wondering specifically with regard to the 10 

  4001BMP3 plans, since those seem to be sort of at the heart of 11 

  4002BEPA’s approach now, to what extent will these state plans 12 

  4003Bprotect birds, bats, beetles, and other pollinators, as 13 

  4004Bwell as the very neonic sensitive aquatic invertebrates 14 

  4005Bon which many of these pollinators depend? 15 

            4006BMR. KEIGWIN:  Thanks, Cynthia.  This was 16 

  4007Bactually one of the questions that came up at the 17 

  4008Bsymposium.  Some states thought that they weren’t going 18 

  4009Bto be allowed to consider issues other than managed 19 

  4010Bpollinators as part of their MP3.  In fact, we encouraged 20 

  4011Bthem that where there was stakeholder interest in 21 

  4012Bbroadening beyond managed pollinators, that that was22 
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  certainly an opportunity that they could use their MP3s 1 

  4013Bto do. 2 

            4014BWe do think that the MP3s, even if they don’t 3 

  4015Bdirectly address non-managed pollinators, do have a 4 

  4016Bcollateral benefit for other species that might be 5 

  4017Butilizing that landscape at the same time. 6 

            4018BMR. HOUSENGER:  Annie. 7 

            4019BANNIE:  I have two quick questions.  One, I’m 8 

  4020Bwondering what EPA’s role in overseeing these state MP3s 9 

  4021Bare going to be.  Obviously, with the number of states 10 

  4022Band just like the various ways that they could be put 11 

  4023Btogether, we’d obviously like to see a pretty great role 12 

  4024Bfrom EPA in making sure they meet like some kind of 13 

  4025Bstandardized, you know, requirements.   14 

            4026BSo, we just want to know what your role is 15 

  4027Bgoing to be right now.  It sounds really kind of 16 

  4028Bcollaborative, and states are doing their (inaudible) 17 

  4029Bthings.  Do you have plans to kind of get everyone on a, 18 

  4030Byou know, baseline of stage? 19 

            4031BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, in the proposal, we discussed 20 

  4032Bwhat we thought were the minimum needs for an effective 21 

  4033BMP3.  So, for example, we talked about the need for it to22 
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  be developed in a very collaborative process with the 1 

  4034Bstakeholders across the spectrum involved.   2 

            4035BWe talked about the need for there to be an 3 

  4036Bability for the agricultural user of the pesticide to be able 4 

  4037Bto communicate with the beekeeper in an effective manner 5 

  4038Bso that discussions about pesticide use could occur.  We 6 

  4039Balso talked about the need for there to be reflective 7 

  4040Bmeasurement on the success of those plans. 8 

            4041BSo, that’s what was in the proposal.  In 9 

  4042Bresponse to comments, we’ve gotten some additional ideas, 10 

  4043Bso we’re thinking about that.  The states have already 11 

  4044Bstarted to think about how do you not only design a plan 12 

  4045Bthat’s very effective, but how do you measure how well 13 

  4046Bit’s working so that you can make adjustments as 14 

  4047Bnecessary if it’s not working or meeting the goals that 15 

  4048Bwere laid out. 16 

            4049BANNIE:  So, what do you see EPA is making sure 17 

  4050Bthe states comply with the minimum requirements or 18 

  4051Bhelping them improve them if they -- 19 

            4052BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, in our proposal, we said that 20 

  4053Bwe were not going to require plans and we were not going 21 

  4054Bto approve plans, but that we would play a facilitation22 
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  role in their development.  Some of the comments that 1 

  4055Bcame in suggested that we take a different role.  We’re 2 

  4056Bnot at the point yet to say if we’re going to change 3 

  4057Bthat.  But, in the meantime, these plans are under 4 

  4058Bdevelopment.  Many states have been coming to us for 5 

  4059Binput on how they might go about designing their plan.  6 

  4060BWe’ll continue to play that role, regardless of the 7 

  4061Boutcome. 8 

            4062BANNIE:  Okay, thank you.  My other question is, 9 

  4063BI was just wondering what the status of your proposal to 10 

  4064Blimit foliar applications of neonics for managed bees.  11 

  4065BBut is that part of your acute risk mitigation strategy?  12 

  4066BIs that still on the table? 13 

            4067BMR. KEIGWIN:  Well, the neonicotinoids already 14 

  4068Bhave restrictions on their labels.  They’re mandatory 15 

  4069Brequirements.  The acute risk mitigation proposal is what 16 

  4070Byou’re referring to.  That’s where we’re still in the 17 

  4071Bprocess of going through the comments.  But the 18 

  4072Bneonicotinoids now have certain restrictions already for 19 

  4073Bwhen they can be applied and when they cannot be applied 20 

  4074Bfoliarly to blooming crops. 21 

            4075BANNIE:  Right.  Do you have an estimated date22 
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  as to when you’ll finish going to through those comments? 1 

            4076BMR. KEIGWIN:  I think I just said by the end of 2 

  4077Bthe year. 3 

            4078BANNIE:  Okay, thank you. 4 

            4079BMR. HOUSENGER:  Steven. 5 

            4080BSTEVEN:  So, I have a comment and a question.  6 

  4081BThe next to last slide, I think you skipped the last 7 

  4082Bbullet point.  It says initiated work with state lead 8 

  4083Bagencies to improve consistency in bee kill incident 9 

  4084Breports.  I wasn’t going to mention it, but since you 10 

  4085Bfailed to mention it, again, the incident report system 11 

  4086Bneeds some more looking at. 12 

            4087BMR. KEIGWIN:  And we’ll be having a 13 

  4088Bpresentation tomorrow from the incident reporting group 14 

  4089Bon next steps that EPA can take in that regard.  But 15 

  4090Bthank you for pointing out that I missed that. 16 

            4091BMR. HOUSENGER:  Are you part of that incident 17 

  4092Bworkgroup? 18 

            4093BSTEVEN:  I get the e-mails, but I have not been 19 

  4094Bable to participate in it. 20 

            4095BMR. HOUSENGER:  I would encourage you to do so. 21 

            4096BSTEVEN:  So, my question is, does EPA have any22 
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  plans for evaluating the effectiveness of these MP3 plans 1 

  4097Bor are you just going to leave that up to the states to 2 

  4098Bindividually do that? 3 

            4099BMR. KEIGWIN:  I think in the note that Jack 4 

  4100Bsent out leading up to this meeting, one of the things 5 

  4101Bthat we talked about, and this will be another discussion 6 

  4102Bpoint for tomorrow, is actually forming a new subgroup 7 

  4103Bunder the PPDC that would provide back to EPA advice on 8 

  4104Bthis very area.  We think that would be an area to get 9 

  4105Bsome very valuable input from all of you moving forward 10 

  4106Bin that regard. 11 

            4107BMR. HOUSENGER:  Lori Ann. 12 

            4108BLORI ANN:  We were concerned about the 13 

  4109BImidacloprid pollinator risk assessment and the fact that 14 

  4110Bit was a honeybee risk assessment, really. 15 

            4111BMR. KEIGWIN:  Mm-hmm. 16 

            4112BLORI ANN:  It didn’t talk about our native 17 

  4113Bbees, even though there is significant body of science 18 

  4114Bindicating that they are more -- not significant.  There 19 

  4115Bis some science indicating that they are more sensitive 20 

  4116Band also butterfly bats and all the other creatures.  21 

  4117BAlso, we had some concerns about the body of science that22 
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  was explored for that risk assessment.  How are you 1 

  4118Bplanning on moving forward, or are those concerns going 2 

  4119Bto be addressed in future pollinator risk assessments? 3 

            4120BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, hopefully, in response to our 4 

  4121Bissuance of the draft risk assessment, you provided us 5 

  4122Bwith citations of studies, additional sites that we would 6 

  4123Blook at.  We’ll take that very seriously and address 7 

  4124Bthose comments.   8 

            4125BAs Yu-ting said earlier this afternoon, we will 9 

  4126Bbe revising that risk assessment, but also expanding that 10 

  4127Brisk assessment to include all of the uses for 11 

  4128BImidacloprid and also looking at taxa beyond pollinators.  12 

  4129BSo, I think the assessment that comes out later this year 13 

  4130Bwould be responsive to the comments that you’ve 14 

  4131Bsubmitted. 15 

            4132BLORI ANN:  But that’s for the ecological risk 16 

  4133Bassessment. 17 

            4134BMR. KEIGWIN:  Right. 18 

            4135BLORI ANN:  I’m curious will future pollinator 19 

  4136Brisk assessments look at more pollinators? 20 

            4137BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, our pollinator risk 21 

  4138Bassessment guidance does describe for our risk assessors22 
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  how to look at pollinators other than honeybees.  We are 1 

  4139Busing honeybees as a surrogate because that’s the best 2 

  4140Bdata that we have right now.  But where there are data in 3 

  4141Bthe public literature on non-honeybee species, we are 4 

  4142Blooking at that information at least qualitatively and 5 

  4143Bwhere we can, where we have the data, quantitatively. 6 

            4144BLORI ANN:  Thanks, and no offense to the 7 

  4145Bhoneybees.  I like honey as much as everyone. 8 

            4146BMR. HOUSENGER:  Ray. 9 

            4147BRAY:  A couple questions on your slide six.  10 

  4148BYou mentioned that you’ve developed guidance for the EPA 11 

  4149Brisk assessors. 12 

            4150BMR. KEIGWIN:  Right. 13 

            4151BRAY:  Is that guidance public? 14 

            4152BMR. KEIGWIN:  I think Anita responded to that 15 

  4153Bin her earlier session.  So, right now, it’s intended for 16 

  4154Binternal use, but it’s reflective of the guidance that’s 17 

  4155Balready out on the street publicly. 18 

            4156BRAY:  In the following slide, you mentioned 19 

  4157Bthat you issued 45 risk assessments, pollinator risk 20 

  4158Bassessments for existing pesticides. 21 

            4159BMR. KEIGWIN:  Mm-hmm.22 
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            RAY:  Are those all in the dockets? 1 

            4160BMR. KEIGWIN:  They are in the respective 2 

  4161Bchemical dockets for their registration reviews, that’s 3 

  4162Bright. 4 

            4163BRAY:  Is there a list to easily identify which 5 

  4164B45 they are? 6 

            4165BMR. KEIGWIN:  Each quarter, when we put out a 7 

  4166Brequest for comments on our draft risk assessments, we 8 

  4167Bprovide a list of the chemicals that were issued.  We do 9 

  4168Bnot have a separate web site that says here’s the list of 10 

  4169Bthe 45.  This is part of the ongoing registration review. 11 

            4170BRAY:  Will it be clear which one of those have 12 

  4171Bthe pollinator risk assessments? 13 

            4172BMR. KEIGWIN:  Each of them where we have data 14 

  4173Bon pollinators has a component of the risk assessment 15 

  4174Bthat looks at pollinators. 16 

            4175BMR. HOUSENGER:  That doesn’t mean that we have 17 

  4176Bthe full tier one.  It’s what we have. 18 

            4177BREGINA:  Hi, this is California.  Do you mind 19 

  4178Bif I ask a question? 20 

            4179BMR. HOUSENGER:  Are you a member of the PPDC? 21 

            4180BREGINA:  No, I’m not.  This is Regina.  I just22 
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  wanted clarification.  You said tomorrow morning’s 1 

  4181Bsession is -- 2 

            4182BMR. HOUSENGER:  Regina, we can take public 3 

  4183Bcomments, which you would be, at the end of the next 4 

  4184Bsession.  This is a session just for the PPDC members. 5 

            4185BREGINA:  Okay, my apologies.  Thank you. 6 

            4186BMR. HOUSENGER:  We’ll put you down as public 7 

  4187Bcomment. 8 

            4188BWayne. 9 

            4189BWAYNE:  Rick, I was interested in knowing if I 10 

  4190Bcould list the currently approved or available MP3s on 11 

  4191Bthe pesticidestewardship.org site?  But is there a 12 

  4192Bcompilation of them somewhere? 13 

            4193BMR. KEIGWIN:  I believe AAPCO has them already 14 

  4194Blisted on their site, so you might want to talk to them 15 

  4195Babout linking to their site.  I think they are updating 16 

  4196Bthat as states or tribes formalize any MP3s. 17 

            4197BSTEVEN:  I’m pretty sure the 18 

  4198BPollinator Stewardship Council web site has all the 19 

  4199Bcurrent MP3s listed. 20 

            4200BMR. HOUSENGER:  Aimee. 21 

            4201BAIMEE:  Just a quick question I’ve wondered for22 



 202 

  a long time.  Well, maybe not a quick question, but a 1 

  4202Bquestion but a question I’ve wondered a long time about.  2 

  4203BSo, you talk about qualitative use of data.  I review it, 3 

  4204Band I love all the research that you guys look at.  But 4 

  4205Bthen, when I go down and I look at the risk 5 

  4206Bcharacterization, I don’t see how you incorporate it, 6 

  4207Blike what are the uncertainty factors or how. 7 

            4208BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, the non-scientists at the 8 

  4209Bfront table -- I mean, I believe it’s a weight of 9 

  4210Bevidence approach.  It’s hard to consider data 10 

  4211Bquantitatively where you don’t necessarily have all of 11 

  4212Bthe data, but you can consider it.  If there are multiple 12 

  4213Blines of evidence or a high degree of confidence in the 13 

  4214Bdata, you can make stronger extrapolations from it.  But 14 

  4215BAnita has now found a mic, as I struggle. 15 

            4216BMS. PEASE:  I’m trying to move away from the 16 

  4217Bmic, actually.  It’s a good question.  We talked a little 17 

  4218Bbit at the break about this, about the qualitative 18 

  4219Bevaluation, how it factors into the decisionmaking.  Like 19 

  4220BRick said, it really is a weight of evidence.  I mean, 20 

  4221Bmore weight is given to the quantitative piece of the 21 

  4222Brisk assessment, but it is factored into the decision. 22 
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  It may not be completely linear in how it’s factored in, 1 

  4223Bbut it is factored into the decisionmaking.  It’s kind of 2 

  4224Ba case-by-case thing, so it’s hard to put criteria around 3 

  4225Bit. 4 

            4226BAIMEE:  So, if you’re familiar with the  5 

  4227BImidacloprid pollinator risk assessment.  The final risk 6 

  4228Bcharacterization really looked at the population level 7 

  4229Beffects on honeybees.  Yet, they talked about numerous 8 

  4230Bother colony level studies for bumblebees that showed 9 

  4231Brisk at lower levels than what the designated level -- I’m 10 

  4232Bhesitating to call it a threshold because you might not 11 

  4233Bcall it that, but you have kind of a level at which you 12 

  4234Bsee population level effects. 13 

            4235BYou mentioned and you ranked what was good 14 

  4236Babout it, what was bad about it.  But obviously, you 15 

  4237Bstuck with the threshold for the honeybees, even though 16 

  4238Bwe saw bumblebee effects at colony levels at lower 17 

  4239Blevels.  There wasn’t an uncertainty factor.  There 18 

  4240Bwasn’t anything -- how would that be? 19 

            4241BMS. PEASE:  So, if you look in our risk 20 

  4242Bassessment framework for bees, I mean, biodiversity is 21 

  4243Bone of the assessment goals.  So, that would extend22 
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  beyond just honeybees and looking at populations of non- 1 

  4244BApis bees as well.  So, we do consider it. 2 

            4245BYou’re right, we did look at the bumblebee 3 

  4246Bdata, and it showed that Imidacloprid could potentially 4 

  4247Bbe more toxic to bumblebees than Apis bees.  So, we put 5 

  4248Bthat out there in the risk assessment.  Again, when we 6 

  4249Bget to the point where we mitigate and we issue an 7 

  4250Binterim decision, all that information will be 8 

  4251Bconsidered. 9 

            4252BMR. HOUSENGER:  Mark. 10 

            4253BMARK:  This is a pretty quick one.  So, a lot 11 

  4254Bof what you’re doing, which I think is great, is going to 12 

  4255Bend up being public outreach with the monarch and the 13 

  4256Brefugia that is necessary.  So, this actually 14 

  4257Bgoes to both the Agency and also to Cheryl.  Is there a 15 

  4258Bweb site of activities that are proposed or in progress 16 

  4259Bfor that type of what I would call from my old profession 17 

  4260Bextension work? 18 

            4261BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, the task force at our meeting 19 

  4262Bjust last week, this was actually one of the issues that 20 

  4263Bwe discussed, was how do we make more public everything 21 

  4264Bthat we’re doing and additional opportunities for22 
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  engagement via groups or individual citizens.  So, it’s 1 

  4265Ban important area for us to look into as we go into the 2 

  4266Bsecond year of implementing the strategy.  So, thank you 3 

  4267Bfor the support for that, and we’ll take that back. 4 

            4268BMR. HOUSENGER:  Richard. 5 

            4269BRICHARD:  On your factors associated with bee 6 

  4270Bdeclines, you mentioned nutrition and urbanization. 7 

            4271BMR. KEIGWIN:  Right. 8 

            4272BRICHARD:  But if you could just briefly say how 9 

  4273Bthey are factors, what are their impacts.  But I didn’t 10 

  4274Bhear you mention those in your strategy. 11 

            4275BMR. KEIGWIN:  I think, for example, the 12 

  4276Burbanization piece comes in because you’re taking 13 

  4277Blandscapes out of potential areas for habitat.  So, it 14 

  4278Bcontributes to habitat decline.  It’s not urbanization 15 

  4279Bdirectly; it’s really more of an indirect effect because 16 

  4280Byou have less land available for forage areas.   17 

            4281BDoes that answer your question? 18 

            4282BRICHARD:  And the nutrition? 19 

            4283BMR. KEIGWIN:  Well, the nutrition piece, the 20 

  4284Bland areas serve as the forage base that provides the 21 

  4285Bnutrition to the pollinator species.22 
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            RICHARD:  So, then you went into the 1 

  4286Bstrategies. 2 

            4287BMR. KEIGWIN:  Right. 3 

            4288BRICHARD:  And I didn’t hear anything 4 

  4289Bspecifically on the nutrition and urbanization. 5 

            4290BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, EPA’s area of focus is on the 6 

  4291Bpesticide piece.  Since I was only giving you updates on 7 

  4292Bwhere EPA’s pieces were, USDA is a major land manager who 8 

  4293Bcontributes to land management through that NRCS program.  9 

  4294BThe U.S. Forest Service is contributing a significant 10 

  4295Bamount of acres to this effort, which will help in these 11 

  4296Bareas.  The Department of Interior is probably the 12 

  4297Blargest land manager in the federal government.  That’s 13 

  4298Bwhere a lot of those pieces will come in, is through the 14 

  4299Bactions of the land management agencies. 15 

            4300BRICHARD:  Okay.  In these factors, what are the 16 

  4301Bhighest contributors? 17 

            4302BMR. KEIGWIN:  So, we specifically have not 18 

  4303Branked them.  We don’t think that the science is there 19 

  4304Byet to rank where each of these stressors might lay out.  20 

  4305BDifferent people have different perspectives in where 21 

  4306Bthey are.  But the pollinator research action plan, one22 
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  of its goals is to get at a way to ultimately maybe 1 

  4307Bquantitatively try to see where the biggest bang for the 2 

  4308Bbuck could be in taking actions.  But the body of science 3 

  4309Bsuggests right now that each of these factors is 4 

  4310Bcontributing.  So, to address pollinator health, you 5 

  4311Breally have to tackle each of the stressors. 6 

            4312BRICHARD:  Okay.  I’ll just close with I agree,  7 

  4313Band think, and encourage you to really take advantage of, 8 

  4314BI would say, the public’s willingness to participate in 9 

  4315Bthis activity.  Thank you.  10 

            4316BMR. HOUSENGER:  Okay, Ray. 11 

            4317BRAY:  Just one contribution to your question 12 

  4318Bthere about the ranking of these factors.  There’s a bit 13 

  4319Bof that done in the recent NAS survey in terms of 14 

  4320Bbeekeepers ranking the importance of those factors, as 15 

  4321Bwell as in the bee informed survey. 16 

            4322BMR. KEIGWIN:  There is.  I don’t know that we 17 

  4323Bhave any empirical data to back those up.  I think it’s 18 

  4324Bobservational.  So, not that that’s not important, but I 19 

  4325Bdon’t think that right now we have any specific empirical 20 

  4326Bdata where we could do a quantitative ranking. 21 

            4327BRAY:  That empirical data would be very helpful22 
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  if we collectively could figure out a way to get it. 1 

            4328BMR. KEIGWIN:  I think the work that the IPBES 2 

  4329Bis doing is trying to figure out how to do it in that 3 

  4330Bregard as well, an international forum through the UN 4 

  4331Bthat’s looking at this as well. 5 

            4332BMR. HOUSENGER:  Okay.  We have a Zika session 6 

  4333Band then a couple of comments.  So, Marty Monell is going 7 

  4334Bto give us an update on where we are with the Zika virus. 8 

            4335BMS. MONELL:  Okay.  Is Janet McAllister from 9 

  4336BCDC on the line?  You have to pound 6 your phone in order 10 

  4337Bto get unmuted.  Okay, well, she’s not apparently either 11 

  4338Bable to unmute her line or she’s not yet on the line, so 12 

  4339BI’ll get started.  Then she can hopefully be available 13 

  4340Bfor -- 14 

            4341BMS. McALLISTER:  Marty, I am on the line. 15 

            4342BMS. MONELL:  Great. 16 

            4343BMS. McALLISTER:  I’m just not that quick with 17 

  4344Bthe unmute. 18 

            4345BMS. MONELL:  I understand.  Well, you don’t 19 

  4346Bhave to go back on mute at this point.  Just don’t 20 

  4347Bbreathe heavily. 21 

            4348BMS. McALLISTER:  I’ll move the microphone from22 
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  in front of my face. 1 

            4349BMS. MONELL:  Thank you.  So, brief background, 2 

  4350Bbecause you all read the news and watch TV.  Right now, I 3 

  4351Bthink there’s not a day that goes by without some 4 

  4352Binformation on Zika, be it international, another country 5 

  4353Bdeclaring an emergency, or something happening in the 6 

  4354BCaribbean and/or around the Olympics that are scheduled 7 

  4355Bto occur this summer in Brazil. 8 

            4356BSo, we talk about Zika as a new phenomenon.  In 9 

  4357Bfact, it has been known to exist since 1947, where it was 10 

  4358Bdiscovered in a tropical forest in Uganda, in Africa.  11 

  4359BEventually, it found its way over here to the Americas 12 

  4360Band became well known and an issue of concern starting in 13 

  4361BBrazil in 2015.  The U.S. has been working aggressively 14 

  4362Bsince late ‘15 and to date to try to address our concerns 15 

  4363Babout this virus and the vector. 16 

            4364BSo, the president convened a cabinet level 17 

  4365Bmeeting in January of 2016, early January, to basically 18 

  4366Binstruct all of the departments and agencies that he 19 

  4367Bexpected us to get out ahead of the Zika situation.  20 

  4368BHaving gone through the Ebola crisis a couple years ago, 21 

  4369Bbeginning a couple years ago, and then its evolution into22 
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  the United States, he did not want to be behind the 1 

  4370Bcurve.  He wanted to make sure that we got out ahead of 2 

  4371Bit.  This is even before we know what we know now. 3 

            4372BSo, in February of 2016, WHO declared this an 4 

  4373Binternational public health emergency.  CDC confirmed the 5 

  4374Blinkage -- this was in mid-April, I believe -- confirmed 6 

  4375Bthe linkage of the mosquito transmitted virus to brain 7 

  4376Bdefects, including microcephaly in newborns.  This is 8 

  4377Bsignificant because I believe it’s the first time that an 9 

  4378Binsect carrying a virus has been directly related to 10 

  4379Bbirth defects. 11 

            4380BThe White House, in response to the president’s 12 

  4381Bdirective in January, started convening regular meetings.  13 

  4382BThe National Security Council acts/speaks for the 14 

  4383Bpresident and convened the first meeting in early 15 

  4384BFebruary, where all of the relevant, at that time, 16 

  4385Bdepartments, U.S. departments and agencies, got together.  17 

  4386BWe were given marching orders. 18 

            4387BWithin 30 days, we had to come up with a plan 19 

  4388Bfor a rapid response in Puerto Rico.  The issues there 20 

  4389Bwere exponentially becoming obviously problematic.  This 21 

  4390Bwas coupled with their horrendous infrastructure issues,22 
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  financial as well as public health.  So, we had to work 1 

  4391Bwith other federal agencies to come up with a rapid 2 

  4392Bresponse plan.   3 

            4393BThen, within 60 days, we had to come up with a 4 

  4394Bplan for the southeastern portions of the United States, 5 

  4395Bthe continental United States, recognizing that as time 6 

  4396Bgoes on, the likelihood of the mosquitos coming to this 7 

  4397Bcountry, particularly the border states, increases 8 

  4398Bexponentially. 9 

            4399BSo, basically, EPA’s role is to support CDC and 10 

  4400Bother federal agencies in the vector control areas.  So, 11 

  4401Bthe Health and Human Services Department is the lead for 12 

  4402Bthe federal government.  But, in fact, CDC is the 13 

  4403Boperational lead, both in terms of the public health 14 

  4404Bissues that arise and the vector control issues that are 15 

  4405Bbeing pursued. 16 

            4406BWe have an incredible number of regular 17 

  4407Bmeetings now.  So, following that first meeting that was 18 

  4408Bconvened by the National Security Council, we have weekly 19 

  4409BZika sync meetings they call them.  At these meetings, 20 

  4410BCDC updates us on all of the epi data, as well as other 21 

  4411Bagencies, giving reports on what they’re doing.  22 
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            So, for instance, after about a month or so, 1 

  4412BOSHA shared with us that they had developed some 2 

  4413Bguidelines for workers, workers that may be exposed out 3 

  4414Bin the fields or in handling certain situations, be 4 

  4415Bexposed to mosquitos and how we, as the government, can 5 

  4416Bplan to provide protections for them. 6 

            4417BWe also have regular meetings that are convened 7 

  4418Bby the National Science and Technology Council.  This is 8 

  4419Balso out of the White House.  This is to make sure that 9 

  4420Ball research needs are being addressed.  So, it runs the 10 

  4421Bgamut from talking about issues of developing a vaccine, 11 

  4422Bdeveloping treatment for the Zika-related cases, to 12 

  4423Bresearch into optional vector control methodologies. 13 

            4424BThe Health and Human Services, out of the 14 

  4425BOffice of the Secretary, convenes weekly meetings on the 15 

  4426Bsupply chain.  This is to make sure that the supply of 16 

  4427Bvector control options is there as we need them.  So, we 17 

  4428Bheard that people were stockpiling DEET.  What was that 18 

  4429Bgoing to do to the availability of DEET, particularly in 19 

  4430Bcontinental United States, once and if it becomes an 20 

  4431Bissue here in the United States. 21 

            4432BThere’s also been regular meetings on22 
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  disinsection of aircraft and marine vessels.  1 

  4433BI thought it was disinfection, but I was quickly 2 

  4434Bcorrected.  It’s disinsection.  This is primarily an 3 

  4435Bissue that impacts the military.  The federal government 4 

  4436Bof the United States does not believe it’s appropriate or 5 

  4437Bnecessary to spray the insides of aircraft or cargo ships 6 

  4438Bto prevent Zika transmission or to prevent mosquitos from 7 

  4439Bcoming to this country.  The percentages are so low, 8 

  4440Bthey’re almost insignificant. 9 

            4441BThat said, there are countries in the world 10 

  4442Bthat firmly believe that this work needs to be done, and 11 

  4443Bit’s a big deal.  So, the State Department is leading 12 

  4444Bthat effort.  We obviously have a seat at the table 13 

  4445Bbecause they look to us to supply them with pesticides 14 

  4446Bthat can be sprayed inside an airplane.  Anyway, so we 15 

  4447Bare involved in those very regular meetings.   16 

            4448BThey are now looking at future issues around 17 

  4449Bproviding travel guidance to people in the United States, 18 

  4450Bassuming we have a locally transmitted Zika situation 19 

  4451Bhere.  So, that work is being done.  So, there’s a lot of 20 

  4452Bplanning and meetings going on. 21 

            4453BFor EPA, our regulatory work in support of CDC22 
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  has been, as you might imagine, like we do in any public 1 

  4454Bhealth emergency, like bedbugs, we drop everything to 2 

  4455Bmake sure that we pay attention to the high priority 3 

  4456Bactions that are really going to make a difference. 4 

            4457BSo, for instance, the CDC Foundation, which is 5 

  4458Ban independent sort of an NGO arm to CDC, they are 6 

  4459Bcongressionally created.  They are able to take donations 7 

  4460Bthat CDC as a federal agency could not take.  But this 8 

  4461Bfoundation can take it and then put them to purposes that 9 

  4462Bserve CDC’s interest. 10 

            4463BSo, the foundation had received many, many 11 

  4464Bdonations from companies to put together pregnancy kits, 12 

  4465Bparticularly for women in Puerto Rico.  In these kits, 13 

  4466Bthey wanted to put insect repellant, and condoms, because 14 

  4467Bof the sexual transmission aspect of this virus, bed 15 

  4468Bnets, and so forth.   16 

            4469BBut companies were reluctant to donate insect 17 

  4470Brepellants unless they had EPA-approved language on the 18 

  4471Blabel that said effective against mosquitos that may 19 

  4472Bcarry the Zika virus.  So, we’ve been churning those out.  20 

  4473BWe do our reviews as quickly as possible.  They’re high 21 

  4474Bpriority.  We’ve effectively supported that effort to get22 
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  these pregnancy kits in Puerto Rico. 1 

            4475BThe other area that we’ve been pursuing heavily 2 

  4476Brecently is taking action on unregistered sources, in 3 

  4477Bother words, facilitating those packages so that 4 

  4478Bcompanies can get their production from those facilities.  5 

  4479BDEET is an example of that kind of a situation, where 6 

  4480Bthere is great concern that that might not be available 7 

  4481Bin the amounts that we will need in this country. 8 

            4482BThen, lastly, as an example, is Section 18s.  9 

  4483BWe’ve thus far granted three Section 18s for CDC to help 10 

  4484Bwith their immediate response in Puerto Rico, but it will 11 

  4485Bbe available for American Samoa, the Marshall Islands, 12 

  4486BVirgin Islands, and eventually the United States, should 13 

  4487Bthe need arise. 14 

            4488BOur sort of second line of effort has been 15 

  4489Baround communication.  EPA’s Region 2 has a Caribbean 16 

  4490Boffice physically located in San Juan, Puerto Rico.  Not 17 

  4491Bheavily staffed but certainly very much engaged in the 18 

  4492Bcommunication work down there in Puerto Rico.  I would 19 

  4493Bhave to say that our primary focus has been on IPM 20 

  4494Bstrategies, source reduction, things that we sort of take 21 

  4495Bfor granted, like screens.  22 
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            Many of the homes down there do not have 1 

  4496Bscreens, nor, quite frankly, are they constructed in a 2 

  4497Bway that make it easy to put screens on their homes.  CDC 3 

  4498Bis currently working with Home Depot to figure out a way 4 

  4499Bwhere Home Depot could, through the foundation again, 5 

  4500Bdonate screening and labor to get these screens up on the 6 

  4501Bappropriate housing there, particularly for homes of 7 

  4502Bpregnant women. 8 

            4503BCDC had tried some indoor residual spraying 9 

  4504Bwith a product that we hastened for this particular use.  10 

  4505BWhen they did an evaluation of its effectiveness, it was 11 

  4506Bno more effective than the control home that hadn’t been 12 

  4507Bsprayed at all.  That’s in large part because of no 13 

  4508Bscreens and no outdoor perimeter controls in place.  So, 14 

  4509Bas soon as they left the home, they came right back in 15 

  4510Bagain, if they survived. 16 

            4511BSo, Region 2 also has held two major IPM events 17 

  4512Bin the past couple of months.  One was in Puerto Rico, 18 

  4513Bone was in the Virgin Islands.  These had been planned 19 

  4514Bbefore the Zika virus became such an issue there.  It was 20 

  4515Bprimarily done in reaction, I guess, to the horrible 21 

  4516Bmethyl bromide situation in the Virgin Islands a couple22 



 217 

  years ago.  So, that was essentially a misapplication of 1 

  4517Bpesticides.  But they adapted the two opportunities to 2 

  4518Breally get the message out there, not only about source 3 

  4519Breduction but also about judicious use and appropriate use 4 

  4520Bof pesticides.  So, as I said, Region 2 is very active on 5 

  4521Bcommunication. 6 

            4522BWe also are involved with CDC in making sure 7 

  4523Bthat all of our outreaching communication materials are 8 

  4524Btranslated in Spanish, and that they’re appropriate 9 

  4525Bdescriptions of the pesticide use, in addition to the 10 

  4526Blabel language. 11 

            4527BEPA in all of the regions and certain 12 

  4528Bheadquarter offices have weekly phone calls with Jim 13 

  4529BJones.  Jim Jones and Tom Burke, Dr. Burke, he’s the 14 

  4530Bscience advisor to the administrator in EPA.  Jim you 15 

  4531Bknow.  They are technically the EPA leadership for the 16 

  4532BZika response for the government.  I’m sort of the 17 

  4533Boperational person that gets to go to all the meetings. 18 

            4534BAnyway, Jim convenes a conference call weekly 19 

  4535Bas an opportunity for me, basically, to report out on the 20 

  4536Bmeetings that I attend and for Susan Jennings, who will 21 

  4537Bbe joining us, to report out on what’s happening at the22 
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  CDC Emergency Operations Center down in Atlanta.  That 1 

  4538Bwas stood up shortly after the president’s directive to 2 

  4539Bthe U.S. government.  So, we support that emergency 3 

  4540Boperations center by having Susan available.  Lately, 4 

  4541Bshe’s been going there in person once a week.  But she’s 5 

  4542Balways available by phone.  She’s the conduit to 6 

  4543Binformation about pesticides. 7 

            4544BThen, we also talk about the epi data that is 8 

  4545Bupdated weekly by CDC.  So, I’ll just give you the update 9 

  4546Bas of last Friday on the numbers.  So, the continental 10 

  4547BUnited States, there are 503 confirmed cases of Zika, all 11 

  4548Btravel related.  That’s up 31 from last week.  I mean, it 12 

  4549Bseems to me it’s growing.  In U.S. territories, we’re now 13 

  4550Bat 701 confirmed cases.  This is up by 40.  Puerto Rico 14 

  4551Bhas 671 of those cases.  All but three are locally 15 

  4552Bacquired.  Sixteen cases in the Virgin Islands and 16 

  4553Bfourteen cases in American Samoa.  Those two numbers have 17 

  4554Bnot changed much.   18 

            4555BPuerto Rican numbers are growing exponentially.  19 

  4556BWe don’t have good data on the number of pregnant women 20 

  4557Binvolved for Puerto Rico, just because it’s very 21 

  4558Bdifficult to capture those numbers.  We don’t have a good22 
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  system.  We don’t really even have a great system in the 1 

  4559BUnited States, to tell you the truth.  So, the numbers 2 

  4560Bare what they are, but they’re growing.  So, there’s a 3 

  4561Breason for concern. 4 

            4562BThe most recent activity that EPA has been sort 5 

  4563Bof leading is a budget proposal for work that we could 6 

  4564Bdo.  We started this work back when the president 7 

  4565Bsubmitted a supplemental budget for $1.9 billion -- you 8 

  4566Bhear about it all in the news lately -- to help with the 9 

  4567Bresponse to Zika.  Primarily, it was focused on research 10 

  4568Band treatment needs.   11 

            4569BAlthough we weren’t asked, we saw that there 12 

  4570Bwas a role for us to help with funding for EPA-related 13 

  4571Bresponse activities that could not and would not 14 

  4572Botherwise be funded.  So, we started work with all of our 15 

  4573Bregions.  We work with our international and tribal 16 

  4574Baffairs office, we work with Office of Research and 17 

  4575BDevelopment and the Office of Children’s Health 18 

  4576BProtection in EPA.   19 

            4577BThrough all of the regions and the program 20 

  4578Boffices, we have put together a package that we plan to 21 

  4579Bsubmit, once the administrator blesses it, to HHS,22 
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  whoever has got the money, for assistance.  So, some of 1 

  4580Bthe things that we are proposing funding for is screening 2 

  4581Bin Puerto Rico, in particular, but other areas to sponsor 3 

  4582Bsome review or studies of the need, particularly in 4 

  4583Benvironmental justice communities perhaps, where screens 5 

  4584Bare not available readily to help support that activity.  6 

            4585BSo, first, get the numbers in terms of the need 7 

  4586Band then fund an activity to provide the screens.  CDC, 8 

  4587Bas I mentioned, is already trying to do that with Home 9 

  4588BDepot, but we’re not sure that that’s going to be enough.  10 

  4589BSo, we want the decision makers to have it in their face 11 

  4590Bthat screens are really essential. 12 

            4591BAnother area that we’re looking at is tire 13 

  4592Bpiles.  This is a huge breeding environment for 14 

  4593Bmosquitos.  Unfortunately, our agency has not had the 15 

  4594Bresources to address them for years.  There was an 16 

  4595Binitiative.  They called it the Border 28, Border 2012 17 

  4596BInitiative where we worked with the Mexican government 18 

  4597Band the border states of the United States to address 19 

  4598Btires and tire problems.  I think we managed to somehow 20 

  4599Bdeal with 40 million of them, but there are still 80 21 

  4600Bmillion tires that we know of in this country that have22 
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  been identified by the American Rubber Manufacturers 1 

  4601BAssociation.   2 

            4602BAgain, it’s a huge issue, and it’s not just on 3 

  4603Bthe border areas, it’s not just in the tribes, it’s 4 

  4604Beverywhere.  I think every state probably could identify 5 

  4605Ba tire pile issue.  So, we’re proposing a pretty 6 

  4606Bsignificant investment in shredders.  That seems to be 7 

  4607Bwhat the Puerto Rican government is doing, as we speak, 8 

  4608Bwith the tire piles that they have.  They invested in 9 

  4609Bthree shredders, and they’re shipping the shredded 10 

  4610Bmaterial to Asia where perhaps there’s a use for it.  So, 11 

  4611Bwe’re proposing that we do that here also.   12 

            4612BI have no sense of how we’ll manage it, but if 13 

  4613Bwe get the money, we’ll invest it, and we will deal with 14 

  4614Bit.  It’s clearly an EPA issue.  Nobody else in the 15 

  4615Bfederal government -- if they’ve identified it, they’re 16 

  4616Bnot addressing it.  It’s waste, so it’s something that we 17 

  4617Bhave to own and then, of course, the additional funding 18 

  4618Bfor IPM approaches, communication materials, and the 19 

  4619Blike. 20 

            4620BSo, that’s mine.  I will now turn it over to 21 

  4621BJanet McAllister from CDC to see if she would like to22 
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  augment that. 1 

            4622BMS. McALLISTER:  Thank you, Marty.  I think 2 

  4623Bthat you really covered everything quite nicely.  So, I 3 

  4624Bjust want to reiterate that CDC has been very grateful 4 

  4625Bfor all the help that EPA has provided us as we are 5 

  4626Bdealing with the Zika virus.  Certainly, challenges will 6 

  4627Bcontinue to present themselves in the arena trying to 7 

  4628Bcontrol the Zika virus spread.  So, both agencies, I 8 

  4629Bthink, are in a good place as far as working together and 9 

  4630Bhaving tools available to us to control mosquitos. 10 

            4631BMS. MONELL:  I should add that we now have 11 

  4632Bweekly meetings with CDC, just CDC and EPA.  It’s Lyle 12 

  4633BPeterson (phonetic), who is heading up the Emergency 13 

  4634BOperations Center down in Atlanta for CDC, and Jim Jones 14 

  4635Bis leading the effort for EPA in terms of those weekly 15 

  4636Bmeetings.  So, we’re trying to get ourselves as organized 16 

  4637Bas possible because there’s just so many issues and so 17 

  4638Bmany things, twists and turns, in terms of what’s 18 

  4639Bhappening here that we have to be on top of.  So, it’s 19 

  4640Bgood.   20 

            4641BThe communication piece, I think, is probably 21 

  4642Bthe most critical, although it doesn’t necessarily result22 
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  in things, but at least we’re all on the same page when 1 

  4643Bwe’re out there talking about what’s going on and what 2 

  4644Bthe government is doing. 3 

            4645BMR. HOUSENGER:  Amy. 4 

            4646BAMY:  Hi, this is Amy Liebman from the Migrant 5 

  4647BClinicians Network.  Thank you for the update.  I want to 6 

  4648Bcommend the Agency for being so proactive and thinking 7 

  4649Babout what’s -- because the EPA has a very important role 8 

  4650Bto play which can often not be thought of. 9 

            4651BAs part of the work I actually do with EPA, the 10 

  4652Bcooperative agreement, I do a lot of work in Puerto Rico.  11 

  4653BOn the ground, it’s incredibly scary there.  What women 12 

  4654Bof reproductive age are going through is just incredible.  13 

  4655BOne of my concerns that I have is that there’s a lot of 14 

  4656Breally important efforts being done in terms of mosquito 15 

  4657Bcontrol, in terms of the education to use DEET and other 16 

  4658BEPA and CDC approved insect repellant.   17 

            4659BI’m wondering what have you guys thought of or 18 

  4660Btalked about in terms of misuse/overuse of these products 19 

  4661Bthat can actually cause quite a bit of danger to -- very 20 

  4662Bunintended consequences when you’re trying to prevent 21 

  4663Bsomething that’s very scary.22 
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            MS. MONELL:  We have not directly addressed 1 

  4664Bthat, although it’s a two-fold issue in terms of it being 2 

  4665Bdiscussed right now.  How should our messaging be with 3 

  4666Bregard to importation of illegal pesticides, because the 4 

  4667Bopportunity is there for that to occur on a big scale, 5 

  4668Band then the misuse or overapplication of pesticides.  6 

  4669BAgain, that’s part of what the Region 2 outreach and 7 

  4670Bcommunication efforts are designed to do. 8 

            4671BUnfortunately, it seems like the only viable 9 

  4672Bsort of meeting place to get information to women in 10 

  4673Bparticular is the WIC centers.  So, there’s sort of a 11 

  4674Btrickiness to that because of the confidentiality issues 12 

  4675Bthat that poses.  So, the issues are recognized.  We’re 13 

  4676Bdealing with the government side of it.  But in terms of 14 

  4677Bgetting the message out to the affected stakeholders, 15 

  4678Bit’s not easy, but we’ve identified it. 16 

            4679BAMY:  The other point I wanted to make, too, is 17 

  4680Bin terms of there’s a lot of education that’s being done 18 

  4681Bfor the public.  But I think there’s education that’s 19 

  4682Bneeded from the clinician side of it, not just in terms 20 

  4683Bof making people aware of this, how to diagnose it, but 21 

  4684Balso from the clinician side in terms of recognizing and22 
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  managing the pesticide poisoning piece of this. 1 

            4685BMS. MONELL:  I’m going to let Janet take this 2 

  4686Bone, but I believe that as a result of the Zika summit 3 

  4687Bthat CDC sponsored the first of May, that there are 4 

  4688Bplanning efforts going on in the public health 5 

  4689Bdepartments in every state and territory.   6 

            4690BBut, Janet, go ahead, why don’t you speak to 7 

  4691Bthat. 8 

            4692BMS. McALLISTER:  Yes.  That has come up on our 9 

  4693Bradar, that we need to be working closer on the clinician 10 

  4694Bside with education on certainly recognizing insecticide 11 

  4695Bpoisoning, but also on using them as a conduit to explain 12 

  4696Bhow to apply repellants properly and not just say wear 13 

  4697Brepellants.  So, yes, we are working on education 14 

  4698Bmaterials and a plan to start pushing those out to 15 

  4699Bclinicians.   16 

            4700BI do want to also comment on messaging for 17 

  4701Boveruse of insecticides by homeowners.  We are working 18 

  4702Bwith EPA to make sure that messaging is synchronized and 19 

  4703Balso working with Home Depots and retailers like that to 20 

  4704Btry and get education materials and also making fact 21 

  4705Bsheets as we speak to address homeowners using22 
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  insecticides and using them safely to try and start 1 

  4706Bpushing some information out through CDC channels to 2 

  4707Baddress misuse issues. 3 

            4708BAMY:  Thank you.  One final point I just wanted 4 

  4709Bto put out there, too, is to encourage the use of the 5 

  4710Bfederally qualified health centers as a really important 6 

  4711Bon the ground vehicle to get information out in 7 

  4712Badditional to health departments. 8 

            4713BMS. McALLISTER:  Thank you.  I’m jotting that 9 

  4714Bdown.  That’s why I’m not saying anything. 10 

            4715BMR. HOUSENGER:  Robyn. 11 

            4716BROBYN:  Thank you.  I really appreciate the 12 

  4717Bupdate.  Just a few comments.  Particularly, if you’re 13 

  4718Binterested in messaging, you might want to take a look at 14 

  4719Bthe American Nurses Association or the American Public 15 

  4720BHealth Association.  I know they have a lot of 16 

  4721Binformation out there on how to message about Zika but 17 

  4722Bnot create unnecessary hysteria.  So, those are good 18 

  4723Bsources of information. 19 

            4724BI just want to echo Amy’s concern.  The 20 

  4725Bpregnant women are the most vulnerable population.  Yes, 21 

  4726Bwe don’t want them to get Zika, but also don’t want them22 
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  to be overexposed to pesticide. 1 

            4727BThen, also for the IPM, I applaud that thought.  2 

  4728BIf you can drain the standing water and take care of all 3 

  4729Bthe other issues that promote mosquito growth, then you 4 

  4730Bwon’t need the pesticides in the first place. 5 

            4731BMS. MONELL:  One of the interesting things that 6 

  4732BI heard early on was there is apparently a traditional 7 

  4733Bpractice in Puerto Rico.  Many of the homes abut 8 

  4734Bcemeteries.  There’s a practice to have vases of water by 9 

  4735Bthe stones, standing water, hundreds and thousands of 10 

  4736Bthem.   11 

            4737BSo, there really is a concerted effort now to 12 

  4738Beducate people about that practice and ceasing it.  But 13 

  4739Bwho would have thought, you know?  It’s just something 14 

  4740BI’ve not encountered.  Thank you, Robyn. 15 

            4741BMarc 16 

            4742BMARC:  Actually, both of my concerns I know are 17 

  4743Bon topics for tomorrow, but your answers will help 18 

  4744Bprepare.  One is resistance management, just in general, 19 

  4745Bwhich is going to come up, particularly with almost every 20 

  4746Baspect, but I’m real concerned about the netting and the 21 

  4747Bclothing, impregnated clothing in that.22 
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            But also, more specifically, and some of you 1 

  4748Bmight consider this far fetched, but I would like to know 2 

  4749Bwhat the official stance is on DDT, because at some 3 

  4750Bpoint, particularly with public pressure and everything 4 

  4751Belse, DDT is going to come into it.  I want to know what 5 

  4752Bthe Agency’s current stance is on it and what your plan 6 

  4753Bto deal with it is. 7 

            4754BMS. MONELL:  What year was DDT cancelled?  DDT 8 

  4755Bis cancelled. 9 

            4756BMARC:  I figured you would say that, Marty.  10 

  4757BJust quickly, I do remember in 1991, a friend of mine, 11 

  4758BLeon Moore in Arizona, published a paper that the 12 

  4759BAfricanized bee was going to come into the United States.  13 

  4760BThe USDA said they won’t because we have a policy that 14 

  4761Bsays so.   15 

            4762BSo, I will say the same thing about DDT and 16 

  4763Bpublic pressure.  Having cancelled it, and I very well 17 

  4764Bknew that, and the fact that this is not bedbugs, this is 18 

  4765Bsomething way beyond that, the Agency’s stance is it’s 19 

  4766Bcancelled, no possibility no way? 20 

            4767BMS. MONELL:  Well, you never say never. 21 

            4768BMARC:  I recognize that.  So, what’s plan B,22 
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  then? 1 

            4769BMS. MONELL:  Well, I think that we have to see 2 

  4770Bhow and if an emergency arises such that we would even 3 

  4771Bhave to consider it under a section 18 or other emergency 4 

  4772Bexemption authority. 5 

            4773BMARC:  I predict it will come up. 6 

            4774BMS. MONELL:  Well, I hope you’re wrong. 7 

            4775BMARC:  I do, too. 8 

            4776BMS. McALLISTER:  This is Janet.  Actually, it 9 

  4777Bhas come up within people are asking CDC.  You may or may 10 

  4778Bnot know that the mode of action for DDT is very similar 11 

  4779Bto the mode of action for the pyrethroids.  Your comment 12 

  4780Bon insecticide resistance is very timely because there is 13 

  4781Bresistance to the pyrethroids.   14 

            4782BSo, bringing a chemical back that has the same 15 

  4783Bmode of action is not consistent with insecticide 16 

  4784Bresistance management.  We actually need modes of action 17 

  4785Bthat are different than DDT and different than the 18 

  4786Bpyrethroids.  So, DDT is not being considered in any way, 19 

  4787Bshape, or form as a viable tool to bring back for this 20 

  4788Bparticular emergency. 21 

            4789BMARC:  Janet, this is Marc.  I’m glad you’re on22 
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  the job.  I agree with you scientifically all the way.  I 1 

  4790Bknow about cross resistance.  But, you know, we’re 2 

  4791Btalking about a possible hysteria and politicians being 3 

  4792Binvolved.  So, I’m just saying I think the Agency, the 4 

  4793Bgroup, the task force should have a plan B on this and 5 

  4794Bdiscuss it rather than say it’s not being considered and 6 

  4795Bit’s cancelled. 7 

            4796BMS. MONELL:  Thank you. 8 

            4797BAnnie. 9 

            4798BANNIE:  Thank you.  I had a question for you.  10 

  4799BJust wondering, given what you said about the 11 

  4800Bineffectiveness of spraying in the places that don’t have 12 

  4801Bexisting structures like screens and things like that, 13 

  4802Bwas that ineffectiveness taken into consideration when 14 

  4803Byou were issuing the section 18 emergency exemption for 15 

  4804Bplaces like Puerto Rico and others that you mentioned? 16 

            4805BMS. MONELL:  Well, at least one of the section 17 

  4806B18s that was granted was for an outdoor trap, sort of an 18 

  4807Binnovative trap, that will, in conjunction with the 19 

  4808Bindoor residual spraying, will hopefully provide that 20 

  4809Bperimeter protection that was lacking when they did the 21 

  4810Bindoor spraying initially.  The indoor spraying was not22 
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  accommodated via the section 18 process.  That was an 1 

  4811Balready existing use pattern.  But the outdoor trap that 2 

  4812Bwe recently approved under the section 18 was designed to 3 

  4813Bcomplement and take care of that perimeter situation. 4 

            4814BANNIE:  Okay.  Will you consider potentially in 5 

  4815Bthe future a section 18 request? 6 

            4816BMS. MONELL:  Consider? 7 

            4817BANNIE:  Just the fact that you said that 8 

  4818Bthey’re not always effective.  Like the indoor spraying, 9 

  4819Bwill that just continue to be a consideration? 10 

            4820BMS. MONELL:  No.  I think it’s not a simple 11 

  4821Beither or.  I think that screens are clearly essential in 12 

  4822Bthis equation, then other approaches to the perimeter and 13 

  4823Bperhaps even, depending upon the situation, neighboring 14 

  4824Bhomes.  Spraying was only done in the homes where there’s 15 

  4825Bpregnant women, and they agreed voluntarily to it. 16 

            4826BANNIE:  Okay.  I just wanted to echo Robyn and 17 

  4827Beven Marc and just commend EPA on what you guys are doing 18 

  4828Bwith the pregnancy kits and the Home Depot.  I think 19 

  4829Bthat’s really great.  We’ve always promoted addressing 20 

  4830Bnot just the chemical side of things but all the factors 21 

  4831Bthat contribute to mosquito spread viruses.  We would22 
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  also really hate to see the EPA revert to older toxic 1 

  4832Bpesticides like DDT.  So, it’s great to see that you’re 2 

  4833Btaking those other actions.  Thank you. 3 

            4834BMS. MONELL:  Cynthia. 4 

            4835BCYNTHIA:  Thank you.  That was absolutely 5 

  4836Bfascinating, the tires, the disinsections, the DEET 6 

  4837Bstockpiling, the Home Depot screens, the cemetery water, 7 

  4838BI mean all amazing stuff. 8 

            4839BMy question, as the mother of two gymnasts, one 9 

  4840Bwho is nationally ranked, we live and breathe Olympics.  10 

  4841BI’m just wondering what special efforts, if any, will EPA 11 

  4842Bbe taking to protect U.S. and other gymnasts in Rio. 12 

            4843BMS. MONELL:  Well, I’m going to defer that 13 

  4844Bquestion to CDC because they’re more actively giving 14 

  4845Badvice to the organizers. 15 

            4846BJanet. 16 

            4847BMS. McALLISTER:  So, some of the activities 17 

  4848Bthat we have in play right now with the Olympics 18 

  4849BCommittee revolves really a lot more around having 19 

  4850Bdiagnostic testing available, working with local 20 

  4851Bauthorities to make sure at least the U.S. delegation is 21 

  4852Bin the best situation that they can be in as far as22 
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  having mosquito control available to them while they are 1 

  4853Bdown there, and certainly, also, in providing personal 2 

  4854Bprotection, things like repellants and nets and the 3 

  4855Bthings that we are pushing for individuals to take.   4 

            4856BWe are in a situation where this is a foreign 5 

  4857Bcountry, so we can’t go in and initiate a lot of things 6 

  4858Bourselves.  But we are working closely with the Olympics 7 

  4859BCommittee to try to address ahead of time as many of the 8 

  4860Bissues that we can have influence over. 9 

            4861BMS. MONELL:  It’s very tricky.  Puerto Rico has 10 

  4862Blost millions and millions of dollars in tourists, as you 11 

  4863Bmight imagine.  I’m not saying that that’s good or bad; 12 

  4864Bit’s a reality.  The Olympics are an international event 13 

  4865Bthat Brazil has invested billions probably to pull off. 14 

            4866BSo, while it’s important that we’re mindful, 15 

  4867Ball of the federal government is also mindful that we 16 

  4868Bneed to take care of our athletes and make sure that 17 

  4869Bthey’re properly educated and armed with whatever 18 

  4870Bprotective things they need.  But to push it too far is 19 

  4871Bjust not appropriate.  It’s a delicate balance going on, 20 

  4872Bas you might imagine. 21 

            4873BRichard.22 
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            RICHARD:  Thank you.  I very much enjoyed your 1 

  4874Bpresentation.  It just got me thinking, how will the EPA 2 

  4875Bdeal with the need to use pesticides on the broad scale 3 

  4876Bas a counter to the Zika?  How would you deal with that 4 

  4877Bif they are “contraindicated” for the pollinators that 5 

  4878Bwe’re dealing with? 6 

            4879BMS. MONELL:  That’s a very good question, and 7 

  4880Bit is coming up in the context of any efforts at aerial 8 

  4881Bspraying.  You see pictures in Brazil and various other 9 

  4882Bcontexts of folks going around with foggers, planes 10 

  4883Bcoming over with aerial sprays, and so forth.  We’re 11 

  4884Bengaging in those discussions now internally because, 12 

  4885Bobviously, the implications are huge. 13 

            4886BRICHARD:  Thank you. 14 

            4887BMR. HOUSENGER:  Bob. 15 

            4888BBOB:  So, two things.  One, I took a whole page 16 

  4889Bof notes.  It was such a useful presentation. 17 

            4890BMS. MONELL:  But why is it only one column? 18 

            4891BBOB:  It’s an OCD problem.  It’s a medical 19 

  4892Bissue.  Well, you know what, let me just tell you this.  20 

  4893BHere’s the notes I took from the rest of the day.  So, 21 

  4894Bthey’re very useful.  Thank you for that.  22 
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            I know this isn’t useful, and yet, I feel 1 

  4895Bcompelled to do it, which is to say some of the 2 

  4896Bdiscussion went in a direction I didn’t expect it to go 3 

  4897Bin.  As somebody who is at least peripherally related to 4 

  4898Bthe treatment of these mosquitos, I just wanted to 5 

  4899Brespond to a couple of things that were said. 6 

            4900BOne, PCOs do not treat indoors for mosquitos, 7 

  4901Bperiod.  I don’t know if there’s any products registered 8 

  4902Bfor that use in the United States.  It does not happen.  9 

  4903BNobody would do it. 10 

            4904BNumber two, I don’t know of anyone who wants to 11 

  4905Bmanufacture or formulate or register DDT.  If they did 12 

  4906Band you were weak enough to register it, I don’t know of 13 

  4907Bany PCO that would use it. 14 

            4908BNumber three, I was a little concerned to hear 15 

  4909Bthe focus about the overuse/misuse of pesticides and 16 

  4910Bpesticide poisoning.  I’m not aware that that’s happened.  17 

  4911BI mean, if someone that expressed those concerns could -- 18 

  4912Bis that going on? 19 

            4913BMS. MONELL:  We’ve not heard of it, but 20 

  4914Bcertainly, in light of our experience in the Virgin 21 

  4915BIslands, with that situation, we’re always mindful of it22 
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  because that was a tragic event. 1 

            4916BBOB:  Sure.  I guess my take is that happens to 2 

  4917Bbe the one thing for which there really is a pretty good 3 

  4918Binfrastructure.  The treatment side and the medical 4 

  4919Bresponse is not so great.  I think the enforcement of 5 

  4920Bmisuse has done pretty well here in the U.S.  That’s all. 6 

            4921BMS. MONELL:  Thank you. 7 

            4922BBeth Law. 8 

            4923BBETH:  I just wanted to say that several CSP 9 

  4924Bmember companies donated product and other resources to 10 

  4925Bhelp fight Zika.  In some instances, the registrations 11 

  4926Bweren’t exactly -- well, they needed assistance sort of 12 

  4927Bmaking sure all the paperwork had been done correctly and 13 

  4928Bthat the products were properly registered.  I can only 14 

  4929Bsay that Marty’s team and RD acted not only quickly but 15 

  4930Bthoroughly in accordance with their procedures to make 16 

  4931Bsure that everything was in place.   17 

            4932BSo, it’s been quite comforting, actually, to 18 

  4933Bsee our federal agencies, EPA and CDC and the CDC 19 

  4934BFoundation as well, respond so quickly and so 20 

  4935Bprofessionally to this emergency. 21 

            4936BMS. MONELL:  Valentin.22 
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            VALENTIN:  Thank you very much for the 1 

  4937Binformation.  It’s been a very helpful learning 2 

  4938Bexperience for me.  As you were speaking, and perhaps 3 

  4939Bthese questions are for Janet, I was thinking of who are 4 

  4940Bthe most vulnerable population when it comes to Zika.  5 

  4941BI’m thinking about women, migrant farmworkers who live at 6 

  4942Blabor camp, housing being provided by employers.  In 7 

  4943BOregon, we have over 300 registered labor camps.  8 

  4944BSometimes they are living in housing conditions that are 9 

  4945Bin disrepair conditions and oftentimes don’t have control 10 

  4946Bof taking steps in preventing being exposed to Zika.   11 

            4947BSo, my question to Janet is, how are you 12 

  4948Bcollaborating with the Department of Labor to equip 13 

  4949Bmigrant farmworkers, including guest workers, to equip 14 

  4950Bthem with information about Zika? 15 

            4951BMS. McALLISTER:  That is an excellent question, 16 

  4952Band I would have to actually reach back to my colleagues 17 

  4953Bin the Global Migration Division here at CDC to see what 18 

  4954Bthey are doing on that front.  So, I don’t have a 19 

  4955Bspecific answer to that. 20 

            4956BMS. MONELL:  Let me just interject here.  I 21 

  4957Bprobably spoke very, very fast.  OSHA has come out with22 
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  new guidelines for workers that I believe include migrant 1 

  4958Bworkers.  They should be on OSHA’s web site.  It’s 2 

  4959Bspecifically geared towards workers.  We took a look at 3 

  4960Bthem in conjunction with obviously our work protection 4 

  4961Bstandard revisions and wanted to make sure that it was 5 

  4962Bconsistent and just make sure that there was appropriate 6 

  4963Bcoverage.  Kevin Keaney and his folks found them 7 

  4964Btotally appropriate.   8 

            4965BSo, I would encourage you to take a look at 9 

  4966Bthem.  If you see there’s an area that’s omitted because 10 

  4967Bit wasn’t considered, just send me an e-mail. 11 

            4968BMS. MONELL:  Amy. 12 

            4969BAMY:  I still am concerned about potential 13 

  4970Bexposure to pesticides on this one.  So, I’m wondering, 14 

  4971Bparticularly in Puerto Rico, where do we find out, just 15 

  4972Bin terms of the public health thing, what kinds of 16 

  4973Bpesticides are being used, when are they being used, just 17 

  4974Bto make sure that the clinicians that we’re working with 18 

  4975Bare aware, just like we like to do in agriculture, aware 19 

  4976Bof the pesticides that are being used in their 20 

  4977Bcommunities? 21 

            4978BMS. MONELL:  Well, CDC will speak to that22 
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  specifically.  I’m sure the information is available.  By 1 

  4979Bthe way, the CDC Zika web site is the best web site I’ve 2 

  4980Bever seen.  It’s got information that you didn’t even 3 

  4981Bthink you wanted to know.  It’s very thorough, very user 4 

  4982Bfriendly.  They have been working with the territorial 5 

  4983Bgovernment of Puerto Rico on this spring initiative.  CDC 6 

  4984Bknows what their contractor is using and where. 7 

            4985BI’ll let Janet address it as to what they know 8 

  4986Babout the Puerto Rican government’s effort on spraying. 9 

            4987BMS. McALLISTER:  Right.  So, as Marty said, the 10 

  4988BPuerto Rican government really approves what can and 11 

  4989Bcannot be done on the island.  So, CDC can make 12 

  4990Bsuggestions on tactics to control mosquitos, but it’s up 13 

  4991Bto the local government there to approve whether 14 

  4992Bsomething would be implemented down there.   15 

            4993BSo, for the targeted indoor residual spraying 16 

  4994Bthat has been going on, what they have been using is a 17 

  4995Bdeltamethrin product.  I believe that they’re 18 

  4996Balso using deltamethrin products in the municipalities 19 

  4997Bthat own spray trucks.  So, to my knowledge, that’s 20 

  4998Breally the only chemical that’s being used down there  21 

4999Bright now.  22 

 23 
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            5000BAMY:  Thank you. 1 

            5001BMS. McALLISTER:  As far as something to kill 2 

  5002Badult mosquitos.  They do use some BTI on the island for 3 

  5003Blarval mosquito control. 4 

            5004BMS. MONELL:  Lori Ann. 5 

            5005BLORI ANN:  That addressed some of what I was 6 

  5006Bgoing to say.  I have worked on mosquito emergency, 7 

  5007Bnowhere near this magnitude, so I hesitate to compare.  8 

  5008BBut I just want to put out there that working with folks 9 

  5009Bwho have significant expertise in mosquitos can be an 10 

  5010Bamazing thing.  I was fortunate to work with someone from 11 

  5011BXerces who did her PhD on mosquitos.   12 

            5012BWe had an emergency at a wildlife refuge 13 

  5013Binvolving endangered species.  That’s why I was involved 14 

  5014Bwith it.  But it was a public health emergency.  Getting 15 

  5015Bto work with someone who is truly a mosquito expert who 16 

  5016Bhas all this IPM expertise was an incredible experience 17 

  5017Band allowed us to achieve amazing results in a very short 18 

  5018Bperiod of time with BTI.   19 

            5019BAs we’ve talked about, all these simple 20 

  5020Bsolutions, getting people to dump water out of their 21 

  5021Bvases and things like that, I want to make sure that   22 
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  we are looking to the basics and not forgetting to work with real mosquito            1 

experts and working with BTI that we know can be very effective. 2 

5022BMS. MONELL: That’s a wrap. 3 

5023BMR. HOUSENGER: That seems to be it.  Time for public comments.  Regina 4 

are you still on the phone?  5 

5024BREGINA: Hi. Yes I am.  It was just a matter of clarification.  The 6 

first presentation tomorrow morning is incidents, is that all types of 7 

incidents or just the bee pollinator incidents reporting? 8 

5025BMR. HOUSENGER: That’s everything. How incidents are captured and 9 

reported. It’s everthing, it’s not just bees. 10 

5026BREGINA: OK thank you. 11 

5027BMR. HOUSENGER: That’s it then.  We’ll see you tomorrow morning at nine 12 

a.m. 13 

5028B(The meeting was adjourned). 14 
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