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Senator Vitter Questions for EPA Office of Research and Development Nominee 
Paul Anastas on NationalAcademy of Sciences Review of Formaldehyde 

1) EPA failed to accurately respond to questions posed to Assistant Administrator Owens during 
hiscontirmation by Senator Vitter since the Senator suggested that a review by the NAS could 
be done simultaneously.with the ongoing IRIS assessment. EPA said there would be a delay of 
two years in completion of the IRIS assessment if they move forward with NAS review. Isn't it 
possible that not going to NAS would delay the IRIS process even more because of the inevitable 
interagency squabbles that will arise and ultimately be solved only by going to the NAS? 

2) It is because of, and in response to, the interagency process that a number of substances have 
had to go to the NASto resolve disagreements among agencies. EPA and other agencies could 
not agree on a dioxin assessment so it went to the NAS. EPA and other agencies could not agree 
on a methylmer-cury assessment so it went to the NAS. EP A and other agencies could not agree 
on a perchlorate assessment so it went to the NAS. EPA and other agencies could not agree on a 
trichloroethylene assessment so it went to the NAS. EPA and other agencies could not agree on 
a perchloroethylene assessment so it went to the NAS. Because there are a number of regulatory 
agencies with stakes in an assessment of formaldehyde, there will likely to· be disagreements 

~ again. Why not start with the NAS and avoid the controversy? An SAB review is not a 
substitute and does not solve the problem because it is an EPA-sanctioned activity that is not 
perceived as independent. Isn't it true that the SAB reviewed each of the substances above and 
they still went to NAS? 

3) In its response to Senator Vitter EPA said they are working closely with.the ATSDR to 
provide a consensus document. ATSDR is not a regulatory agency and so it has no stake in the 
outcome of a formaldehyde assessment. Isn't it much more critical to ~chieve consensus with 
CPSC and the other regulatory agencies that will have to regulate on the basis of EPA's 
assessment? 

4) In its response to Senator Vitter EPA refuted the premise that the GAO report points to 
questionable results of the IRIS assessments. While the GAO report which added the IRIS 
program to it~ "high risk" list did not specifically highlight the programmatic deficiencies, how 
do you explain the numerous instances where subsequent NAS reviews of IRIS draft assessments 
concluded that EPA got the risk values wrong? We offer the following as examples: 

$ Dioxin: NAS disagreed with EPA's conclusions about human carcinogenicity, EPA's 
quantitative risk assessment methods, and EPA's characterization of human risk. 

, 
$ Perchlorate: NAS disagreed with EPA's conclusions about p~rchlorate's mode of action, 

EP A's choice of data used to assess risk, EPA's definition of adverse effects, and EPA's 
risk value. 

$ Trichloroethylene: NAS found EPA's risk assessment to be out-of-date and inadequate: 



---,,.----------- --

5) EPA failed to provide an answer as to why they have apparently changed course on an NAS 
review.-As noted in Senator Vitter's previous questions, EPA-published an AdvallcedNotice-bf 
Proposed Rulemakinginthe Eederal Register on December 3,-2008 stating-it,'.'intendsto 
commission the National Academy of Sciences to conduct a comprehensive review of the 
available scientific data on formaldehyde." Additionally, on January 13, 2009, in a response to 
the CPSC, EPA stated the agency "has started to draft documents to seek input on formaldehyde 
toxicity from the National Academy of Sciences." What is the justification for the apparent 
change in thinking by EPA? Wouldn't it be instructive to EPA and to other regulatory bodies to 
have some science policy questions addressed by the NAS thatwill not be addressed by the IRIS 
assessment process? For example: 

• Can or should a substance's environmental·regulatory exposure limit be set at or below 
the level at which it occurs naturally in the body? 

• What are the strengths and limitations of using biologically based dose-response models 
to establish chemical exposure limits instead of standard mathematical modeling 
procedures? 

• How can the results of toxicity tests _performed using cells or DNA instead of whole 
animals be used to understand a substance's human toxicity and be incorporated into risk 
assessment? 

6) Will you commit to immediately executing a contract with the NAS to evaluate the full scope 
of data, both human and animal, on formaldehyde health effects for both cancer and non-cancer 
endpoints. 
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Thank you for your recent inquiry regarding the need for the National Academy of 
Sciences to review the Agency's Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) assessments. 
Enclosed are the responses to your questions. 

I f you have further questions, please contact me at (202) 564-6620, or your staff may call 
David Piantanida in EPA's Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental Relations at (202) 564-
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Senator Vitter Questions for EPA Office of Research and Development Nominee 
Paul Anastas on National Academy of Sciences Review 

1) -EPA-failed to accurately respond to questions posed to Assistant Administrator Owens during 
his confinnation by ~enator Vitter since the Senator suggested that a review by the NAS . 
could be done simultaneously with the ongoing IRIS assessment. EPA said there would be a 
delay of two years in completion 9fthe IRIS assessment if they move forward with NAS" 
review. Isn't it possible that 'not going to NAS would delay the IRIS process even more 
because of the inevitable interagency squabbles that will arise and ultimately be solved only 
by going to the NAS? 

On May 2 J, 2009, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator Lisa P. 
Jackson committed that the Agency's Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) program 

. would provide· human health assessments using a new, streamlined process. 

Per the IRIS process, all draft human health assessment developed under the IRIS program 
are subjected to rigorous, independent external peer review. These peer reviews are 
conducted in an open forum, and the public is invited to attend these peer review meetings 
which are·announced in the Federal Register. Most IRIS assessments are reviewed by panels 
of scientific experts assembled by an external peer review service provider via a contractual 
agreement with the EPA. The peer reviewers for any particular review are selected by the 
contractor, independent of EPA participation. A selected small group of IRIS assessments 
considered being of major importance or high profile may be peer reviewed by panels of 
external experts ·convened by either the EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) or the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS). It is estimated that independent peer review under an EPA 
con.tract vehicle averages about $35K to $70K per peer review and takes approximately 6 
months. Peer revi¢w by the SAB takes about J 2 - 16 months and costs about $200K. Review 
by the NAS averages 18 - 24 months and costs about $800K - $l,OOOK. Thus, review by the 
NAS is the exception to IRIS standard operating procedures rather than the rule. " 

Further the scientific content of EPA draft and fineli IRIS assessments is the responsibility of 
EPA. EPA will request inter(.lgency comment on the draft assessments and will consider 
input by health scientists in other federal agencies and White House offices (hereafter federal 
agency or federal agencies). The final judgment, however, on how to proceed is EPA's. If a . 
science comment on a draft assessment by another federal agency is such that it merits 
further consideration by an independent expert panel, EPA may add that issue to the peer 
review charge. 

2) It is because of, and in response to, the interagency"process that a number of substances have 
had to go to the N AS to resolve disagreements among agencies. EPA and other agencies 
could notagree·on a dioxin assessment so it went to tHe NAS. EPA and other agencies could· 
not agree on a methyl mercury assessment so it went to the NAS. ~PA and other agencies 
could not agree'on a perchlorate assessment so it went to the NAS." EPA and other"agencies 
could not agree on a trichloroethylene assessment so it went to the NAS. EP A and other 
agencies could not agree on a perchIoroethylene assessment so it went to the NAS. Because 
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there are a number of regulatory agencies with stakes in an assessment of fonnaldehyde, 
there will likely to be disagreements again. Why not start with the NAS and avoid the 
controversy? An SAB review is not a substitute and does not solve the problem because it is 
an EPA -sanctioned activity that i~}!o.tp~~~~y~q _~~iQ4~~n.cl(IDt! J~I1"t it true that the SAB 
revtewe<feach-ofthe-substances above and they still went to N:AS? 

As mentioned above, in May 2009, EPA Administrator Jackson announced a new process for 
health assessment development and review for the IRIS Program. The new process is as 
follows: 

Step 1 - document development, 
Step 2 - internal EPA review, 
Step 3 - interagency science consultation, 
Step 4 - external peer review and public comment, . 
Step 5 . - document revision, 
Step 6A -final internal EPA review, 
Step 6B - interagency science discussion, and 
Step 7 - posting the final assessment on the IRIS database. 

The new process affords federal agencies three opportunities to comment on science issues in 
draftlRIS assessments (Steps·3, 4 and 6B). In Step 3, the Interagency Science Consultation, 
feder~l agencies will be invited to provide written scientific comments on the draft 
Toxicological Review and draft charge to external peer reviewers before the assessment is 
released for public review and comment. Also, in Step 4, External Peer Review and Public 
Comment,' thefederal agencies will be able to provide written comments on the draft 
Toxicological Review during the public comment period. Finally, in Step 6B, the Interagency 
Science Discussion, federal agencies will be invited to provide written scientific comments 
specifically on EPA's response to external peer review and public comments before the final 
assessment is posted on IRIS. EPA welcof11:es the science comments of other federal 
agencies. However, under the new IRIS process, EPA does nof.reach "consensus" with 
these federal agencies on either the draft assessment or the final assessment. Rather EPA 
urges federal agencies to participate in the IRIS process, thoroughly reviews and evaluates 
their science comments, provides an opportunity for a face-to-face meeting to make sure EPA 
understands the science comments of other federal scientists, and, if necessary and 
appropriate in the judgment of EPA, revises the draft assessment document or amends the 
peer review charge to elevate a particular science issue to the independent peer review panel 
for their consideration. 

EPA believes the new IRIS process will enable the Agency to produce high quality 
assessments for most chemicals in 23 months. Selected IRIS assessments considered being of 
major importance 0,"- high profile may be peer reviewed by panels of experts convened by 
EPA's Science Advisory Board or by the National Academy of Sciences, and may take 
longer. In these cases, prior interagency review can help focus the·charge to the review 
panel, shortening the time needed for review. 

It is not the·case that the SAB reviewed each of the substances above, and the assessments 
still went to the NAS. For example, it the NAS never reviewed EPA's draft assessmentfor 
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TCE. EPA, along with other federal agencies, requested technical advice from the NAS's 
National Research Council on key and complex scientific issues that are critical to the TeE 
health riskassessment.-· The NRC input was used by EPA .to· develop the draft TeE 
assessm.!!.l1.t. Tlzqt qssessment is only now being.~irculated for.interagency -con~ultation. --In 
other cases, when previously peer reviewed draft EPA assessments went for another peer 
review it was based on scientific issues, not solely because of disagreements among federal 
agencies. 

3) In its response to Senator Vitter EPA said they are working clo~ely with the A TSDR to 
provide a consensus document. ATSDR is not a regula~ory agency and so it has no stake in 
the outcome of a fonnaldehyde assessment. Isn't it much more critical to achieve consensus 
with CPSC and the other regulatory agencies that will have to regulate on the basis of EPA's 
assessment? 

As stated above, EPA welcomes the science comments of other federal agencies and has 
included steps to involve them in the new IRIS assessment development proceSs. However, 
under the new process, EPA does not reach II consensus" with these federal agencies on 
either the draft assessment or the final assessment. Rather EPA urges federal' agencies to 
participate in the IRIS process, thoroughly reviews ·and evaluates their science comments, 
provides an opportunity for a face-to-face meeting to make sure EPA understands the science 
comments of other federal scientists, and, if necessary and appropriate in the judgment of 
EPA, revises the draft assessment document or amends the peer review charge to elevate a 
particular science issue to ihe independent peer review panel for their consideration. 

4) In its response to Senator Vitter EPA refuted the premise that the GAO report points to 
questionable results of the IRIS assessments. While the GAO report which added the IRIS 
program to its "high risk" list did not specifically highlight the programmatic deficiencies, 
how do you explain the numerous instances where subsequent NAS reviews of IRIS draft 
assessments concluded that EPA got the risk values wrong? We offer the following as 
examples: 

• Dioxin:NAS disagreed with EPA's conclusions about human carcinogenicity, EPA's 
quantitative risk assessment methods, and EPA's characterization of human risk. 

The NASdid not disagree with EPA's basic human health risk conclusions presented in 
the 2003 draft dioxin reassessment, nor with its conclusions about carcinogenicity. They 
requested further analysis and further clarification. 

• Perchlorate: NAS disagreed with EPA's conclusions about perchlorate's mode of action, 
EPA's choice of data used to assess risk, EPA's definition of adverse effects, and EPA's 
risk value. 

EPA's draft (1998) and revised draft perchlorate health assessments (2002) were subject 
to public comment and independent external peer review. At that time, EPA 's ass~ssment 
·relied on animal datafor the determination of the reference dose. In 2003, DoD,· DoE, 
NASA and EPA asked NAS to review EPA's 2002 draft perchlorate assessment and the 
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current state of perchlorate science. As a result of the review, NAS developed and 
released its own -risk assessment in 2005, which resulted in an acceptable drinking water 
level thai was higher than EPA 's proposed level and lower than the level pre/erred by 
sOrrze of the other fl!deral ag~l1f~~$~El)_4~1R1SProgramadopted the_NASrepnrt in 
2005-: Mth'-regard to EPA's characterization of the data associated with perchlorate 
toxicity. the panel, largely populated with clinicians._ chose a human study for the basis of 
the reference dose, as opposed to the animal dataset that EPA relied on. 

Trichloroethylene: NAS found EPA's risk assessment to be out-of-date and inadequate. 

As previously stated, the NAS did not revise EPA's draft TeE assessment. TeE is a high 
profile chemical with potential widespread human health consequences. As a result, 
EPA, along with other federal agencies, requested technical advice from the NAS's 

_ National Research Council on key and complex scientific issues that are critical to the 
TCE health risk assessment. These issues include: TeE pharmacokinetics; interactions 
of TCE, its metabolites, and other chemical exposures; role o/peroxisome proliferator
activated receptor agonism and cell signaling in TeE toxicity; and TeE cancer 
epidemiology. EPA received the technical input from the NAS in July 2006. The NAs 
input has been used in EPA's development of the draft TCE assessment which is being 
provided to other federal agencies for a science consultation. 

5) EPA failed to provide an answer as to why they have apparently changed course on an NAS 
review. As noted in Senator Vitter's previous questions, EP A published an Advanced Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking in the Federal Register on December 3, 2008 stating it, "intends to 
commission the National Academy of Sciences to conduct a comprehensive review of the 
available scientific data on fonnaldehyde." Additionally, on January 13, 2009, in a response 
to the CPSC, EP A stated the agency "has started to draft documents to seek input on 
fonnaldehyde toxicity from the National Academy of Sciences." What is the justification for 
the apparent change in thinking by EP A? 

The draft formaldehyde assessment, which reviews the available scientific data on 
formaldehyde, will soon begin internal EPA review, followed by interagency consultation 
and independent external peer review, as well as public review and comment. At this time, 
EPA intends to follow its usual development process for the IRIS human health assessment 
for formaldehyde. 

Wouldn't it be instructive to EPA and to other regulatory bodies to have some science policy 
questions addressed by the NAS that will not be addressed by the IRIS assessment process? 
For example: 

• Can or should a substance's environmental regulatory exposure limit be set at or below 
the level at which it occurs naturally in the body? 

• What are the strengths and limitations of using biologically based dose-response models 
to establish chemical exposure limits instead of standard mathematical modeling 
procedures? 

-4 
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• How can the resul~s of toxicity tests perfonned using cells or DNA instead of whole 
animals be used to understand a substance's human toxicity and be incorporated into risk 
assessment? 

EPA has interacted with the NAS on multiple key science issues and science policy issues 
related to human health risk assessment over the last few years. EPA has just concluded a 
three-year contract with the NAS for expert peer involvement workshops to discuss, in an 
open forum, a set of these science issues related to human health risk assessment. The NAS 
held eight workshops over the course of two years and addressed such topics as mode of 

- action, quantitative uncertainly analysis, use of mouse liver tumors in risk assessment, 
interpretation of data from bioassays for thyroid activity and pharmaceuticals in drinking 
water. The last in the series was held on June 18 and 19, 2009, and addressed the new 
generation of human exposure risk information. On the whole, the workshops were of value, 
and EPA expects to continue to bring some of these issues to the NASfor science 
consultation, as appropriate. 

6. Will you commit to immediately executing a contract with the NAS to evaluate the full scope 
of data, both human and animal, on fonnaldehyde health effects for both cancer and non
cancer endpoints. 

At this time, EPA intends to follow its usual development process for the IRIS human health 
assessment for formaldehyde. The draft formaldehyde assessment, which reviews and 
evaluates the available scientific data on formaldehyde - animal and human, cancer and non
cancer - will soon begin internal EPA review, followed by interagency science consultation 
with other federal agencies and independent external peer review, as well as public review 
and comment. 

5 



NEWS RELEASE        Contact: Formaldehyde Council, Inc. 

                        (703) 875-0710 

Formaldehyde Council Comments on 
EPA Decision to Engage National 

Academy of Sciences on IRIS 
Assessment of Formaldehyde 

 

FCI Praises Vitter’s Stand in Favor of ‘Sound Science” 
 

WASHINGTON, D.C. – December 24, 2009 – The following statement can be attributed 

to Formaldehyde Council, Inc., Executive Director Betsy Natz:  

“Late last night, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator Lisa Jackson 

notified FCI that she had directed her staff to ask the National Academy of Sciences 

(NAS) to serve as the peer review body for EPA's IRIS assessment of formaldehyde. 

 Overcoming the agency's intransigence in engaging NAS on formaldehyde would have 

been impossible without the timely intervention of U.S. Senator David Vitter (R-La.).   

“In his time in Washington, Senator Vitter has acted as a firm advocate in favor of sound 

science in the development of public policy, consistently resisting the injection of agenda-

driven research into environmental regulation.  Both public safety and scientific integrity 

have been bolstered as the result of Senator Vitter's efforts.  

“Formaldehyde is one of the most thoroughly examined substances in existence. In fact, 

all living things — including people — produce and process formaldehyde.   It occurs 

naturally in the air we breathe and does not accumulate in the environment or in plants, 

animals or people.   Many scientists agree that at the low levels of formaldehyde to which 

people are typically exposed, there is essentially no risk since the body handles low 

doses every day.  Americans should feel confident in the knowledge that safe products 

can be based on formaldehyde chemistry.” 

The Formaldehyde Council, Inc. is a non-profit association that represents the leading 

producers and users of formaldehyde in the United States.  Our organization is focused 

on the relationship between formaldehyde and the public health and assuring that the 

utilization of formaldehyde and the public policies governing its use are based on sound 

science. 

Additional Background and Sources: http://www.Formaldehyde.org 
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April 1, 2010 
 
Comments from the Natural Resources Defense Council 
On the committee membership to  
Review of EPA's Draft IRIS Assessment of Formaldehyde 
 
DELS-BEST-09-07   
 
http://www8.nationalacademies.org/cp/CommitteeView.aspx?key=DELS-BEST-09-07 
 
 
Proposed members: 
 
Dr. Jonathan M. Samet - (Chair), University of Southern California  
Dr. Andrew F. Olshan - (Vice Chair), The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
Dr. A. John Bailer, Miami University  
Dr. Sandra J.S. Baird, Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
Dr. Richard A. Corley, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 
Dr. David C. Dorman, North Carolina State University  
Dr. Charles H. Hobbs, Lovelace Respiratory Research Institute  
Dr. Michael D. Laiosa, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee  
Dr. Ivan Rusyn, The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill  
Dr. Mary Alice Smith, University of Georgia  
Dr. Leslie Stayner, University of Illinois at Chicago 
 Dr. Helen Suh, Harvard School of Public Health  
Dr. Yiliang Zhu, University of South Florida 
Dr. Patrick A. Zweidler-McKay, The University of Texas M. D. Anderson Cancer Ctr  
 
 
  

http://www8.nationalacademies.org/cp/CommitteeView.aspx?key=DELS-BEST-09-07
http://www.nrdc.org/
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Dear Ms. Ellen Mantus, 
 
These comments are being submitted on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense 
Council (NRDC).  NRDC uses law, science, and the support of more than 1.2 million 
members and on-line activists nationwide to protect the planet's wildlife and wild places 
and to ensure a safe and healthy environment for people and all living things.  NRDC has 
no direct or indirect financial or fiduciary interest in formaldehyde.  
 
The NAS announced on its website the committee appointments for the NAS advisory 
panel to review the EPA’s Draft IRIS Assessment of Formaldehyde.   This deliberation has 
clear implications for regulation of a chemical with widespread exposure in the general 
public.  It is essential that the committee charged with evaluating these topics has the 
requisite balance of expertise and is free from conflicts of interest or strong bias. 
 
Background 
 
NAS’s mission is to provide credible and independent scientific analysis and advice to 
government.  Panels whose members have conflicts of interest or a strong bias toward 
the perspective of regulated industries undermine the cherished credibility of NAS 
advice. 
 
Even where scientists may not have a disqualifying conflict of interest, they may 
nevertheless harbor a strong industry bias.  Congress has required that NAS determine 
that “committee membership is fairly balanced….” 5 U.S.C. App. §15(b)(1)(B). Industry-
employed or industry-funded panelists, those working for industry-supported research 
institutions and clients, and those with strong industry ties may seek to downplay the 
effects of formaldehyde on human health, and may strongly favor regulations and risk 
assessment methodologies that are favorable to industry. Committees must be 
composed in order to ensure that this perspective will not unduly influence panel 
decisions.   
 
 
Comments on provisional committee appointments 
 
To ensure transparency, credibility, and the public’s ability to adequately judge the 
biases of prospective panelists, NAS must disclose more complete information about 
each nominee’s relevant expertise and potential sources of financial conflict of interest.  
Information provided on the NAS website on this panel is inadequate for proper 
evaluation of the committee’s balance.  Without more comprehensive information, the 
public cannot fully evaluate whether or not the provisional committee members reflect 
a reasonable composition of perspectives.   The publicly available biographies of 
panelists are insufficiently detailed to warrant a final determination in this regard.  
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Richard A. Corley 
 
According to his biosketch on the EPA website, “Prior to joining PNNL in 1996, he spent 
11 years at Dow Chemical's Toxicology Research Laboratory as a scientist and group 
leader of the chronic toxicology and inhalation toxicology groups. He currently serves as 
a consultant for several industrial research organizations”.1 Unfortunately, a list of the 
industrial clients that either Corley or his employer consults for is not provided. Why 
not? Without this information, the NAS staff and the public are unable to discern 
whether financial conflicts exist.  
 
This information regarding Corley’s affiliation with Dow, past and current, was never 
identified in the biosketch provided on the NAS website.2 Neither was a list of his 
corporate clients, or the clients of his employer provided. However, the fact that Corley 
and his employer regularly do business with industrial clients is of concern as a possible 
financial conflict, and certainly represents a corporate bias. 
 
Scientists that have had long careers with industry, and who currently or have recently 
served as industry consultants must be seen as representing the interests of their 
industry leadership and clients. 
 
David C. Dorman 
 
Scientists affiliated with CIIT at The Hamner Institutes (CIIT Hamner) should not be 
selected. Current sponsor companies of CIIT Hamner include the Formaldehyde 
Council.3 The Formaldehyde Council is a trade group made up of member companies 
that are formaldehyde producers and users,4 according to their website.5 Dr. David 
Dorman has a long past and current relationship with CIIT Hamner, including numerous 
published manuscripts right up to and including 2009 papers with CIIT Hamner.6 In fact, 
he was Director of the Biological Sciences Division at CIIT.7 This information regarding 
Dorman’s affiliation with CIIT Hamner, past and current, was never identified in the 
biosketch provided on the NAS website.8 Dorman’s affiliation is provided only as North 
Carolina State University, which is highly misleading.  
 
The Hamner Institute, formerly CIIT, formerly the Chemical Industry Institute of 
Toxicology was created in the 1970s, by the leaders of 11 major chemical companies 
including Union Carbide, Dow Chemical, Exxon Chemical, Shell Chemical, DuPont, and 
Monsanto.9  As such, the Institute has long represented a clear industry orientation 
toward the link between chemical exposure and disease. A significant portion of the 
Institute’s funding still comes from industry, and is generally focused on developing data 
or models to support lack of relevance of animal data to humans, or threshold models 
as opposed to linear models for carcinogens.  
 
Scientists like Dorman that are associated with the CIIT Hamner must be seen as 
representing the interests of their industry leadership and clients, which includes 
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sponsorship from the Formaldehyde Council. This represents a clear and unacceptable 
direct financial conflict. 
 
 
Summary 
 
While we do not mean to impugn the integrity or morality of any of the prospective 
panelists, we note that those experts with extensive industry ties may represent 
industry bias should not therefore serve on this committee.   
 
Given the widespread impact of the conclusions of this panel on the regulation of 
formaldehyde, we encourage NAS to remove individuals with financial conflicts or 
industry bias in order to ensure a balance of perspectives on this committee. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Jennifer Sass, PhD 
Senior Scientist 
Health and Environment Program 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
1 Corley biosketch. EPA National Center for Computational Toxicology. 
http://www.epa.gov/NCCT/forum/speakers.htm#corley 
2 http://www8.nationalacademies.org/cp/CommitteeView.aspx?key=DELS-BEST-09-07 
3 CIIT Hamner Sponsor List: http://www.thehamner.org/about/funding.html 
4 Formaldehyde Council members are listed http://formaldehyde.org/about/member_companies/ 
5 Formaldehyde Council http://formaldehyde.org/ 
66 Publications by DC Dorman from 2007-2009 listing his affiliation, along with all the other co-authors as 
CIIT at Hamner Institute:  

Struve MF, Gaido KW, Hensley JB, Lehmann KP, Ross SM, Sochaski MA, Willson GA, Dorman DC. 
Reproductive toxicity and pharmacokinetics of di-n-butyl phthalate(DBP) following dietary 
exposure of pregnant rats. Birth Defects Res B Dev Reprod Toxicol. 2009 Aug;86(4):345-54. 
PubMed PMID: 19585553. 

Roberts ES, Thomas RS, Dorman DC. Gene expression changes following acute hydrogen sulfide (H2S)-
induced nasal respiratory epithelial injury. Toxicol Pathol. 2008;36(4):560-7. Epub 2008 May 8. 
PubMed PMID: 18467678. 

Dorman DC, Struve MF, Wong BA, Gross EA, Parkinson C, Willson GA, Tan YM, Campbell JL, Teeguarden 
JG, Clewell HJ 3rd, Andersen ME. Derivation of an inhalation reference concentration based upon 
olfactory neuronal loss in male rats following subchronic acetaldehyde inhalation. Inhal Toxicol. 
2008 Feb;20(3):245-56. Erratum in: Inhal Toxicol. 2008 Sep;20(12):1119-23. PubMed PMID: 
18300046. 

Struve MF, Wong VA, Marshall MW, Kimbell JS, Schroeter JD, Dorman DC. Nasal uptake of inhaled 
acrolein in rats. Inhal Toxicol. 2008 Feb;20(3):217-25. PubMed  PMID: 18300044. 

http://www.epa.gov/NCCT/forum/speakers.htm#corley
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Dorman DC, Struve MF, Wong BA, Marshall MW, Gross EA, Willson GA. Respiratory tract responses in 
male rats following subchronic acrolein inhalation. Inhal Toxicol. 2008 Feb;20(3):205-16. PubMed 
PMID: 18300043. 

Roberts ES, Soucy NV, Bonner AM, Page TJ, Thomas RS, Dorman DC. Basal gene expression in male and 
female Sprague-Dawley rat nasal respiratory and olfactory epithelium. Inhal Toxicol. 2007 
Sep;19(11):941-9. PubMed PMID: 17849278. 

Struve MF, McManus BE, Wong BA, Dorman DC. Basal ganglia neurotransmitter concentrations in 
rhesus monkeys following subchronic manganese sulfate inhalation. Am J Ind Med. 2007 
Oct;50(10):772-8. PubMed PMID: 17620281. 

7 DC Dorman listed as affiliated with CIIT. 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/bookshelf/br.fcgi?book=nap11640&part=a2000f369ddd00056 
8 http://www8.nationalacademies.org/cp/CommitteeView.aspx?key=DELS-BEST-09-07 
9 http://www.thehamner.org/institutes/ciit/ciit-history.html 
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5. Political Action Committee Names

6. Contributions

 No Contributions 

#1.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
1,000.00 

Date:
02/20/2009 

Payee:
Whitfield for Congress 

Honoree:
Ed Whitfield 

#2.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
1,000.00 

Date:
03/04/2009 

Payee:
Geoff Davis for Congress 

Honoree:
Geoff Davis 

#3.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
1,000.00 

Date:
03/11/2009 

Payee:
Citizens for Bunning 

Honoree:
Jim Bunning 

#4.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
1,000.00 

Date:
03/23/2009 

Payee:
Yarmuth for Congress 

Honoree:
John Yarmuth 

Lobbying Contribution Report

1. Filer Type and Name

Type:
 Organization    Lobbyist

Lobbyist Name:
Mr. CHARLES L GRIZZLE

Employer Name:
Grizzle Company

2. Identification Numbers

House Registrant ID:
31352

Senate Registrant ID:
16987

3. Reporting Period 

Year:
2009

 Mid-Year (January 1 - June 30)
 Year-End (July 1 - December 31)
 Amendment 

4. Contact Information



#5.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
1,000.00 

Date:
03/25/2009 

Payee:
Crapo for US Senate 

Honoree:
Mike Crapo 

#6.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
500.00 

Date:
03/25/2009 

Payee:
Chandler for Congress 

Honoree:
Ben Chandler 

#7.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
1,500.00 

Date:
04/22/2009 

Payee:
Bluegrass Committee 

Honoree:
Mitch McConnell 

#8.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
500.00 

Date:
05/07/2009 

Payee:
Chandler for Congress 

Honoree:
Ben Chandler 

#9.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
2,400.00 

Date:
05/12/2009 

Payee:
Vitter for Senate 

Honoree:
David Vitter 

#10.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
2,000.00 

Date:
05/13/2009 

Payee:
Guthrie for Congress 

Honoree:
Brett Guthrie 

#11.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
2,000.00 

Date:
06/11/2009 

Payee:
Charlie Crist for Senate 

Honoree:
Charlie Crist 

#12.

Contribution Type:
FECA 

Contributor Name:
Self 

Amount:
1,000.00 

Date:
06/24/2009 

Payee:
Yarmuth for Congress 

Honoree:
John Yarmuth 

7. Comments

8. Certification and Signature

 I certify that I have read and am familiar with the provisions of the Standing Rules of the Senate and the Standing rules of the
House of Representatives relating to the provision of gifts and travel. I have not provided, requested or directed a gift, including
travel, to a Member of Congress or an officer or employee of either House of Congress with knowledge that receipt of the gift would



violate rules XXXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate or rule XXV of the Rules of the House of Representatives during this filing
period. 

Digitally Signed By:
CHARLES L GRIZZLE, 7/20/2009 2:21:29 PM 
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LOBBYING REPORT
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 (Section 5)  - All Filers Are Required to Complete This Page

1. Registrant Name Organization/Lobbying Firm Self Employed Individual

2. Address Check if different than previously reported

Address1 Address2

City State Zip Code - Country

3. Principal place of business (if different than line 2)

City State Zip Code - Country

4a. Contact Name b. Telephone Number
International Number

c. E-mail 5. Senate ID#

6. House ID#7. Client Name Self Check if client is a state or local government or instrumentality

TYPE OF REPORT 8. Year Q1 (1/1 - 3/31) Q2 (4/1 - 6/30) Q3 (7/1-9/30) Q4 (10/1 - 12/31)

9. Check if this filing amends a previously filed version of this report

10. Check if this is a Termination Report Termination Date 11. No Lobbying Issue Activity

INCOME OR EXPENSES - YOU MUST complete either Line 12 or Line 13

12. Lobbying 13. Organizations

INCOME EXPENSErelating to lobbying activities for this reporting period
was: were:

Less than $5,000

$5,000 or more $

relating to lobbying activities for this reporting period

Less than $5,000

$5,000 or more $

Provide a good faith estimate, rounded to the nearest $10,000, 
of all lobbying related income from the client (including all
payments to the registrant by any other entity for lobbying
activities on behalf of the client).

14. REPORTING
accounting method. See instructions for description of options.

Check box to indicate expense

Method A.

Method B.

Method C.

Reporting amounts using LDA definitions only

Reporting amounts under section 6033(b)(8) of the
Internal Revenue Code
Reporting amounts under section 162(e) of the Internal
Revenue Code

Signature Date

Printed Name and Title
v6.0.1f

http://lobbyingdisclosure.house.gov http://www.senate.gov/lobby

✔

2009

DC

Grizzle Company

FORMALDEHYDE COUNCIL INC.

$     30,000.00

313520022

Filed Electronically

20036

(202) 234-2101

3Page ______ of ______

cantor@grizzleco.com

USA

1

✔

16987-330

Richard A.  Cantor, President

Suite 4001400 16th St NW
Washington

RICHARD A. CANTOR

✔

10/06/2009



Registrant Client Name

LOBBYING ACTIVITY. Select as many codes as necessary to reflect the general issue areas in which the registrant
engaged in lobbying on behalf of the client during the reporting period. Using a separate page for each code, provide
information as requested. Add additional page(s) as needed.

15. General issue area code                          (one per page)

16. Specific lobbying issues

17. House(s) of Congress and Federal agencies Check if None

18. Name of each individual who acted as a lobbyist in this issue area

Covered Official Position (if applicable) NewFirst Name Last Name Suffix

19. Interest of each foreign entity in the specific issues listed on line 16 above Check if None

Printed Name and Title

v6.0.1f

Exec. Secretary USEPA

Asst. Admin. OARM, USEPA

32

ENVIRONMENT/SUPERFUND

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U.S. SENATE, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),

Richard A.  Cantor, President

Grizzle Company

Richard

Grizzle

FORMALDEHYDE COUNCIL INC.

ENV

Cantor

Charles

✔

Page ______ of ______

Seeking support for a National Academy of Sciences review of scientific studies on the toxicity of
formaldehyde.  Monitoring of FEMA trailers formaldehyde problems.



Registrant Client Name

LOBBYING ACTIVITY. Select as many codes as necessary to reflect the general issue areas in which the registrant
engaged in lobbying on behalf of the client during the reporting period. Using a separate page for each code, provide
information as requested. Add additional page(s) as needed.

15. General issue area code                          (one per page)

16. Specific lobbying issues

17. House(s) of Congress and Federal agencies Check if None

18. Name of each individual who acted as a lobbyist in this issue area

Covered Official Position (if applicable) NewFirst Name Last Name Suffix

19. Interest of each foreign entity in the specific issues listed on line 16 above Check if None

Printed Name and Title

v6.0.1f

Exec. Sec. USEPA

Asst. Admin, OARM, USEPA

33

BUDGET/APPROPRIATIONS

U.S. SENATE

Richard A.  Cantor, President

Grizzle Company

Richard

Grizzle

FORMALDEHYDE COUNCIL INC.

BUD

Cantor

Charles

✔

Page ______ of ______

Hr 2996: Interior & Environment FY10 appropriations: support for an amendment requiring NAS
review of formaldehyde.
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